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SAE  J1703b  illustrates  the  approximate  pres- 
sure buildup  versus  the  master  cylinder  piston 
movement  with  the  stroking  fixture  apparatus.) 
The  pressure  is  relatively  low  during  the  first 
part  of  the  stroke  and  then  builds  up  smoothly 
to  the  maximum  stroking  pressure  at  the  end  of 
the  stroke.  The  stroke  length  is  about  23  mm 
(0.9  inch).  This  permits  the  primary  cup  to  pass 
the  compensating  hole  at  a  relatively  low  pres- 
sure. Using  stroking  fixtures,  the  WC  piston 
travel  is  about  2.5  ±0.25  mm  (0.100  ±0.010  inch) 
when  a  pressure  of  70  kg/sq  cm  is  reached.  Ad- 
just the  stroking  rate  to  1,000  ±1,00  strokes  per 
hour.  Record  the  fluid  level  in  the  master  cylin- 
der standpipe. 

S6.13.5  Procedure.  Operate  the  system  for 
16,000 ±1,000  cycles  at  23±5°C  (73.4 ±9°F).  Re- 
pair any  leakage,  readjust  the  brake  shoe  clear- 
ances, and  add  fluid  to  the  master  cylinder  stand- 
pipe  to  bring  to  the  level  originally  recorded,  if 
necessary.  Start  the  test  again  and  raise  the  tem- 
perature of  the  cabinet  within  6  +  2  hours  to 
120±5°C  (248±9°F).  During  the  test  observe 
operation  of  wheel  cylinders  for  improper  func- 
tioning and  record  the  amount  of  fluid  required 
to  replenish  any  loss,  at  intervals  of  24,000 
strokes.  Stop  the  test  at  the  end  of  85,000  total 
recorded  strokes.  These  totals  shall  include  the 
number  of  strokes  during  operation  at  23±5°C 
(73.4  ±9°F)  and  the  number  of  strokes  required 
to  bring  the  system  to  the  operating  temperature. 
Allow  equipment  to  cool  to  room  temperature. 
Examine  the  wheel  cylinders  for  leakage.  Stroke 
the  assembly  an  additional  100  strokes,  examine 
wheel  cylinders  for  leakage  and  record  volume 
loss  of  fluid.  Within  16  hours  after  stopping 
the  test,  remove  the  master  and  wheel  cylinders 
from  the  system,  retaining  the  fluid  in  the  cylin- 
ders by  immediately  capping  or  plugging  the 
ports.  Disassemble  the  cylinders,  collecting  the 
fluid  from  the  master  cylinder  and  wheel  cylin- 
ders in  a  glass  jar.  When  collecting  the  stroked 
fluid,  remove  all  residue  which  has  deposited  on 
rubber  and  metal  internal  parts  by  rinsing  and 
agitating  such  parts  in  the  stroked  fluid  and 
using  a  soft  brush  to  assure  that  all  loose  adhering 
sediment  is  collected.  Clean  SBR  cups  in  ethanol 
(isopropanol     when     testing     DOT     5     fluids) 


and  dry.  Inspect  the  cups  for  stickiness,  scuffing, 
blistering,  cracking,  chipping,  and  change  in 
shape  from  original  appearance.  Within 
1  hour  after  disassembly,  measure  the  lip  and 
base  diameters  of  each  cylinder  cup  by  the  pro- 
cedures specified  in  S6. 13.4(a)  and  (b)  with  the 
exception  that  lip  or  base  diameters  of  cups  may 
now  differ  by  more  than  0.08  mm  (0.003  inch). 
Determine  the  hardness  of  each  cup  according 
to  S7.4.  Note  any  sludge  or  gel  present  in  the 
test  fluid.  Within  1  hour  after  draining  the 
cylinders,  agitate  the  fluid  in  a  glass  jar  to 
suspend  and  uniformly  disperse  sediment  and 
transfer  a  100  ml  portion  of  this  fluid  to  a 
centrifuge  tube  and  determine  percent  sediment 
as  described  in  S7.5.  Allow  the  tube  and  fluid 
to  stand  for  24  hours,  recentrifuge  and  record 
any  additional  sediment  recovered.  Inspect  cyl- 
inder parts,  note  any  gumming  or  any  pitting  on 
pistons  and  cylinder  walls.  Disregard  staining 
or  discoloration.  Rub  any  deposits  adhering  to 
cylinder  walls  with  a  clean  soft  cloth  wetted  with 
ethanol  to  determine  abrasiveness  and  remova- 
bility. Clean  cylinder  parts  in  ethanol  and  dry. 
Measure  and  record  diameters  of  pistons  and 
cyhnders  according  to  S6. 13.4(a)  and  (b).  Re- 
peat the  test  if  mechanical  failure  occurs  that 
may  effect  the  evaluation  of  the  brake  fluid. 


S6.13.6     Calculation. 

(a)  Calculate  the  changes  in  diameters  of 
cylinders  nd  pistons  (see  S5.1.13  (b)). 

(b)  Calculate  the  average  decrease  in  hardness 
of  the  nine  cups  tested,  as  well  as  the  individual 
values  (see  S 5. 1.1 3(c)). 

(c)  Calculate  the  increases  in  base  diameters 
of  the  ten  cups  (see  S5. 1.13(e)). 

(d)  Calculate  the  lip  diameter  interference  set 
for  each  of  the  ten  cups  by  the  following  form- 
ula and  average  the  ten  values  (see  S5. 1.13(f)). 

DfDa  X  100  =  percentage  Lip  Diameter 
^i'^3  Interference  Set 

Where: 

Di  =  Original  lip  diameter 

D2  =  Final  lip  diameter 

D3  =  Original  cylinder  bore  diameter 
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S7.  Auxiliary  test  methods  and  reagent 
standards. 

57.1  Distilled  water.  Non-referee  reagent  wa- 
ter as  specified  in  ASTM  D1193-70,  "Standard 
Specifications  for  Reagent  Water,"  or  water  of 
equal  purity. 

57.2  Water  content  of  motor  vehicle  brake 
fluids.  Use  analytical  methods  based  on  ASTM 
D1123-59,  "Standard  Method  of  Test  for  Water 
in  Concentrated  Engine  Antifreezes  by  the  Io- 
dine Reagent  Method,"  for  determining  the  wa- 
ter content  of  brake  fluids,  or  other  methods  of 
analysis  yielding  comparable  results.  To  be 
acceptable  for  use,  such  other  method  must  mea- 
sure the  weight  of  water  added  to  samples  of 
the  SAE  RM-1  Compatibility  Fluid  within  ±15 
percent  of  the  water  added  for  additions  up  to 
0.8  percent  by  weight,  and  within  ±5  percent 
of  the  water  added  for  additions  greater  than 
0.8  percent  by  weight.  The  SAE  RM-1  Com- 
patibility Fluid  used  to  prepare  the  samples 
must  have  an  original  ERBP  of  not  less  than 
182°C  (360°F)  when  tested  in  accordance  with 
S6.1. 

57.3  Ethanol.  95  percent  (190  proof)  ethyl 
alcohol,  USP  or  ACS,  or  Formula  3-A  Specially 
Denatured  Alcohol  of  the  same  concentration 
(see  Part  212  of  Title  26,  Code  of  Federal  Reg- 
ulations—U.S.  Treasury  Department,  I.R.S. 
Publication  No.  368).  For  pre-test  washings  of 
equipment  use  approximately  90  percent  ethyl 
alcohol,  obtained  by  adding  5  parts  of  distilled 
water  to  95  parts  of  ethanol. 

57.4  IMeasuring  the  hardness  of  SBR  brake 
cups.  Hardness  measurements  of  SBR  wheel 
cylinder  cups  and  master  cylinder  primary  cups 
shall  be  made  by  using  the  following  apparatus 
and  the  following  procedure. 

S7.4.1     Apparatus. 

(a)  Anvil.  A  rubber  anvil  having  a  flat  cir- 
cular top  20  ±  1mm  (^%6±yi6  inch)  in  diameter, 
a  thickness  of  at  least  9  mm  (^/^  inch)  and  a 
hardness  within  5  IRHDs  of  the  SBR  test  cup. 

(b)  Hardness  tester.  A  hardness  tester  meet- 
ing the  requirements  for  the  standard  instru- 
ment as  described  in  ASTM  D1415-68,  "Stand- 
ard Method  of  Test  for  International  Hardness 
of  Vulcanized  Natural  and  Synthetic  Rubbers," 
and  graduated  directly  in  IRHD  units. 


S7.4.2  Procedure.  Make  hardness  measure- 
ments at  23  +  2°C  (73.4±3.6°F).  Equilibrate 
the  tester  and  anvils  at  this  temperature  prior 
to  use.  Center  brake  cups  lip  side  down  on  an 
anvil  of  appropriate  hardness.  Following  the 
manufacturer's  operating  instructions  for  the 
hardness  tester,  make  one  measurement  at  each  of 
four  points  one-fourth  inch  from  the  center  of 
the  cup  and  spaced  90  degrees  apart.  Average 
the  four  values,  and  round  off  to  the  nearest 
IRHD. 

S7.5  Sediment  by  centrifuging.  The  amount 
of  sediment  in  the  test  fluid  shall  be  determined 
by  the  following  procedure. 

S7.5.1     Apparatus. 

(a)  Cejitrifuge  tube.  Cone-shaped  centrifuge 
tubes  conforming  to  the  dimensions  given  in 
Figure    6,    and    made    of    thoroughly    annealed 
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glass.  The  graduations  shall  be  numbered  as 
shown  in  Figure  6,  and  shall  be  clear  and  dis- 
tinct. Scale-error  tolerances  and  smallest  gradua- 
tions between  various  calibrations  made  with 
air-free  water  at  20°C  (68°F). 

TABLE  V-CALIBRATION  TOLERANCES 
FOR  8-inch  CENTRIFUGE  TUBE 


Volume 

Range,  ml 

Subdivision, 

Tolerance, 

0  to  0.1 

0.05 

+  0.02 

Above  0.1  to  0.3 

0.05 

±0.03 

Above  0.3  to  0.5 

0.05 

+  0.05 

Above  0.5  to  1.0 

0.10 

+  0.05 

Above  1.0  to  2.0 

0.10 

±0.10 

Above  2.0  to  3.0 

0.20 

±0.10 

Above  3.0  to  5.0 

0.5 

+  0.20 

Above  5.0  to  10.0 

1.0 

+  0.50 

Above  10.  to  25. 

5.0 

±1.00 

Above  25.  to  100. 

25. 

+  1.00 

(b)  Centrifuge.  A  centrifuge  capable  of  whirl- 
ing two  or  more  filled  centrifuge  tubes  at  a  speed 
which  can  be  controlled  to  give  a  relative  cen- 
trifugal force  (rcf)  between  600  and  700  at  the 
tip  of  the  tubes.  The  revolving  head,  trunnion 
rings,  and  trunnion  cups,  including  the  rubber 
cushion,  shall  withstand  the  maximum  cen- 
trifugal force  capable  of  being  delivered  by  the 
power  source.  The  trunnion  cups  and  cushions 
shall  firmly  support  the  tubes  when  the  centrifuge 
is  in  motion.  Calculate  the  speed  of  the  ro- 
tating head  using  this  equation: 


rpm  =  265 


4 


rcf 


where:  rcf  =  relative  centrifugal  force,  and 
d    =    diameter   of  swing,   in   inches, 
measured   between   tips   of  opposite 
tubes  when  in  rotating  position. 

Table  VI  shows  the  relationship  between  diam- 
eter, swing,  relative  centrifugal  force  (rcf),  and 
revolutions  per  minute. 

S7.5.2  Procedure.  Balance  the  corked  cen- 
trifuge tubes  with  their  respective  trunnion  caps 
in  pairs  by  eight  on  a  scale,  according  to  the 
centrifuge  manufacturer's  instructions,  and  place 
them  on  opposite  sides  of  the  centrifuge  head. 
Use  a  dummy  assembly  when  one  sample  is  tested. 


TABLE  VI 

ROTATION  SPEEDS  FOR  CENTRIFUGES 

OF  VARIOUS  DIAMETERS 


Diameter  of  swing, 
inches  ^ 


Rpm  at  600  rcf  Rpm  at  700  rcf 


19 
20 
21 
22 


1490 
1450 
1420 
1390 


1610 
1570 
1530 
1500 


a  Measured  in  inches  between  tips  of  opposite  tubes 
when  in  rotating  position. 

Then  whirl  them  for  10  minutes,  at  a  rate  suf- 
ficient to  produce  a  rcf  between  600  and  700  at 
the  tips  of  the  whirling  tubes.  Repeat  until  the 
volume  of  sediment  in  each  tube  remains  con- 
stant for  three  consecutive  readings. 

S7.5.3  Calculation.  Read  the  volume  of  the 
solid  sediment  at  the  bottom  of  the  centrifuge 
tube  and  report  the  percent  sediment  by  volume. 
Where  replicate  determinations  are  specified,  re- 
port the  average  value. 

S7.6  Standard  styrene-butadiene  rubber  (SBR) 
brake  cups.  SBR  brake  cups  for  testing  motor 
vehicle  brake  fluids  shall  be  manufactured  using 
the  following  formulation: 

FORMULATION  OF  RUBBER  COMPOUND 


Ingredient 

Parts  by 

Weight 

SBR  type  1503' 

100 

Oil  furnace  black  (NBS  378) 

40 

Zinc  oxide  (NBS  370) 

5 

Sulfur  (NBS  371) 

0.25 

Stearic  Acid  (NBS  372) 

1 

n-tertiary   butyl-2-benzothiazole 

sulfenamide  (NBS  384) 

1 

Symmetrical-dibetanaphthyl   -   p   - 

phenylenediamine 

1.5 

Dicumyl   peroxide  (40  percent  on 

precipitated  CaCOg)^' 

4.5 

TOTAL 

NOTE:  The    ingredients    labeled    (NBS 


153.25 

_)    must    have 
properties    identical    with    those    supplied    by    the 
National  Bureau  of  Standards 
"  Philprene  1503  has  been  found  suitable, 
b  Use    only    within    90   days   of   manufacture    and 
store  at  temperature  below  27°C  (SCF). 
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Compounding,  vulcanization,  physical  properties,       on  a  flat  surface  for  at  least  12  hours  at  room 
size  of  the  finished  cups,  and  other  details  shall       temperature  in  order  to  allow  cups  to  reach  their 
be  as  specified  in  Appendix  B  of  SAE  J1703b.       true  configuration  before  measurement. 
The  cups  shall  be  used  in  testing  brake  fluids  S7.7     Isopropanol.     ACS    or    reagent    grade, 

either  within  6  months  from  date  of  manufacture 
when  stored  at  room  temperature  below  30° 
(86°F)  or  within  36  months  from  date  of  manu- 
facture when  stored  at  temperatures  below  minus 

15°C  (  +  5°F).    After  removal  of  cups  from  re-  36  F.R.  11987 

frigeration  they  shall  be  conditioned  base  down  June  24,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  117 

Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires — Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.   1-8) 


Proposals  to  amend  §  571.21  of  Title  49,  "Fed- 
eral Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,"  to  add  a 
new  standard  on  retreaded  tires  for  use  on  pas- 
senger cars,  were  published  October  14,  1967  (32 
F.R.  14280),  and  March  5,  1970  (35  F.R.  4136). 
Prior  to  the  latter  notice,  on  April  10,  1969,  a 
technical  conference  was  held  at  which  a  discus- 
sion paper  was  offered  for  comments.  Based 
upon  this  prior  rulemaking  activity,  and  after 
considering  those  comments  received,  a  new  motor 
vehicle  safety  standard  is  hereby  issued  that  re- 
quires manufacturers  of  retreaded  tires  for  pas- 
senger cars  to  comply  with  specified  requirements. 

The  standard  requires  retreaded  pneumatic 
tires  for  passenger  cars  to  meet  requirements  for 
bead  unseating,  strength,  endurance,  and  high 
speed  performance  identical  to  those  specified  for 
new  pneumatic  passenger  car  tires  in  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  109,  and  to  meet 
physical  dimension  and  labeling  requirements 
similar  to  the  requirements  of  Standard  No.  109. 
Many  comments  received  in  response  to  the  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  raised  objections  to 
these  requirements.  One  objection  was  that  the 
requirements  make  the  retreader  responsible  for 
the  performance  of  the  casing  as  well  as  for  his 
own  retreading  process.  The  casing  is,  however, 
one  of  the  raw  materials  used  in  the  retreading 
process.  As  such,  the  responsibility  for  the 
soundness  of  the  casing  can  lie  only  with  the 
retreader,  as  it  is  he  who  will  determine  that  the 
casing  is  suitable  for  retreading  purposes. 

Some  comments  objected  to  the  requirements 
because  they  believed  them  to  be  inappropriate 
for  the  retreaded  tires.  Their  position  was  that 
Standard  No.  109,  in  specifying  requirements  for 
new  tires,  took  into  account  that  new  tires  are 
designed  to  be  used  for  more  than  one  tread  life. 


Consequently,  it  is  argued,  it  is  unreasonable  to 
subject  a  retreaded  tire,  whose  casing  has  al- 
ready undergone  use  through  at  least  one  tread 
life,  to  the  same  performance  criteria  as  a  new 
tire.  The  purpose  of  Standard  No.  109,  however, 
is  to  provide  the  public  with  passenger  car  tires 
that  will  perform  safely  under  modern  driving 
conditions.  These  conditions  are  the  same 
whether  a  new  tire  or  a  retreaded  tire  is  involved, 
and  call  for  the  same  performance  requirements, 
as  far  as  is  practicable.  In  agreement  with  this 
result  is  the  position  of  certain  parties  who  rec- 
ommended that  requirements  for  new  and  re- 
treaded  tires  be  identical.  Their  position  was 
that  retreaded  tires  must  meet  the  same  minimum 
performance  requirements  as  new  tires  in  order 
to  prevent  them  from  being  considered  as  unsafe," 
or  as  less  safe,  than  new  tires. 

Many  comments  particularly  objected  to  the 
proposed  requirement  that  retreaded  tires  must 
meet  the  same  physical  dimension  requirements 
as  new  tires.  It  is  recognized  that  tires  may 
shrink  during  the  retreading  process.  A  dimen- 
sional requirement  for  retreaded  tires  is  neces- 
sary, however,  to  ensure  that  retreaded  tires 
labeled  a  certain  size  are  within  a  specified  maxi- 
mum tolerance  of  the  size.  Consequently,  as 
there  may  be  difficulty  in  requiring  retreaded 
tires  to  meet  the  same  physical  dimension  re- 
quirements as  new  tires,  the  standard  as  issued 
requires  that  the  section  width  and  the  overall 
width  of  retreaded  tires  not  exceed  by  more  than 
10  percent  the  figure  provided  as  the  section 
width  in  Appendix  A  of  Standard  No.  109.  This 
is  a  slight  relaxation  of  the  proposed  require- 
ment, which  specified  a  7-percent  tolerance. 

Several  objections  were  also  raised  to  the  pro- 
posed requirements  for  tire  casings.    These  pro- 
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posals  were  that  casings  used  in  retreaded  tires 
not  have  bead  wire  or  cord  fabric  exposed  either 
before  or  during  the  retreading  process,  that  they 
not  liave  a  belt  or  ply  removed  during  retreading, 
and  that  casings  contain  the  labels  on  them  by 
the  original  tire  manufacturer  pursuant  to  Stand- 
ard No.  109.  Many  comments  objected  to  the 
prohibition  of  retreading  on  casings  having  ex- 
posed cord  fabric  either  before  or  during  pro- 
cessing. The  argument  was  presented  that  cord 
fabric  exposed  during  the  buffing  part  of  the 
retreading  process  can  be  and  often  is  repaired 
without  affecting  the  service  life  or  safety  of  the 
retreaded  tire.  As  an  alternative,  some  comments 
suggested  that  this  requirement  be  changed  to 
require  that  cord  fabric  not  be  "damaged."  Once 
cord  fabric  has  been  exposed,  however,  it  is  far 
more  likely  to  have  been  worn,  exposed  to  mois- 
ture, or  damaged  in  some  other  way.  Further- 
more, the  suggested  language  would  be  nearly 
imix)ssible  to  enforce,  as  any  determination  of 
"damage"  would  be  largely  subjective.  Requir- 
ing that  the  fabric  not  be  exposed,  however,  is  a 
far  less  subjective  test,  and  is  consequently  less 
subject  to  error.  The  proposed  requirement  has 
accordingly  been  retained. 

Objections  were  also  raised  to  the  requirement 
that  would  prohibit  the  removal  of  a  belt  from  a 
tire  casing  during  jDrocessing.  The  argument 
presented  was  that  belt  removal,  and  the  addition 
or  replacement  of  a  belt  as  well,  should  be  al- 
lowed if  the  finished  tire  can  meet  the  specified 
requirements.  The  agency  has  concluded,  how- 
ever, that  belt  removal,  addition,  and  replacement 
raise  questions  concerning  compatibility  of  ma- 
terials and  tire  performance  for  which  no  data 
is  presently  available.  Until  such  time  as  infor- 
mation is  available  on  the  effects  on  tire  perfonn- 
ance  of  belt  removal,  addition,  or  replacement, 
these  practices  will  be  prohibited  in  the  manu- 
facture of  retreaded  tires. 

The  proposed  rule  would  have  required  re- 
treaded  tires  to  be  labeled  with  the  same  informa- 
tion required  on  new  pneumatic  tires  by  Standard 
No.  109.  The  preamble  to  the  notice  indicated 
that  this  provision,  requiring  all  original  labeling 
to  be  on  the  casing  and  to  be  retained  through 
the  retreading  process,  would  be  accompanied  by 


changes  in  the  labeling  requirements  of  Standard 
No.  109  that  would  require  the  original  label  to 
be  placed  in  an  area  of  the  new  tire  sidewall 
where  it  would  not  be  subject  to  destruction 
either  during  use  or  during  retreading.  As  this 
amendment  has  not  been  made  to  Standard  No. 
109,  the  proposed  labeling  requirements  are  being 
modified.  They  require  that  each  casing  be  one 
that  has  been  labeled  pursuant  to  S4.3  of  Stand- 
ard No.  109,  but  that  the  completed  retreaded 
tire  need  only  retain  enough  of  the  original  label 
to  display  each  item  of  required  information  in 
at  least  one  location.  The  labeling  requirements 
also  provide  that  the  retreaded  tire  be  certified 
by  labeling  the  tire  with  the  symbol  DOT,  lo- 
cated on  the  tire  as  specified  in  Part  574,  "Tire 
Identification  and  Record  Keeping." 

The  notice  of  proposed  rule  making  would 
have  required  retreaders  to  submit  certain  infor- 
mation to  the  agency,  including  a  statement  that 
records  would  be  maintained  by  the  retreader  for 
a  period  of  at  least  3  years.  These  record  keep- 
ing requirements  involved  records  of  materials 
used  in  the  retreading  process,  records  of  process 
control,  and  records  of  performance  tests  and 
reported  defects  and  failures.  The  purpose  of 
these  proposed  requirements  would  have  been  to 
provide  information  to  assist  retreaders  in  ascer- 
taining which  tires  might  be  suspect  in  the  event 
of  a  finding  of  nonconformity  or  a  safety-related 
defect.  In  consideration  of  comments  received, 
the  standard  as  now  issued  does  not  contain 
record  keeping  requirements,  and  record  keeping 
by  retreaders  will  be  on  a  voluntary  basis,  con- 
sistently with  the  other  standards.  The  NHTSA 
strongly  recommends,  however,  that  retreaders 
retain  information  on  the  materials  and  processes 
that  they  use,  so  that  in  the  event  of  a  defect  or 
noncompliance  they  will  be  able  to  determine 
which  tires  are  involved. 

Similarly,  the  standard  does  not  require  re- 
treaders to  maintain  records  of  performance  tests 
or  of  reported  defects  and  failures.  Retreaders 
should  be  aware,  however,  that  they  are  required 
to  exercise  due  care  in  manufacturing  retreaded 
tires  to  comply  with  this  standard,  and  that  in- 
formation of  this  type  is  likely  to  be  an  important 
step  in  proving  due  care. 
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Effective  date :  January  1, 1972.  Issued  on  April  14, 1971. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  571.21  of  Douglas  W.  Toms, 

Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  Acting  Administrator 
by  adding  a  new  motor  vehicle  safety  standard. 

No.  117,  "Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires:  Passenger  36  F.R.  7315 

Cars"  as  set  forth  below.  April    17,    1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 

Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 
(Docket  No.   1-8) 


This  notice  is  issued  in  response  to  petitions 
for  reconsideration  received  concerning  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  117,  "Retreated 
Pneumatic  Tires,"  49  CFR  §571.21,  published 
April  17,  1971  (36  F.R.  7315). 

Timely  petitions  were  received  from  8  parties; 
Bandag  Incorporated,  National  Tire  Dealers  and 
Retreaders  Association  (by  the  firm  of  Sellers, 
Conner  &  Cuneo),  The  Mississippi  Independent 
Tire  Dealers  Association,  Alabama  Tire  Dealers 
and  Retreaders  Association,  and  The  Louisiana 
Independent  Tire  Dealers  Association,  Owens- 
Corning  Fiberglas  Corp.,  American  Retreaders 
Association,  the  Goodyear  Tire  and  Rubber  Com- 
pany, the  Rubber  Manufacturers  Association, 
and  the  B.F.  Goodrich  Tire  Company.  Certain 
other  petitions  were  received  more  than  thirty 
days  after  publication  of  the  standard,  and  while 
they  are  petitions  for  rulemaking  imder  the 
agency's  procedural  rules  (49  CFR  §  553.35) 
they  have  been  considered  in  the  issuance  of  this 
notice. 

1.  Availability  of  casings.  Paragraph  S5.2.3 
of  the  standard  requires  that  each  retreaded  tire 
be  manufactured  with  a  casing  that  has  been 
labeled  pursuant  to  S4.3  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  109.  In  effect,  only  casings  from 
tires  manufactured  on  or  after  August  1,  1968, 
have  been  required  to  have  this  information 
l)ermanently  labeled  on  the  tire.  According  to 
many  petitions,  the  period  between  August  1, 
1968  and  January  1,  1972,  the  standard's  effective 
date,  has  been  too  short  to  allow  the  accumula- 
tion of  a  sufficient  supply  of  casings  that  bear  the 
required  labeling.  Many  petitioners  tliorefore 
requested  that  casings  labeled  pursuant  to  Stand- 
ard No.  109  not  be  required  until  1974  or  1975. 
These  requests  are  denied.  However,  in  order  to 
make  additional  casincs  available  the  standard 


has  been  amended  to  allow,  between  January  1, 
1972  and  January  1,  1974,  the  use  of  some  casings 
labeled  with  specific  fractional  markings  that 
were  first  introduced  in  1965.  These  casings  are 
those  for  use  on  wheels  having  diameters  of  14 
or  15  inches,  marked  with  the  size  designations 
6.45,  6.85,  6.95,  7.35,  7.75,  8.15,  8.25,  8.45,  8.55, 
8.85,  8.90,  9.00,  or  915,  and  labeled  with  certain 
information  as  a  result  of  the  "Tire  Advertising 
and  Labeling  Guides"  which  were  adopted  by 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  on  July  5,  1966. 
In  situations  where  these  casings  are  used,  the 
retreader  is  required  to  label  them  further,  in  a 
permanent  manner,  with  a  maxinumi  load  rating 
and  maximum  permissible  inflation  pressure  ob- 
tained from  a  table  incorporated  into  the  stand- 
ard. Casings  that  contain  the  specified  informa- 
tion, together  with  the  maximum  load  rating  and 
maximum  permissible  inflation  pressure  added 
by  retreaders,  will  be  labeled  with  most  of  the 
information  required  on  new  tires  by  Standard 
No.  109,  and  in  accordane  with  Section  201  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  (15  U.S.C.  1421).  Manufacturers  who  use 
these  older  casings  should  be  aware,  however, 
that  retreaded  tires  manufactured  with  them 
must  meet  the  same  perormance  requirements  as 
tires  manufactured  with  casings  that  have  been 
certified  tobe  in  compliance  with  Standard  No. 
109. 

2.  Application  of  the  DOT  certification  mark. 
Paragraph  S6  of  the  standard  requires  the  man- 
ufacturer to  certify  each  retreaded  tire  by  af- 
fixing to  the  tire  the  symbol  DOT,  as  provided 
in  section  574.5  of  the  Tire  Identification  and 
Recordkeeping  regulations.  The  Administration 
takes  the  position  that  affixing  the  DOT  before 
the  effective  date  of  the  standard  is  inconsistent 
with  the  intent  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
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Vehicle  Safety  Act,  as  it  is  only  with  respect  to 
tires  manufactured  after  the  effective  date  that 
certification  has  legal  significance.  At  the  same 
time,  under  tlie  Act  all  retreaded  tires  manu- 
factured on  or  after  January  1,  1972,  must  con- 
tain the  DOT  mark.  Certain  petitioners  have  in- 
dicated that  it  would  be  impossible,  without  a 
substantial  disruption  of  business,  for  no  tire  to 
have  a  permanently  affixed  DOT  symbol  on  or 
before  December  31,  197l',  and  for  all  tires  manu- 
factured on  January  1,  1972,  and  thereafter  to 
have  such  a  symbol.  To  remedy  this  problem  the 
standard  is  being  amended  to  allow  the  use  of 
a  i)aper  label  containing  prescribed  language  to 
serve  as  a  valid  certification  from  January  1, 
1972,  through  February  29,  1972. 

3.  Retention  of  labeling.  Certain  petitions  re- 
quested that  paragraph  S6.2,  which  requires  cer- 
tain labeling  on  the  casing  to  be  retained,  be 
amended  because  the  labeling  information  some- 
times ajjpears  in  an  area  on  the  tire  that  is  sub- 
ject to  buffing.  Consequently,  it  is  argued,  it  is 
imossible  to  retain  the  information  through  the 
retreading  process.  These  requests  are  denied. 
The  required  labeling  is  essential  to  the  appro- 
priate use  of  the  tire  and  varies  from  casing  to 
casing.  It  has  been  determined  that  the  most 
satisfactory  way  to  ensure  that  correct  informa- 
tion of  this  type  appears  on  the  completed  tire 
is  for  the  casing  manufacturer's  labeling  to  be 
retained.  Casings  that  cannot  be  retreaded  with- 
out destruction  of  the  labeling  will  consequently 
be  unsatisfactory  for  use. 

4.  Casing  icitli  exposed  cord.  Many  peti- 
tioners objected  to  the  requirements  of  paragraph 
S5.2.1  that  prohibit  the  retreading  of  casings 
that  have  cord  fabric  e.xposed  before  or  during 
processing.  The  argument  preented  is  that  such 
tires  can  be  retreaded  as  effectively  and  will 
l)rovide  the  same  level  of  performance  as  tires 
manufactured  from  casings  on  which  cord  fabric 
is  not  exposed,  as  long  as  cords  that  are  exposed 
are  not  damaged.     These  requests  are  denied. 

The  NHTSA  recognizes  that  under  optimum 
conditions,  careful  buffing  that  barely  exposes, 
but  does  not  touch,  the  tire  cords  can  jiroduce 
satisfactory  results.  In  practice,  however,  tire 
buffing  is  often  not  done  by  precision  methods  or 
highly  trained  personnel,  especially  in  the  case 


of  smaller  tire  retraders.  Any  buffing  that  dam- 
ages or  removes  part  of  the  tire  cords  reduces 
thb  strength  of  the  carcass  at  that  point.  Thus, 
buffing  to  the  cord  materially  increases  the  pos- 
sibility of  producing  unsafe  tires. 

Furthermore,  exposing  tire  cords  in  the  re- 
treading process  can  cause  the  retreaded  tire  to 
be  unsafe  even  if  the  cord  is  not  damaged.  In 
the  manufacture  of  new  tires,  the  cords  that 
eventually  make  up  the  carcass  are  passed 
through  complex  adhesive  solutions  of  resin  and 
latex,  before  being  dried  and  coated  with  rubber. 
Exposed  cords  in  buffed  retread  carcasses  gen- 
erally do  not  receive  comparable  treatment  to 
bond  them  to  the  overlaid  rubber.  Also,  ex- 
posed carcass  cords  that  are  not  promptly  cov- 
ered can  absorb  moisture  from  the  air,  which 
substantially  weakens  them. 

Since  the  exposure  of  belts  in  belted  tires  does 
not  carry  with  it  the  danger  of  impairment  of 
carcass  strength  as  does  the  exposure  of  ply 
cords,  the  standard  is  amended  to  make  it  clear 
that  exposure  of  belt  material  during  processing 
is  allowed.  Belt  material  may  not,  however,  as 
specified  in  S5.2.1,  be  removed,  added,  or  replaced. 
The  petitions  in  this  regard  are  denied  for  the 
reasons  specified  in  the  preamble  to  the  standard 
published  April  17,  1971. 

5.  Physical  dimension  tolerances.  Several  pe- 
titions noted  that  although  retreaded  tires  may 
shrink  during  the  retreading  process,  the  physical 
dimension  requirements  of  S5.1.2  allow  only  for 
a  10%  tolerance  over  the  maximum  width  to 
allow  for  service  growth.  An  amendment  to 
allow  some  shrinkage  was  requested.  It  has  been 
determined  that  a  minus  3%  deviation  from  the 
specified  section  width  is  justified,  and  the  stand- 
ard is  amended  accordingly. 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1972. 

In  the  light  of  the  above.  Federal  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  117  in  §  571.21  of  Title 
49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  hereby 
amended.    .    .   . 

Issued  on  October  22,  1971. 

Douglas  W.   Toms 
Administrator 

36  F.R.  20877 
October   30,    1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  117 

Retreaded   Pneumatic  Tires 
(Docket  1-8;  Notice  5) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  117,  "Retreaded 
Pneumatic  Tires"  to  increase  the  number  of  al- 
lowable casings  that  may  be  retreaded,  to  allow 
ply  cord  to  be  exposed  in  a  limited,  specified 
manner  during  the  retreading  process,  and  to 
modify  the  labeling  requirements.  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  117  was  issued 
April  17,  1971  (36  F.R.  7315),  and  amended,  in 
response  to  petitions  for  reconsideration,  on 
October  30,  1971  (36  F.R.  20877).  Since  that 
time  certain  segments  of  the  industry  have  re- 
quested additional  changes  to  the  standard.  This 
amendment  is  based  on  those  requests. 

1.  One  major  objection  that  was  raised  con- 
cerns the  prohibition  against  exposing  cord  in  the 
ply  area  of  the  tire  during  processing.  The 
issuance  of  April  17,  1971,  prohibited  any  tire 
from  being  retreaded  on  which  cord  had  been 
exposed  either  before  or  during  the  retreading 
process.  The  standard  was  further  amended  in 
the  issuance  of  October  30,  to  allow  belt  material, 
but  not  ply  cords,  to  be  exposed  during  the  re- 
treading process. 

The  prohibition  against  retreading  a  casing 
that  has  exposed  cord  is  based  primarily  on  the 
fact  that  cord  that  has  been  exposed  may  have 
been  damaged,  thereby  weakening  the  casing  and 
increasing  the  chance  that  the  completed  tire  will 
be  unsafe.  This  is  especially  true  where  cord  is 
exposed  during  the  life  of  the  original  tire,  as 
exposure  of  cord  in  this  case  will  generally  have 
been  caused  by  excessive  wear.  However,  cord 
has  heretofore  been  exposed  during  the  buffing 
part  of  many  retreading  processes,  as  a  method 
of  determining  whether  a  sufficient  amount  of 
old  tread  rubber  has  been  removed  before  the 
application  of  the  new  tread.  The  NHTSA 
recognizes  the  importance  of  removing  a  sufficient 


amount  of  old  tread,  and  that,  as  stated  in  the 
October  30  notice,  "careful  bufiing  that  barely 
exposes,  but  does  not  touch,  the  tire  cords  can 
produce  satisfactory  results."  The  Administra- 
tion retained  the  prohibition  against  bufiing  to 
the  cord,  except  for  belt  material,  on  the  basis 
of  the  finding  that  it  could  result  in  damage  to 
the  cord  and  create  unsafe  tires. 

After  reviewing  additional  information  and 
arguments  that  have  been  presented  by  interested 
parties,  the  NHTSA  has  now  determined  that 
buffing  to  the  ply  cord  in  very  limited  circum- 
stances can  be  allowed  without  incurring  the 
risk  that  cords  will  be  damaged  during  buffing. 
The  amendment  issued  herewith  allows  buffing 
during  the  retreading  process  only  at  a  splice, 
that  is,  where  two  segments  of  the  same  ply  over- 
lap. Exposure  of  cord  at  this  point  will  not 
materially  affect  casing  strength,  as  there  still 
will  be  one  layer  of  unexposed  cord  at  the  splice 
due  to  the  ply  overlap.  Exposure  of  ply  cord 
at  a  location  other  than  a  splice  remains 
prohibited. 

2.  The  standard  as  issued  April  17,  1971,  al- 
lowed only  casings  that  had  been  labeled  pursu- 
ant to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  109 
(49  CFR  §  571.109)  to  be  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  retreaded  tires.  The  categories  of  casings  that 
could  be  retreaded  under  the  standard  were  ex- 
panded in  the  amendment  of  October  30,  1971. 
Certain  other  additions,  namely,  the  inclusion 
of  certain  13-inch  and  15-inch  tire  sizes  and 
series  70  tires,  each  of  which  must  contain  certain 
labeling,  are  incorporated  by  this  amendment. 

3.  In  the  preamble  to  the  amendment  of 
October  30,  1971,  the  NHTSA  denied  requests  to 
amend  the  requirement  that  the  original  labeling 
on  casings  be  retained  on  the  completed  re- 
treaded  tire,  and  that  casings  without  retainable 
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labeling;  be  discarded.  Tlie  NHTSA's  position 
was  that  retention  of  tl>e  orijiinal  labeling  was 
the  most  satisfactory  way  to  ensnre  that  each 
retreaded  tire  would  be  labeled  with  the  appro- 
priate safety  information,  and  it  was  recognized 
that  some  casings  would  have  to  be  rejected  be- 
cause of  this  requirement.  Information  whicli 
the  agency  has  recently  received,  however,  in- 
dicates that  this  requirement  may  reduce  the 
number  of  retreadable  casings  to  a  degree  not 
anticipated.  The  shortage  of  casings  will  re- 
sult because  the  labeling  on  many  casings  lies  in 
an  area  where  it  would  be  removed  during  the 
retreading  process.  Although  the  problem  had 
been  described  in  comments  at  previous  stages 
of  rulemaking,  specific  data  as  to  the  number 
of  available  casings  was  presented  to  the  agency 
after  the  October  30  amendment. 

The  agency  has  concluded  after  review  of  this 
data  that  to  require  the  discarding  of  casings 
without  retainable  labeling  could  substantially 
impair  the  industry  due  to  a  shortage  of  casings. 
The  NHTSA  has  accordingly  decided  to  revoke 
these  requirements  of  the  standard  and  to  pro- 
pose an  alternate  labeling  scheme.  A  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  to  that  effect  is  published 
in  this  issue  of  the  Federal  Register.  Much  of 
the  difficulty  e.xperienced  by  retreaders  in  finding 
casings  that  bear  labeling  not  subject  to  destruc- 
tion results  from  the  fact  that  many  new  tires 
carry  their  required  information  in  locations 
such  that  it  is  removed  during  the  retreading 
process.     The   \HTSA  is  therefore  issuing  an 


additional  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  which 
v.ould  amend  Standard  No.  109  to  require  the 
labeling  in  question  to  be  placed  in  an  area  where 
it  will  not  be  subject  to  destruction  during  the 
retreading  process. 

This  amendment  to  Standard  No.  117  does  not 
change  the  requirement  that  only  certain  casings 
containing  original  labeling  information  be  used 
in  the  manufacture  of  retreaded  tires,  but 
specifies  that,  at  present,  this  labeling  need  not 
be  retained  on  the  completed  tire. 

In  light  of  the  above,  section  571.117  of  Title 
49,  Code  of  Federal  Regidations  (Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  117)  is  hereby  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1972.  The  amend- 
ments issued  herein  relieve  restrictions  and  im- 
pose no  additional  burdens  on  any  person.  Ac- 
cordingly, it  is  found,  for  good  cause  shown, 
that  an  effective  date  less  than  180  days,  and  less 
than  30  days,  from  the  day  of  issuance  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  sections  103, 
112,  113.  114,  119,  and  201  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1401,  1402,  1403,  1407,  1421)  and  the  delegation 
of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  December  21,  1971. 

Douglas  "W.  Toms 
Administrator 

36  F.R.  24814 
December   23,    1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 

Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 
(Docket  No.   1-8;  Notice  7) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  reissue,  with 
certain  amendments,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  117,  "Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires." 
Standard  No.  117  was  published  April  17,  1971 
(36  F.R.  7315).  In  response  to  petitions  for  re- 
consideration, the  standard  was  amended  October 
30,  1971  (36  F.R.  20877).  As  a  result  of  addi- 
tional evidence  which  was  presented  to  the 
agency  regarding  the  requirements  for  labeling 
of  retreaded  tires  and  other  issues,  the  standard 
was  amended  again  on  December  23,  1971  (36 
F.R.  24814).  On  the  same  day  a  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  was  also  published  proposing 
new  labeling  requirements  (36  F.R.  24825). 
This  notice  is  issued  both  in  response  to  two 
petitions  for  reconsideration  concerning  the 
amendment  of  December  23,  and  to  incorporate 
amendments  based  on  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  of  December  23. 

The  issues  raised  by  the  two  petitions,  one 
from  the  National  Tire  Dealers  and  Retreaders 
Association  and  the  other  from  the  Rubber 
Manufacturers  Association,  concern  the  avail- 
ability of  casings,  casing  labeling,  and  the  physi- 
cal dimension  requirements  of  the  standard. 
Requirements  for  labeling  retreaded  tires,  which 
are  related  to  the  requirements  for  casing  label- 
ing, are  dealt  with  below  in  the  discussion  of  the 
amendments  that  are  based  on  the  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking. 

Availdbility  of  Casings.  The  petitions  re- 
quested that  additional  casing  sizes,  namely  5.20, 
6.40,  7.50,  8.00,  8.20,  8.50,  8.85,  9.50,  145,  155,  165, 
175,  185,  195,  and  205  be  added  to  the  list  of 
usable  casings.  The  request  that  sizes  5.20,  6.40, 
7.50,  8.00,  8.20,  8.50,  and  9.50  be  added  is  denied. 
One  purpose  of  Standard  No.  117  is  to  limit 
usable  casings  to  those  manufactured  within  a 
limited  period  before  the  effective  date  of  the 


standard.  While  these  sizes  were  in  fact  manu- 
factured during  the  period  1965-1967,  unlike 
sizes  presently  allowed  they  were  also  manufac- 
tured in  large  numbers  well  before  this  period. 
It  has  not  been  demonstrated  that  these  par- 
ticular casing  sizes  are  needed  in  order  to  ensure 
an  adequate  casing  supply,  and  consequently 
they  are  not  added  to  the  list  of  usable  casings. 
However,  the  remaining  requested  casing  sizes, 
8.85,  145,  155,  165,  175,  185,  195,  and  205  are 
permitted  to  be  used  by  this  amendment  as  it 
appears  that  they  were  not  in  widespread  use 
before  the  other  sizes  permitted  to  be  used  under 
the  standard.  In  addition,  the  NHTSA  has  de- 
termined that  some  additional  sizes,  mostly 
radial  sizes,  may  also  be  retreaded,  and  the  pro- 
posed Table  I  has  been  amended  accordingly  and 
made  part  of  the  standard. 

Casing  labeling.  As  amended  December  23, 
1971,  paragraph  S5.2.4  of  the  standard  required 
retreaded  tires  to  be  manufactured  using  casings 
that  were  either  labeled  in  accordance  with  S4.3 
of  Standard  No.  109,  or  until  January  1,  1974, 
of  certain  enumerated  sizes  manufactured  before 
the  effective  date  of  Standard  109.  They  were 
to  be  labeled  with :  ( 1 )  the  generic  name  of  the 
cord  material  used  in  the  plies  of  the  tire,  (2) 
the  actual  number  of  plies,  (3)  the  size  of  the 
tire,  and  (4)  whether  the  tire  is  tubeless  or  tube 
type.  The  petitions  have  requested  that  casings 
not  be  required  to  contain  this  information. 

The  reason  for  requiring  the  casing,  whether 
manufactured  before  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  Standard  109,  to  contain  the  specified  infor- 
mation is  to  provide  information  that  retreaders 
can  retain  or  carry  over  for  the  purpose  of  label- 
ing retreaded  tires.  The  only  reliable  source  for 
much  of  this  information  is  the  casing. 
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The  petitions  have  indicated,  however,  that 
not  all  of  the  information  appears  on  many  of 
the  pre-Standard  No.  109  casings,  or  appears  in 
such  a  way  that  it  cannot  practicably  be  used 
for  purposes  of  relabeling.  Tiie  NHTSA  has 
accordingly  decided  to  modify  the  labeling  re- 
quirements for  pre-Standard  No.  109  casings, 
and  to  make  requirements  for  "DOT"  casings 
consistent  with  them.  As  amended  in  this  issu- 
ance, casings  need  only  be  labeled  with  (a)  the 
tire's  size  designation,  and  (b)  its  actual  number 
of  plies  or  ply  rating.  Information  obtained  by 
NHTSA  has  indicated  that  almost  all  casing 
sizes  allowed  to  be  used  by  the  standard  had  this 
information  permanently  labeled  onto  the  tire 
sidewall. 

The  standard  requires  the  casing  to  contain 
its  original  size  marking.  It  also  requires  that 
the  designated  size  of  the  retreaded  tire  be  no 
larger  (although  it  may  be  smaller)  than  the 
size  of  the  original  casing.  Size  is  the  chief 
criterion  for  consumers  in  the  purchase  of  tires. 
The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  retreaded  tires' 
sizes  must  be  related  to  original  casing  markings 
in  order  to  provide  assurance  that  the  correct 
size  is  placed  on  the  retreaded  tire,  and  that 
retreaders  should  not  be  allowed  to  determine 
casing  size  or  the  size  of  retreaded  tires  by  any 
other  means.  Both  petitions  for  reconsideration 
requested  that  this  item  of  information  not  be 
required,  and  in  this  regard  they  are  denied. 

Casings  are  also  required  by  this  amendment 
to  be  labeled  with  either  the  tire's  actual  number 
of  plies,  or  its  ply  rating.  This  modifies  the 
proposed  requirement  that  the  "actual  number 
of  plies"  appear.  This  information  is  also  being 
required  by  today's  amendment  to  appear  on  the 
retreaded  tire.  Ply  rating  is  the  basic  criterion 
for  determining  the  tire's  maximum  permissible 
inflation  pressure  and  its  maximum  load.  It  is 
required  to  be  on  the  casing  because  it  cannot  be 
determined  with  assurance  except  from  the 
original  tire  marking.  Some  tires  manufactured 
before  the  effective  date  of  Standard  No.  109 
were  not  labeled  with  the  actual  number  of  plies, 
but  of  those  that  were  not,  almost  all  contained 
the  ply  rating.  Consequently,  requiring  either 
actual  number  of  plies  or  ply  rating  to  be  on 
casings  will  not  reduce  significantly  the  number 
of  otherwise  retreadable  casings,  and  insofar  as 


the  petitions  requested  complete  deletion  of  this 
requirement,  they  are  denied. 

The  standard  is  amended  as  requested  by  the 
petitions  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  the 
generic  name  of  the  cord  material,  and  whether 
the  tire  is  tubeless  or  tube-type,  appear  on  the 
casing.  It  appears  that  industry  practice  before 
the  effective  date  of  Standard  No.  109  varied  in 
the  manner  that  information  of  this  type  was 
labeled  on  new  tires,  and  that  requiring  the  in- 
formation to  be  on  the  casing  would  unnecessar- 
ily restrict  the  types  of  usable  casings. 

Mention  was  made  in  the  petitions  of  the  pos- 
sibility of  information  appearing  on  new  tires 
being  rubbed  off  in  service,  making  casing  label- 
ing requirements  difficult  to  meet.  The  NHTSA 
is  of  the  opinion  that,  while  this  is  a  possible 
occurrence,  complete  obliteration  of  the  labeling 
is  unlikely.  More  important,  however,  is  the 
fact  that  casings  where  the  labeling  does  not 
appear  should  not,  from  a  safety  standpoint,  be 
retreaded.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that 
despite  any  consequent  reduction  in  the  number 
of  casings,  retreaders  should  not  be  left  to  their 
own  devices  in  determining  casing  size  and  ply 
rating  on  completed  tires,  but  that  such  infor- 
mation, for  the  safety  of  consumers,  must  be 
based  on  the  casing's  original  markings. 

Physical  dime-mion  requirements.  The  peti- 
tions have  asked  that  the  physical  dimension 
requirements  be  amended  to  allow  for  a  3  per- 
cent minus  deviation  from  the  minimum  size 
factor  specified  for  the  tire's  size  designation 
and  type.  The  standard  presently  allows  a  plus 
10  percent,  and  minus  3  percent  deviation  from 
the  maximum  section  width  only.  The  requests 
are  based  on  the  tendency  of  certain  retreaded 
tires  to  shrink  temporarily  as  a  result  of  the 
retreading  process. 

These  icquests  are  denied.  Data  obtained 
from  NHTSA  tests  indicate  that  the  present 
requirements  are  being  met,  and  that  further 
relief  is  unnecessary.  However,  as  a  result  of 
a  comment  received,  paragraph  S5.1.2  is  being 
rewritten  for  purposes  of  clarity. 

Labeling.  The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
published  December  23,  1971  (36  F.R.  24825), 
specified  a  system  by  which  retreaded  tires  would 
be   required   to  be   labeled   with   certain   safety 
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information.  The  use  of  an  affixed  label  would 
be  allowed  for  a  li  nited  period  followin<?  the 
standard's  effective  date,  but  after  that  period 
the  information  would  be  required  to  be  perma- 
nently molded  into  or  onto  the  tire  sidewall. 
The  final  rule  issued  today  adopts  this  system, 
with  certain  modifications  in  the  information  to 
be  provided,  resulting  from  the  amendments  to 
paragraph  S5.2.4.  The  information  is  the  same 
for  both  affixed  and  molded  labeling,  and  con- 
sists of  (a)  the  tire's  size  designation,  (b)  its 
maximum  permissible.,  inflation  pressure,  (c)  its 
maximum  load,  (d)  the  actual  number  of  plies, 
ply  rating,  or  both,  (e)  the  words  "tubeless"  or 
"tube  type"  as  applicable,  (f)  the  words  "bias/ 
belted"  if  the  tire  is  of  bias-belted  construction, 
and  (g)  the  word  "radial"  if  the  tire  is  of  radial 
construction. 

Size,  maximum  load,  and  maximum  permis- 
sible inflation  pressure  are  required  because  each 
is  necessary  for  proper  selection  and  use  of  pas- 
senger car  tires.  "While  the  standard  requires 
the  size  to  be  based  on  the  original  casing  size, 
the  values  for  maximum  load  and  inflation  pres- 
sure may,  where  necessary,  be  based  on  a  table 
incorporated  into  the  standard.  The  values  in 
the  table  are  based  on  the  values  for  the  tire's 
size  designation  and  type  as  they  appear  in 
Standard  No.  109  (§  571.109),  and  are  determined 
according  to  the  tire's  size  and  ply  rating,  both 
of  which  are  required  to  be  on  the  casing. 

The  words  "bias/belted"  and  "radial"  are  re- 
quired, where  appropriate,  in  order  to  identify 
tires  of  different  types  of  construction.  There 
is  presently  a  large  body  of  opinion,  supported 
by  NHTSA,  that  mixing  tires  of  differing  con- 
struction types  on  the  same  vehicle  or  same  axle 
of  a  vehicle  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  safety. 
In  the  case  of  the  requirement  that  the  words 
"bias/belted"  appear,  while  not  proposed  in  the 
notice  of  December  23,  the  information  would 
have  been  available  if  the  proposed  language, 
"actual  number  of  plies  in  the  sidewall  and  the 
actual  number  of  plies  in  the  tread  area,  if  dif- 
ferent," had  been  retained.  The  NHTSA  does 
not  believe  labeling  the  words  "bias/belted"'  will 
present  significant  problems  for  retreaders  as 
most  belted  tires  were  manufactured  after  the 
effective  date  of  Standard  No.  109,  and  are  con- 
sequently  identified  as  such.     Those  that   were 


not  usually  contained  some  similar  identification. 
Moreover,  it  appears  that  after  proper  buffing, 
belted  tires  exhibit  visible  differences  from  pure 
bias  construction. 

The  word  "radial"  is  also  being  required,  de- 
spite the  fact  that  as  proposed  it  would  not  have 
been  required  until  permanent  markings  were 
required.  At  the  time  of  the  proposal,  however, 
NHTSA  was  not  aware  that  radial  tires  were 
being  retreaded.  It  appears  now  that  they  are, 
and  in  the  interests  of  safety  the  term  "radial" 
is  required  to  be  added  to  all  retreaded  radial 
tires. 

The  words  "tubeless"  or  "tube  type"  are  also 
required  to  be  labeled  onto  completed  retreaded 
tires.  Almost  all  of  the  comments  considered 
this  information  to  be  safety  related.  Even 
though  nr.t  required  to  appear  on  the  casing,  the 
information  will  be  available  to  retreaders,  as 
( 1 )  most  tubeless  casings  were  in  fact  so  marked, 
and  (2)  a  tube-type  tire,  in  most  cases,  can  be 
identified  by  the  lack  of  inner  lining  that  is 
present  on  tubeless  tires.  In  those  cases  where 
identification  is  not  possible,  the  casing  should 
not  be  retreaded,  as  this  information  would  like- 
wise be  unknown  at  time  of  sale. 

The  proposed  requirement  that  the  tire  be 
labeled  with  the  generic  name  of  its  cord  ma- 
terial is  not  retained.  The  comments  have 
argued,  and  NHTSA  agrees,  that  in  the  case  of 
retreaded  tires  this  information  is  not  substan- 
tially related  to  safety.  This,  combined  with 
the  fact  that  it  appears  only  on  certain  casings, 
where  it  must  if  it  is  to  be  relabeled,  has  con- 
vinced the  NHTSA  that  at  present  the  require- 
ment should  not  be  included  in  the  standard. 

Many  comments  opposed  the  requirement  that 
labeling  be  molded  into  or  onto  the  tire  sidewall 
until  such  a  time  as  new  tire  labeling  was  re- 
quired to  be  placed  in  a  position  where  it  would 
not  be  buffed  off  during  retreading,  and  could 
thus  be  retained  through  the  retreading  process. 
These  comments  argued  that  permanent  labeling 
of  this  type  proposed  was  unreasonably  difficult 
to  apply  to  retreaded  tires  because  tires  that 
would  require  different  labeling  are  retreaded 
in  the  same  matrix.  This  would  require  constant, 
time  consuming  changing  of  the  matrix,  and  a 
resultant  high  possibility  of  error. 
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Tires,  however,  may  be  subject  to  many  ap- 
plications during  their  useful  life.  They  are 
transferred  from  wheel  to  wheel,  and  from 
vehicle  to  vehicle,  and  each  time  this  takes  place 
the  information  on  the  tire  sidewall  becomes 
important.  Permanent  labeling  is  therefore  re- 
quired if  the  information  is  to  perform  its  func- 
tion, as  it  can  be  readily  assumed  that  affixed 
labels  will  last  little  longer  than  the  first  time 
the  tire  is  mounted.  Affixed  labels,  as  indicated 
in  the  preamble  to  the  proposed  rule  of  December 
23,  are  to  be  permitted  only  because  methods  for 
permanent  labeling  are  not  immediately  avail- 
able to  retreaders,  and  not  as  a  viable  substitute 
for  permanent  labeling.  The  NHTSA  disagrees 
with  industry  claims  that  permanent  labeling 
presents  unreasonable  technical  problems.  Meth- 
ods for  permanent  labeling  developed  for  com- 
pliance with  the  Tire  Identification  and  Record- 
keeping Regulations  (49  CFR  Part  574)  can  be 
readily  adapted  to  meet  these  requirements.  In 
fact,  of  all  the  information  required  in  today's 
amendment,  only  the  "size"  and  "maximum  load 
rating"  will  vary  to  a  significant  amount  from 
casing  to  casing.  Each  of  the  other  items  of 
required  information  can  be  applied  uniformly 
to  large  groups  of  casings  and  need  not  be 
changed  from  tire  to  tire  if  proper  sorting  is 
done  before  retreading  occurs. 

In  light  of  the  above.  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  117,  "Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires," 


§571.117  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regula- 
tions, is  revised .... 

Effectwe  date:  The  standard's  effective  date 
of  January  1,  1972,  has  been  stayed  as  a  result 
of  court  litigation,  which  is  still  pending.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  expect  manufacturers  to  main- 
tain a  state  of  constant  preparation  so  as  to  be 
able  to  comply  with  the  standard  as  of  the  time 
the  stay,  should  the  court  so  decide,  is  lifted. 
It  has  determined,  therefore,  that  additional 
leadtime  will  be  necessary.  Accordingly,  the 
provisions  of  the  standard,  except  those  regard- 
ing labeling,  shall  become  efl'ective  30  days  from 
the  day  the  stay  is  lifted.  The  labeling  require- 
ments requiring  the  use  of  affixed  labels  shall 
become  effective  90  days  from  that  date,  and 
those  for  permanent  labeling,  approximately  one 
year  from  that  date.  Notice  of  exact  dates  will 
be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  at  the  time 
the  stay  is  lifted. 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  the  authority 
of  sections  103,  112,  113,  114,  119  and  201  of  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act 
(15  U.S.C.  §§1392,  1401,  1403,  1407,  1421);  and 
the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  March  17,  1972. 

Douglas  W.   Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  5950 
March  23,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR   VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 

Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 
(Docket  1-8;  Notice  9) 


This  notice  revokes  high  speed  and  endurance 
requirements  in  Motor  Vehice  Safety  Standard 
No.  117,  "Ketreaded  Pneumatic  Tires,"  in  ac- 
cordance with  an  order  of  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Seventh  Circuit  in 
E  &  H  Tire  Company  v.  Volpe,  No.  71-1935,  7th 
Cir.,  December  5,  1972.  It  also  specifies  effective 
dates  for  provisions  of  the  standard  subject  to  a 
stay  that  was  entered  by  the  court  on  December 
31,  1971,  and  removed  by  its  order. 

In  a  notice  published  March  23,  1972  (37  F.R. 
9590),  the  NHTSA  indicated  that  it  did  not  be- 
lieve retreaders  should  be  required  to  maintain 
a  state  of  constant  preparation,  so  as  to  be  able  to 
conform  to  the  standard  immediately  following 
the  lifting  of  the  stay  by  the  reviewing  court.  The 
NHTSA  took  this  position  although  the  stay 
had  been  imposed  only  24  hours  before  the  stand- 
ard was  to  become  effective,  and  retreaders  should 
have  by  that  time  taken  all  necessary  steps  to 
achieve  -compliance.  The  notice  accordingly  spec- 
ified that  those  requirements  of  the  standard 
dealing  with  matters  other  than  labeling  would 
become  effective  approximately  30  days  after  the 
stay  imposed  by  the  court  had  been  lifted.  Re- 
quirements dealing  with  affixed  labels  (S6.3.1) 
were  to  become  effective  in  90  days,  and  require- 
ments for  permanent  labeling  (S6.3.2)  in  one 
year. 

When  these  dates  were  projected,  however,  the 
NHTSA  had  assumed  a  decision  would  be  ren- 
dered by  the  court  in  a  short  time.  That  assump- 
tion proved  incorrect,  and  the  NHTSA  has 
determined  that  more  leadtime  than  that  specified 
on  March  23,  1972,  should  be  allowed.  This 
leadtime  will  allow  retreaders  to  use  up  their 
already  acquired  inventory  of  casings,  and  to 
obtain  labels  to  cojiform  to  the  affixed  labeling 
requirements. 


This  notice  provides,  therefore,  that  provisions 
of  the  standard  except  those  dealing  with  per- 
manent labeling  are  effective  120  days  from  the 
day  of  publication.  The  permanent  labeling  re- 
quirements of  the  standard  are  effective  one  year 
from  the  day  of  publication.  The  NHTSA  is  of 
the  opinion  that  120  days  is  sufficient  under  the 
circumstances  for  retreaders  to  take  whatever 
remaining  steps  are  necessary  to  achieve  con- 
formity with  these  requirements. 

In  light  of  the  above.  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  117,  "Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires", 
49  CFR  571.117,  is  amended.  .  .  . 

E-ffective  date:  June  1,  1973,  except  for  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  S6.3.2,  which  are  effec- 
tive on  February  1,  1974.  The  requirements  of 
this  standard  were  originally  issued  April  17, 
1971,  to  become  effective  January  1,  1972.  The 
standard  in  its  present  form  was  published 
March  23,  1972,  but  did  not  take  effect  due  to  a 
stay  imposed  on  December  31,  1971.  Accord- 
ingly, adequate  lead  time  has  already  been  pro- 
vided for  any  long-range  steps  necessary  for 
compliance.  The  public  was  notified  of  expected 
effective  dates  by  the  notice  of  March  23,  1972. 

It  is  therefore  found,  for  good  cause  shown, 
that  an  effective  date  less  than  180  df:ys  from  the 
date  of  publication  of  this  notice  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

(Sec.  103,  112,  113,  114,  119,  201,  Pub.  L. 
89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402, 
1403,  1407,  1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51) 

Issued  on  January  24,  1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  2982 
January  31,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 

Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 

(Docket  No.  71-23;  Notice  3) 
(Docket  No.   1-8;  Notice  10) 


This  notice  amends  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards  Nos.  109  and  117  (49  CFR  571.109) 
to  reduce  the  minimum  size  of  permanent  safety 
labeling  to  0.078  inches.  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  109,  "New  Pneumatic  Tires,"  was 
amended  November  4,  1972  (37  F.R.  23536),  to 
specify  both  a  location  on  the  tire  sidewall  for 
safety  labeling  and  a  labeling  size  of  not  less 
than  %2  of  an  inch.  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  117,  "Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires", 
was  amended  March  23,  1972  (37  F.R.  9590),  to 
specify  permanent  labeling  of  the  same  minimum 
size. 

The  Michelin  Tire  Company  has  protested 
that  the  %2  ii^ch  minimum  size  is  inconsistent 
with  the  existing  practice  of  European  tire 
manufacturers  of  labeling  tires  in  letters  having 
a  size  of  0.078  inches  (2mm).  It  has  pointed 
out  that  as  a  consequence  of  the  amendment, 
European  tire  manufacturers  will  have  to  in- 
crease the  size  of  all  existing  labeling.  The 
NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  difference  be- 
tween letters  0.078  inches  in  size  and  those  of 
0.093  inches  is  not  significant,  and  does  not  jus- 
tify the  resultant  expense  to  manufacturers  of 
modifying  tire  molds.  By  this  notice  the 
NHTSA  therefore  reduces  the  minimum  size  to 
0.078  inches  for  labeling  required  by  S4.3  of 
Standard  No.  109. 


Because  the  permanent  labeling  provisions  of 
Standard  No.  117  are  intended  to  be  ultimately 
met  with  new  tire  labeling,  the  size  requirements 
for  permanent  labeling  in  that  standard  are  also 
modified. 

In  light  of  the  above,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  109,  49  CFR  571.109,  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  117,  49  CFR 
571.117,  are  amended .... 

Effective  dates:  July  1,  1973,  for  the  amend- 
ment to  S4.3  of  49  CFR  571.309;  February  1, 
1974,  for  the  amendment  to  S6.3.2  of  49  CFR 
571.117.  These  amendments  relieve  an  unneces- 
sary restriction  without  a  significant  effect  on 
motor  vehicle  safety.  Consequently,  it  is  found 
for  good  cause  that  notice  and  public  procedure 
thereon  are  imnecessary,  and  that  an  effective 
date  less  than  180  days  from  the  day  of  issuance 
is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  114,  119,  201,  Pub.  L. 
89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402, 
1403,  1407,  1421;  delegations  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  8, 1973. 

James  E.  Wilson 
Acting  Administrator 

38  F.R.  6999 
March   15,  1973 


PART  571 ;  S  117— PRE  15-16 


I 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 

Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 
(Docket  No.  1-8;  Notice  11) 


This  notice  amends  paragraph  S6.2  of  Standard 
No.  117,  Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires  (49  CFR 
571.117),  to  allow  the  temporary  certification 
label  permitted  by  that  paragraph  to  be  aflixed 
to  the  sidewall  of  the  tire,  as  well  as  to  the 
tread.  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  117  was  published  March  23,  1972  (37  F.R. 
5950)  and  amended  January  31,  1973  (38  F.R. 
2982).  Although  the  standard  relating  to  the 
placement  of  a  conformity  label  stated  that  the 
temporary  label  would  be  affixed  "to  the  tread 
of  the  tire,"  the  NHTSA  did  not  intend  to  be 
restrictive  of  the  label's  location,  and  the  limiting 
language  was  inadvertent. 

Effective  date :  Jime  1, 1973.  This  amendment 
is  corrective  in  nature  and  imposes  no  additional 


burden  on  any  person.  Accordingly,  it  is  found 
that  notice  and  public  procedure  thereon  are  un- 
necessary, and  that  good  cause  exists  for  an  effec- 
tive date  less  than  180  days  from  the  day  of 
publication. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  114,  119,  201,  Pub.  L. 
89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402, 
1403,  1407,  1421 ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.81) 


Issued  on  April  12,  1973. 


James  E.  Wilson 
Acting  Administrator 

38  F.R.  9668 
April  19,  1973 
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F*biuary   I,    1974 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMfNT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 


Pneumatic  Tires 
(DMk«t  H9.  1-8;  Notice  14) 


On  August  21,  1973  (38  F.R.  22493),  the 
NHTSA  proposed  to  amend  49  CFR  §571.117 
(Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  117,  "Re- 
treaded  Pneumatic  Tires")  to  revise  retreaded 
tire  physical  dimension  requirements,  to  facili- 
tate the  labeling  of  bias/belted  tires,  to  specify 
acceptable  methods  of  permanent  labeling,  and 
to  reduce  labeling  size.  Interested  persons  were 
given  the  opportunity  to  submit  comments  by 
September  24,  1973.  Only  three  comments  were 
submitted  within  the  comment  period,  none  of 
which  objected  to  the  substance  of  the  proposed 
amendments.  Accordingly,  the  proposed  revi- 
sion of  paragraphs  S5.1.2,  S6.3.1,  and  S6.3.2  of 
49  CFR  §  571.117  is  adopted  without  change  as 
set  forth  below. 

Effective  date:  The  amendments  to  S5.1.2  and 
S6.3.1  are  effective  January  9,  1974.    The  amend- 


ment to  S6.3.2  is  effective  February  1,  1974. 
These  amendments  facilitate  compliance  with 
the  standard,  relieve  restrictions,  and  do  not  re- 
duce the  level  of  safety  established  by  the  stand- 
ard. Accordingly,  good  cause  exists  and  is 
hereby  found  for  an  effective  date  less  than  30 
days  from  publication. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  114,  119,  201  Pub.  L. 
89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402, 
1403,  1407,  1421;  delegations  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  January  3, 1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  1443 
January  9,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 


Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 

(Dockef  No.  1-8;  Notice   15) 


This  notice  and  an  accompanying  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  (39  F.R.  3571)  are  intended 
to  implement  the  decision  of  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
in  the  National  Tire  Dealers'  and  Retreaders' 
Association,  Inc.,  v.  Brinega?'  (Case  No.  72-1753; 
decided  January  8,  1974).  Standard  No.  117 
was  published  in  its  present  form  on  March  23, 

1972  (37  F.R.  5950)   and  amended  January  31, 

1973  (38  F.R.  2982),  March  15,  1973  (38  F.R. 
6999),  April  19,  1973  (38  F.R.  9668),  May  3, 
1973  (38  F.R.  10940),  and  January  9,  1974  (39 
F.R.  1443). 

Standard  No.  117  would  have  required,  effec- 
tive February  1,  1974,  that  each  retreaded  tire 
be  permanently  labeled  with  each  of  the  follow- 
ing items  of  information :  the  tire's  size  designa- 
tion;   the   tire's   maximum   permissible   inflation 
pressure,  either  as  it  appears  on  the  casing  or  as 
set  forth  in  Table  1  of  the  standard;  the  tire's 
maximum  load,  either  as  it  appears  on  the  casing 
or  as  set  forth  in  Table  1 ;  the  actual  number  of 
plies,  ply  rating,  or  both;  the  word  "tubeless", 
if  the  tire  is  a  tubeless  tire,  or  the  words  "tube- 
type"  if  the  tire  is  a  tube-type  tire;  the  words 
"bias-belted",  or  the  actual  number  of  plies  in 
the  sidewall  and  the  actual  number  of  plies  in 
the  tread  area,  if  the  tire  is  of  bias/belted  con- 
struction ;  and  the  word  "radial"  if  the  tire  is  of 
radial  construction.    The  Court's  opinion  vacates 
those  parts  of  the  permanent  labeling  require- 
ments dealing  with  tire  size,  maximum  inflation 
pressure,  ply  rating,  tubeless  or  tube-type,  and 
bias/belted   and   radial   construction.     It   states 
that   the  standard   should   contain   requirements 
for  permanent  labeling  of  the  maximum  permis- 
sible load,  the  actual  number  of  plies,  and  the 
composition  of  the  material  used  in  the  ply  of 


the  tire.  This  notice  clarifies  Standard  No.  117 
to  require  the  maximum  load  to  be  permanently 
labeled  onto  each  retreaded  tire.  As  that  re- 
quirement remains  unchanged  as  a  result  of  the 
Court's  ruling,  its  effective  date  of  February  1, 
1974,  is  retained.  Requirements  for  permanent 
labeling  of  the  actual  number  of  plies  and  the 
generic  name  of  the  cord  material  are  not  pres- 
ently contained  in  the  standard,  and  are  accord- 
ingly proposed  in  a  companion  notice  published 
on  page  3571  of  this  issue  of  the  Federal  Register. 
Under  the  language  of  Standard  No.  117,  the 
deletion  of  permanent  labeling  requirements  re- 
sults in  a  continuation  of  the  existing  require- 
ment for  affixed  labeling  in  paragraph  S6.3.1 
with  respect  to  the  items  of  information  deleted. 
Any  information  required  to  be  labeled  by  para- 
graph S6.3.1  that  is  not  permanently  labeled  onto 
the  tire  sidewall,  i.e.,  either  retained  from  the 
casing  or  relabeled  on  to  the  retreaded  tire,  must 
be  included  on  a  label,  not  easily  removable, 
affixed  to  the  tire  sidewall. 

In  light  of  the  above,  paragraph  86.3.2  of  49 
CFR  571.117  (Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  117)  is  revised.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  February  1,  1974.  This  notice 
merely  restates  an  effective  date  established  Jan- 
uary 31,  1973  (38  F.R.  2982). 

(Sec.  103,  112,  113,  114,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402,  1403, 
1407,  1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR 
1.51.) 
Issued  on  January  24,  1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  3553 
January  28,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   117 

Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 
(Docket  No.    1-8;   Notice    17) 


This  notice  amends  INIotor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  117,  Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires, 
to  require  additional  permanent  labeling  for  re- 
treaded  tires.  A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,- 
regarding  this  amendment  was  published  Jan- 
uary 28,  1974  (39F.R.  3571). 

The  permanent  labeling  required  to  be  on  each 
retreaded  tire  by  this  notice  is  tlie  actual  number 
of  plies  in  the  tire's  sidewall  and  the  actual 
number  of  plies  in  its  tread  area  (if  ditierent), 
and  the  generic  name  of  each  cord  material  used 
in  the  plies  (both  sidewall  and  tread  area)  of 
the  tire.  These  requirements  are  in  addition  to 
the  existing  requirement  that  each  retreaded  tire 
be  permanently  labeled  with  its  maximum  per- 
missible load. 

Under  the  rule  as  hereby  amended,  retreaders 
do  not  have  to  relabel  the  ply  and  cord  material 
information  if  it  is  retained  on  the  casing  side- 
wall  through  the  retreading  process.  If  the  in- 
formation is  removed  during  processing,  however, 
it  must  be  relabeled  so  that  it  will  be  perma- 
nently affixed  to  the  completed  tire.  If  the  in- 
formation does  not  appear  on  the  casing  before 
retreading  the  casing  may  not  be  retreaded  un- 
less the  retreader  can  otherwise  determine  the 
correct  information. 

The  requirements  for  the  permanent  labeling 
of  these  information  items  are  based  specifically 
on  section  201  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1421).  The 
NHTSA  did  not  include  them  in  earlier  versions 
of  the  standard,  as  it  had  concluded  that  their 
relationship  to  safety  was  not  sufficient  to  justify 
permanent  relabeling.  In  its  opinion  in  NTDRA 
V.  Brinegar  409  F.2d  31  (D.C.  Cir.,  1974),  how- 
ever, the  Court  of  Appeals  stated  that  under  the 
Safety   Act   the   NHTSA   was   unauthorized    to 


reach  this  conclusion,  since  Congress  had  deter- 
mined that  i)ermaiient  labeling  requirements  for 
actual  number  of  plies  and  cord  material  must 
be  included  in  the  standard.  The  proposal  of 
January  28,  1974,  was  issued  as  a  direct  result 
of  that  opinion. 

Many  industry  comments  suggested  that  the 
NHTSA  implement  this  aspect  of  the  opinion 
by  requiring  the  information  to  appear  on  com- 
pleted retreaded  tires  only  when  the  information 
was  retained  through  the  retreading  process.  In 
cases  where  the  information  could  not  be  re- 
tained, one  comment,  from  the  National  Tire 
Dealers  and  Retreader's  Association  (NTDRA), 
suggested  the  use  of  affixed  paper  or  plastic 
labels  to  supply  the  information,  so  it  could  be 
available  to  the  purchaser  at  the  time  of  pur- 
chase. Most  of  the  comments,  however,  sug- 
gested that  when  the  information  could  not  be 
retained,  no  requirement  should  be  imposed. 
These  comments  argued  that  for  the  agency  to 
require  otherwise  would  present  substantial  bur- 
dens on  retreaders  because  of  the  difficulties  in 
labeling  all  of  the  possible  combinations  of  ply 
and  cord  material.  The  industry  comments  fur- 
ther pointed  out  that  the  permanent  labeling 
problem  will  eventually  disappear  because  of  the 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  109,  which  requires 
all  tires  manufactured  after  July  1,  1973,  to  con- 
tain required  labeling  between  the  tire's  maxi- 
mum section  width  and  bead.  This  labeling  can 
be  retained  through  the  retreading  process. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  issues  pre- 
sented, the  NHTSA  has  determined  that  it  must 
issue  the  requirements  in  the  form  described. 
The  agency  is  not  unmindful  that  this  will  pre- 
vent the  retreading  of  some  casings  otherwise 
usable,  and  will  require  relabeling  of  the  infor- 
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mation  on  others.  The  NHTSA  believes  that  to 
issue  the  requirements  in  the  form  suggested  by 
the  industry  comments  would  not  be  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  Section  201  of  the 
Safety  Act  as  interpreted  by  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals in  NTDRA  v.  Bnnegar.  To  follow  tlie 
industry  suggestions  would  leave  some  tires 
without  the  information  permanently  labeled. 
It  is  imi30ssible  to  reconcile  this  result  with  the 
statutory  requirement  as  interforeted  by  the 
Court.  Nor  can  the  agency,  in  conformity  with 
the  statute,  establish  an  effective  date  so  far  in 
the  future  as  to  provide  sufficient  time  for  tires 
not  containing  necessary  labeling  to  enter  the 
retreading  process. 

Based  on  its  review  of  the  record,  the  NHTSA 
does  not  find  the  requirement  unreasonable  or 
impracticable.  Since  the  opinion  in  NTDRA  v. 
Brinegar,  methods  have  been  developed  which 
allow  for  the  permanent  labeling  or  relabeling 
of  retreaded  tires  using  a  rubber  medallion 
which  is  cured  to  the  sidewall  of  the  tire  when 
the  tire  is  in  the  mold.  The  comments  indicate 
that  this  method  is  presently  being  used  to 
permanently  label  not  only  a  tire's  maximum 
permissible  load,  as  required,  but  its  size,  j)ly 
rating,  and  whether  it  is  tubeless  or  tube  type 
as  well.  The  technology  for  this  labeling  ap- 
proach has  been  fully  documented  in  retreading 
journals,  and  in  communications  to  the  docket. 
The  NHTSA  has  furnished  opinions  stating 
that  the  use  of  the  medallion  conforms  to  the 
standard's  permanent  labeling  requirements. 
The  docket  contains  clear  information  regarding 
the  cost  of  medallion  labeling.  Each  label  costs 
the  retreader  some  2.5  cents,  and  the  record 
demonstrates  that  the  cost  of  both  label  and 
application  should  not  exceed  10  cents  per  tire. 
This  differs  from  representations  previously 
made  regarding  permanent  labeling  costs,  which 
had  been  represented  at  $2.50  per  tire. 

An  additional  problem  raised  in  the  comments 
is  that  adding  the  two  information  items  greatly 
increases  the  labeling  burden  due  to  the  number 
of  possible  combinations  of  information.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  believe  the  record  supports 
this  contention.  According  to  NHTSA  esti- 
mates, the  variations  in  ply  and  cord  material 
are  relatively   few  in  bias  and  bias-belted  con- 


structions,  with   only  six   possible  combinations 
of  ply  and  cord  material  in  the  case  of  bias  tires  | 

and  ten  possible  combinations  in  bias-belted  con- 
struction.    Together,  these  constructions   would        j 
necessitate    a    maximum    of    1(5    labels.      While        1 
NHTSA   estimates   show    a   greater   number   of 
possible  combinations  in  the  case  of  radial  tires,       M 
the  record  in  this  rulemaking  suggests  that  few       ^ 
radial  tii-es  are  as  yet  being  retreaded.     It  ap- 
pears most  radials  used  for  retreading  will  have 
been  manufactured  after  July  1,  1973,  and  will 
have  casings  on   which  no  relabeling  would  be 
needed. 

Furthermore,  one  comment,  which  claimed  an 
increase  from  67  to  2,000  possible  labels,  pre- 
sumed that  all  of  the  information  (size,  ply  rat- 
ing, maximum  permissible  inflation  pressures, 
tubeless  or  tube  type,  as  well  as  maximum  per- 
missible load,  number  of  plies,  and  generic  name 
of  the  cord  materials)  is  placed  on  one  label. 
However,  tliere  is  nothing  to  in-ohibit  the  use  of 
an  additional  label  for  both  ply  and  cord  ma- 
terial information,  or  even  an  additional  label 
for  each.  Finally,  relabeling  is  necessary  only 
when  the  specified  information  is  not  retained 
through  the  retreading  process.  Estimates  fur- 
nished by  the  industry  and  placed  in  the  docket 
show  that  the  information  added  by  this  amend- 
ment is  not  in  a  retainable  position  in  only  1  out 
of  10  tires  otherwise  suitable  for  retreading. 
The  requirement  would  presently  affect  a  maxi- 
mum of  10%  of  retreaded  tires,  and  by  the  time 
of  its  effective  date  that  percentage  should  de- 
crease. 

Prior  to  this  amendment,  Standard  No.  117 
required  that  on  or  after  August  1,  1974,  the 
only  casings  that  could  be  used  for  retreading 
would  be  those  tliat  bore,  originally  molded  into 
or  onto  their  sidewalls,  the  symbol  DOT,  the  tire 
size,  and  the  actual  number  of  plies  or  ply  rat- 
ing. The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  of 
January  28,  1974,  proposed  to  delete  the  ply- 
rating  alternative,  making  it  necessary  to  use 
only  casings  that  show  the  actual  number  of 
plies.  It  also  proposed  to  add  a  requirement 
that  the  casings  to  be  used  would  be  only  those 
that  had  originally  been  labeled  with  the  generic 
names  of  their  cord  materials.  These  casing  re- 
quirements   were    proposed    on    the    assumption 
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that  the  casing  should  already  contain  this  in- 
formation if  it  is  to  appear  on  the  completed 
retreaded  tire. 

Several  comments  objected  to  these  proposed 
requirements  on  the  basis  that  they  would  cause 
a  reduction  in  the  number  of  retreadable  casings 
in  certain  older  and  hard-to-find  sizes.  The 
NHTSA  finds  merit  in  these  arguments,  and  the 
proposed  requirements,  that  casings  used  for  re- 
treading must  be  only  those  that  are  originally 
labeled  with  their  actual  number  of  plies  and 
their  cord  materials,  are  not  adopted.  Eetreaded 
tires  as  they  are  finally  produced  must  contain 
this  information.  But  unlike  "size"  and  "ply 
rating,"  which  are  crucial  for  safety  and  should 
only  be  based  on  original  casing  labeling,  the 
NHTSA  has  decided  that  retreaders  should  be 
free  to  otherwise  obtain  information  on  the  num- 
ber of  plies  and  cord  materials  and  then  place  it 
permanently  on  the  tire. 

One  objection  raised  in  the  comments  with 
respect  to  the  requirement  that  all  casings  bear 
the  symbol  DOT  erroneously  assumed  that  these 
requirements  are  part  of  the  proposal.  The  re- 
quirement that  on  or  after  August  1,  1974,  only 
DOT  casings  be  retreaded  was  issued  INIarch  23, 
1972  (37  F.R.  5950),  because  of  the  agency's 
concern  over  the  continued  use  of  older  casings 


which  were  not  manufactured  to  meet  Standard 
No.  109.  It  was  based  on  industry  comments 
that  a  6-year  suisply  of  casings  was  required  to 
meet  industry  needs.  August  1,  1974,  is  6  years 
from  the  date  that  all  new  tires  were  required 
to  be  labeled  with  the  specified  safety  informa- 
tion which  is  the  source  of  both  affixed  and 
permanent  labeling  under  this  standard. 

The  existing  casing  requirements  therefore  re- 
main unchanged :  the  only  casings  that  may  be 
used  for  retreading  are  those  that  bear  original 
permanent  labeling  of  the  DOT  symbol,  size, 
and  the  actual  number  of  plies  or  ply  rating. 

In  light  of  the  above,  section  571.117  of  Title 
49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (Motor  "Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  117),  is  amended  .... 

Elective  date:  May  12, 1975. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  114,  119,  201;  Pub.  L. 
89-563;  80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402, 
1403,  1407,  1421 ) ;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  November  6,  1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  39882 
November  12,  1974 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  117 


Retreaded  Pneumatic  Tires 
(Docket  No.  1-8;  Notice  7) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  perform- 
ance, labeling,  and  certification  requirements  for 
retreaded  pneumatic  passenger  car  tires. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  require  retreaded  pneumatic  passenger  car 
tires  to  meet  safety  criteria  simOar  to  those  for 
new  pneumatic  passenger  car  tires. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  re- 
treaded  pneumatic  tires  for  use  on  passenger 
cars  manufactured  after  1948. 

54.  Definitions. 

54.1  "Casing"  means  a  used  tire  to  which  ad- 
ditional tread  may  be  attached  for  the  purpose 
of  retreading. 

"Retreaded"  means  manufactured  by  a  process 
in  which  a  tread  is  attached  to  a  casing. 

54.2  All  terms  defined  in  §  571.109  and 
S  571.110  are  used  as  defined  therein. 

55.  Requirements. 
S5.1     Retreaded  tires. 

55.1.1  Except  as  specified  in  S5.1.3,  each  re- 
treaded  tire,  when  mounted  on  a  test  rim  of  the 
width  specified  for  the  tire's  size  designation  in 
Appendix  A  of  §  571.109,  shall  comply  with  the 
following  requirements  of  §  571.109: 

(a)  S4.1  (Size  and  construction). 

(b)  S4.2.1  (General). 

(c)  S4.2.2.3  (Tubeless  tire  resistance  to  bead 
unseating). 

(d)  S4.2.2.4  (Tire  strength). 

55.1.2  Except  as  specified  in  S5.1.3,  each  re- 
treaded  tire,  when  mounted  on  a  test  rim  of  the 
width  specified  for  the  tire's  size  designation  in 
Appendix  A  of  §  571.109,  shall  comply  with  the 


requirements  of  S4.2.2.2  of  §  571.109,  except  that 
the  tire's  section  width  shall  not  be  more  than 
110  percent  of  the  section  width  specified,  and 
the  tire's  size  factor  shall  be  at  least  97  percent 
of  the  size  factor  specified,  in  Appendix  A  of 
§  571.109  for  the  tire's  size  designation. 

55.1.3  Each  retreaded  tire  shall  be  capable  of 
meeting  the  requirements  of  S5.1.1  and  S5.1.2 
when  mounted  on  any  rim  in  accordance  with 
those  sections. 

55.1.4  No  retreaded  tire  shall  have  a  size  des- 
ignation, recommended  maximum  load  rating, 
or  maximum  permissible  inflation  pressure  that 
is  greater  than  that  originally  specified  on  the 
casing  pursuant  to  S4.3  of  §  571.109,  or  specified 
for  the  casing  in  Table  I. 

S5.2     Casings. 

55.2.1  No  retreaded  tire  shall  be  manufactured 
with  a  casing— 

(a)  On  which  bead  wire  or  cord  fabric  is 
exposed  before  processing. 

(b)  On  which  any  cord  fabric  is  exposed  dur- 
ing processing,  except  that  cord  fabric  that  is 
located  at  a  splice,  i.e.,  where  two  or  more  seg- 
ments of  the  same  ply  overlap,  or  cord  fabric 
that  is  part  of  the  belt  material,  may  be  exposed 
but  shall  not  be  penetrated  or  removed  to  any 
extent  whatsoever. 

55.2.2  No  retreaded  tire  shall  be  manufactured 
with  a  casing— 

(a)  From  which  a  belt  or  ply,  or  part  thereof, 
is  removed  during  processing;  or 

(b)  On  which  a  belt  or  ply,  or  part  thereof, 
is  added  or  replaced  during  processing. 


PART  571;  S  117-1 


55.2.3  Each  retreaded  tire  shall  be  manufac- 
tured with  a  casing  that  bears,  permanently 
molded  at  the  time  of  its  original  manufacture 
into  or  onto  the  tire  sidewall,  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(a)  The  symbol  DOT; 

(b)  The  size  of  the  tire;  and 

(c)  The  actual  number  of  phes  or  ply  rating 

55.2.4  [Reserved] 

S6.     Certification  and  labeling. 

56.1  Except  as  specified  in  S6.2,  each  manu- 
facturer of  a  retreaded  tire  shall  certify  that  his 
product  complies  with  this  standard,  pursuant 
to  section  114  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966,  by  labeling  the  tire 
with  the  symbol  DOT  in  the  location  specified 
in  §  574.5  of  this  chapter. 

56.2  From  June  1,  1973  to  July  31,  1973,  a 
manufacturer  may  certify  compliance  by  affixing 
to  the  tread  or  sidewall  of  the  tire,  in  such  a  man- 
ner that  it  is  not  easily  removable,  a  label  that 
states  in  letters  not  less  than  three  thirty-seconds 
of  an  inch  high: 

This  retreaded  tire  was  manufactured  after 
June  1,  1973  and  conforms  to  all  applicable 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards. 

56.3  Labeling. 

S6.3.1  Each  retreaded  pneumatic  tire  manu- 
factured on  or  after  June  1,  1973,  shall  be  labeled, 
u.  at  least  one  location  on  the  tire  sidewall  in 
letters  and  numerals  not  less  than  0.078  inches 
high,  with  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  tire's  size  designation; 

(b)  The  tire's  maximum  permissible  inflation 
pressure,  either  as  it  appears  on  the  casing  or  as 
set  forth  in  Table  I; 


(c)  The  tire's  maximum  load,  either  as  it  ap- 
pears on  the  casing  or  as  set  forth  in  Table  I; 

(d)  The  actual  number  of  plies,  ply  rating, 
or  both; 

(e)  The  word  "tubeless"  if  the  tire  is  a  tube- 
less  tire,  or  the  words  "tube  type"  if  the  tire  is 
a  tube-type  tire; 

(f)  If  the  tire  is  of  bias/belted  construction, 
the  words  "bias/belted",  or  the  actual  number  of 
plies  in  the  sidewall  and  the  actual  number  of 
plies  in  the  tread  area. 

(g)  The  word  "radial"  if  the  tire  is  of  radial 
construction. 

The  information  shall  either  be  retained  from 
the  casing  used  in  the  manufacture  of  the  tire, 
or  may  be  labeled  into  or  onto  the  tire  during 
the  retreading  process,  either  permanently 
(through  molding,  branding,  or  other  method 
that  will  produce  a  permanent  label)  or  by  the 
addition  of  a  label  that  is  not  easily  removable. 

S6.3.2  Each  retreaded  tire  manufactured  on 
or  after  May  12,  1975,  shall  bear  permanent 
labeling  (through  molding,  branding,  or  other 
method  that  will  produce  a  permanent  label,  or 
through  the  retention  of  original  casing  label- 
ing) in  at  least  one  location  on  the  tire  sidewall, 
in  letters  and  numbers  not  less  than  0.078  inches 
high,  consisting  of  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  tire's  maximum  permissible  load, 

(b)  The  actual  number  of  plies  in  the  tire 
sidewall,  and  the  actual  number  of  plies  in  the 
tire  tread  area,  if  different;  and 

(c)  The  generic  name  of  each  cord  material 
used  in  the  plies  (both  sidewall  and  tread  area) 
of  the  tire. 
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Table 

I-PLIES 

Tire  Size 

2  Ply-4  Ply  (4  Ply  Rating) 

4  Ply  (6  Ply  Rating) 

4  Ply  (8  Ply  Rating) 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Load 

Inflation 
Pressure 

Load 

Inflation 
Pressure 

Load 

Inflation 
Pressure 

6.00-13 

1010 

32 

1080 

36 

1140 

40 

6.50-13 

1150 

32 

1230 

36 

1300 

40 

7.00-13 

1270 

32 

1360 

36 

1440 

40 

6.45-14 

1120 

32 

1200 

36 

1270 

40 

6.95-14 

1230 

32 

1310 

36 

1390 

40 

1        7.35-14    

1360 

32 

1450 

36 

1540 

40 

7.75-14 

1500 

32 

1600 

36 

1690 

40 

8.25-14 

1620 

32 

1730 

36 

1830 

40 

8.55-14 

1770 

32 

1890 

36 

2000 

40 

8.85-14 

1860 
970 

32 
32 

1990 
1040 

36 
36 

2100 
1105 

40 

! 

5.60-15 

40 

5.90-15 

1050 

32 

1130 

36 

1200 

40 

6.85-15 

1230 

32 

1320 

36 

1390 

40 

7.35-15 

1390 

32 

1480 

36 

1570 

40 

7.75-15 

1490 

32 

1590 

36 

1690 

40 

8.85-15 

1610 
1620 

32 
32 

1720 
1730 

36 
36 

1820 
1830 

40 

8.25-15 

40 

8.45-15 

1740 

32 

1860 

36 

1970 

40 

8.55-15 

1770 

32 

1890 

36 

2000 

40 

8.85-15 

1860 

32 

1980 

36 

2100 

40 

9.00-15 

1900 
1970 

32 
32 

2030 
2100 

36 
36 

2150 
2230 

40 

9.15-15 

40 

8.90-15 

2210 

32 

2360 

36 

2500 

40 
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Table  I-PLIES-Continued 


2  Ply-4  Ply  (4  Ply  Rating) 

4  Ply  (6  Ply  Rating) 

4  Ply  (8  Ply  Rating) 

Tire  Size 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Load 

Inflation 
Pressure 

Load 

Inflation 
Pressure 

Load 

Inflation 
Pressure 

A70-13 _ 

1060 

32 

1130 

36 

1200 

40 

D70-13 

1320 

32 

1410 

36 

1490 

40 

D70-14 

1320 

32 

1410 

36 

1490 

40 

E70-14 

1400 

32 

1490 

36 

1580 

40 

F70-14 

1500 

32 

1610 

36 

1700 

40 

G70-14 

1620 

32 

1730 

36 

1830 

40 

H70-14 

1770 

32 

J1890 
1980 

36 

2010 

40 

J70-14 

1860 

32 

36 

2100 

40 

L70-14 

1970 

32 

2100 

36 

2230 

40 

C70-15 

1230 

1320 

32 
32 

1320 
1410 

36 
36 

1390 

1490 

40 

D70-15 

40 

E70-15 

1400 

32 

1490 

36 

1580 

40 

F70-15 

1500 

32 

1610 

36 

1700 

40 

G70-15 

1620 

32 

1730 

36 

1830 

40 

H70-15 

1770 

32 

1890 

36 

2010 

40 

J70-15  

1860 

32 

1980 

36 

2100 

40 

K70-15 

1900 

32 

2030 

36 

2150 

40 

L70-15 

1970 

32 

2100 

36 

2230 

40 
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Table  I-PLIES-Continued 

2  Ply-4  Ply  (4  Ply  Rating)  4  Ply  (6  Ply  Rating) 

Tire  Size                   Maximum  Maximum  Maximum  Maximum 

Load  Inflation  Load  Inflation 

Pressure  Pressure 

165-13 1050  32  1130  36 

175-13 1150  32  1240  36 

185-13 1270  32  1390  36 

155R13 950  32  1015  36 

155R14 1010  32  1080  36 

155R15 1015  32  1085  36 

165R13 1010  32  1080  36 

165R14 1120  32  1200  36 

165R15 1130  32  1200  36 

175R14 1230  32  1310  36 

185R14 1360  32  1450  36 

185/70R13 1090  32  1140  36 

145-14* 865  32  905  36 

145-15 895  32  940  36 

195-15 1550  32  1680  36 

205-15 1700  32  1840  36 

*  Dash  Radial-Not  an  "R"  Radial 


4  Ply  (8  Ply  Rating) 

Maximum  Maximum 

Load  Inflation 

Pressure 


1200 

40 

1350 

40 

1510 

40 

1075 

40 

1140 

40 

1150 

40 

1140 

40 

1270 

40 

1270 

40 

1390 

40 

1540 

40 

1190 

40 

935 

40 

975 

40 

1820 

40 

2000 

40 

36  F.R.  7315 
April  17, 1971 
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Effective:   February    1,    1971 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    118 

Power-Operated  Window  Systems  for  Passenger  Cars  and  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles 

(Docket  No.  69-1  la) 


In  May  1968  the  Director  of  the  National 
Highway  Safety  Bureau  issued  a  public  advis- 
ory, stating  that  numerous  cases  of  injury  and 
death  from  accidental  operation  of  power  win- 
dows had  been  reported  to  the  Bureau.  He 
warned  that  many  of  those  injuries  and  deaths 
had  occurred  because  power  windows  could  be 
closed  when  the  ignition  switch  was  off.  In  the 
advisory,  the  Director  cautioned  owners  of  ve- 
hicles with  power-operated  windows  to  have  the 
wiring  adjusted  to  prevent  closure  of  the  win- 
dows when  the  ignition  switch  is  off. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  interests  of 
motor  vehicle  safety  require  the  imposition  of  a 
safety  standard  which  will  reduce,  if  not  elimi- 
nate, the  toll  of  deaths  and  injuries  resulting 
from  accidents  involving  power-operated  win- 
dows. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rule  making  relating  to 
power-operated  window  systems  in  passenger 
cars  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  23, 
1969  (34  F.R.  13608).  Comments  were  requested 
concerning  two  objectives  of  the  proposal:  (1) 
To  minimize  the  likelihood  of  personal  injury 
or  death  occurring  when  a  person  is  caught  be- 
tween a  closing  window  and  the  frame,  channel 
or  seal,  and  (2)  to  insure  that  vehicle  occupants 
can  make  emergency  exits  from  vehicles  equipped 
with  power-operated  windows  in  the  event  of  a 
severe  accident. 

The  comments  received  have  been  given  careful 
consideration  in  the  formulation  of  the  safety 
standard  issued  today.  To  achieve  the  first  major 
objective  it  was  proposed  that  a  power-operated 
window,  once  opened,  not  close  when  the  igni- 
tion key  of  the  vehicle  is  not  in  the  "on"  or 
"start"  position.    This  proposal  would  have  pro- 


hibited operation  of  windows  when  the  key  was 
in  the  "accessory"  position,  a  position  provided 
to  avoid  battery  discharge  and  possible  damage 
to  the  electrical  system.  The  proposal  would 
also  have  prohibited  activation  of  power  tailgate 
windows  from  the  exterior  of  the  vehicle.  Sev- 
eral commenters  objected  that  the  proposal  would 
in  these  respects  prohibit  widely  accepted  con- 
venience features  without  corresponding  safety 
benefits.  These  comments  have  been  determined 
to  have  merit,  and  the  standard  as  presently 
issued  has  been  modified  to  require  that  a  power- 
operated  window  system  not  be  operative,  except 
by  muscular  force  or  by  operating  an  outside 
lock,  when  the  key  is  removed  from  the  ignition 
lock  or  is  in  an  off  position.  This  permits  opera- 
tion of  windows  with  the  key  in  the  "accessory" 
position,  as  well  as  by  a  key-locking  system  on 
the  exterior  of  the  vehicle. 

To  achieve  the  second  objective,  it  was  pro- 
jxjsed  that  a  control  be  required  that  would  open 
power-operated  windows  from  inside  the  pas- 
senger compartment  of  the  vehicle,  regardless  of 
the  key  position.  Allowance  of  such  a  control, 
however,  might  tend  to  defeat  the  first  major 
objective,  and  also  make  it  easier  for  thieves  to 
enter  a  locked  vehicle.  Further,  an  accident  se- 
vere enough  to  jam  a  vehicle  door  very  likely 
would  be  severe  enough  to  jam  the  window  in 
its  channel  or  to  interfere  with  the  power  source 
for  emergency  operation  of  the  window.  For 
these  reasons  this  proposal  has  not  been  adopted 
in  Standard  No.  118.  The  standard  does,  how- 
ever, permit  installation  of  master  control 
switches  for  overriding  control  of  power-operated 
windows  when  the  ignition  key  is  in  a  position 
other  than  off. 
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Effective:   February    1,    197) 


Comments  indicated  an  assumption  that  power- 
operated  interior  partitions  were  covered,  as  they 
were  intended  to  be,  though  not  specifically  men- 
tioned in  the  preamble  of  the  proposal.  To 
insure  that  there  is  no  ambiguity  on  the  point. 
Standard  No.  118  includes  partitions  in  the  re- 
quirements. 

The  subject  matter  covered  by  this  rulemaking 
action  is  being  adopted  at  this  time  because  it 
has  been  detennined  that  it  is  feasible  and  that 
it  can  be  implemented  at  an  early  date.  The 
notice  of  proposed  rule  making  upon  which  this 
rulemaking  action  is  based  was  issued  in  con- 
junction with  an  advance  notice  of  proposed  rule 
making  (34  F.R.  13609,  Aug.  23,  1969)  on  power- 
operated  window  systems  that  dealt  with  the 
subject  of  mechanisms  that  would  interrupt,  stop, 
or  reverse  the  direction  of  the  window  when  a 
predetermined  force  is  exerted  on  an  object  be- 
tween  the  glazing  and   the   frame,  channel,  or 


seal  upon  which  it  closes,  and  other  fail-safe 
considerations.  The  advance  notice  involved 
engineering  and  economic  problems  of  a  substan- 
tial magnitude.  Those  problems  and  their  solu- 
tions are  undergoing  further  study  and  will  be 
given  consideration  for  rulemaking  based  on  the 
results  thereof. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
571.21,  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards, 
is  amended  by  adding  Standard  No.  118,  Power- 
Operated  Window  Systems .... 

Effective  date :  February  1, 1971. 

Issued  on  July  17, 1970. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 

Director, 

National  Highway  Safety  Bureau 

35   F.R.   11797 
July  23,    1970 
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Effective:  July  29,    1975 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   118 

Power-Operated   Window  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-1;  Notice  3) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Stand- 
ard No.  118,  Power-Operated  Window  Systems, 
49  CFR  571.118,  to  permit  the  operation  of 
power  windows  under  certain  conditions  when 
the  ignition  is  not  in  the  "on"  position. 

On  September  23,  1974,  the  agency  published 
a  notice  (39  F.R.  34062)  proposing  to  allow  the 
operation  of  power  windows,  when  the  key  that 
controls  the  vehicle's  engine  is  in  the  off  position 
or  is  removed  from  the  lock,  only  in  circum- 
stances where  (1)  only  muscular  force  is  used, 
or  (2)  a  key-locking  system  on  the  vehicle's  ex- 
terior is  activated,  or  (3)  a  door  that  has  no 
frame  meeting  the  upper  edge  of  the  closed 
window  is  opened  a  specified  amount  and  a 
switch  separate  from  the  normal  power  window 
switch  is  activated. 

Nine  comments  were  submitted  to  the  docket, 
all  of  which  approved  of  the  basic  proposal  to 
allow  operation  of  the  power  windows  when  the 
vehicle  engine  is  not  running.  General  Motors, 
who  suggested  the  proposal  as  it  was  published, 
supported  its  adoption.  However,  most  of  the 
commenters  objected  to  the  proposed  provision 
that  a  separate  switch  be  required  to  operate  a 
window  when  the  door  is  open  to  a  degree  suf- 
ficient to  permit  a  ball  the  size  of  a  child's  head 
to  pass  between  the  top  edge  of  the  fully  closed 
window  and  the  vehicle's  roof  rail.  The  objec- 
tion was  based  on  a  contention  that  the  separate 
switch  provision  was  design  restrictive  and  not 
necessary  from  a  safety  standpoint.  According 
to  the  comments,  required  use  of  a  separate 
switch  for  activation  of  the  windows  when  the 
doors  are  opened  would  not  assure  a  higher  level 
of  safety  than  use  of  the  normal  power  activa- 
tion switch. 


The  NHTSA  finds  merit  in  commenters  argu- 
ments. It  is  the  considered  opinion  of  the  agency 
that  the  absence  of  a  separate  switch  requirement 
will  have  no  effect  on  the  safety  of  the  power- 
operated  window  system  since  no  switch  would 
be  capable  of  activation  unless  the  vehicle's  door 
were  opened  to  the  specified  distance.  For  this 
reason  the  proposed  separate  switch  requirement 
is  deleted.  Manufacturers  will  thus  be  free  to 
install  whatever  type  of  activation  system  they 
wish,  as  long  as  the  criteria  of  S3(c)  are  satis- 
fied. 

In  addition,  the  description  of  the  locations 
between  which  the  test  ball  must  fit  appears  to 
need  clarification.  It  is  the  agency's  intention 
that  the  ball  be  capable  of  passing  between  the 
upper  rear  corner  of  the  fully  closed  window 
and  the  vehicle's  roof  rail.  Therefore,  the  term 
"trailing  edge"  in  S3(c)  is  changed  to  "upper 
rear  corner." 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S3,  of 
Standard  No.  118,  Power-Operated  Window 
Systems  (49  CFR  571.118)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  Because  this  amendment  re- 
lieves a  restriction  and  imposes  no  additional 
burden  on  any  person,  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown  that  an  immediate  effective  date  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued :  July  23,  1975. 


James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  31773 
July  29,  1975 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  118 

Power-Operated  Window  Systems 
(Docket  No.  69-1 1a) 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard  speci- 
fies requirements  for  power-operated  window 
and  partition  systems  to  minimize  the  hkelihood 
of  death  or  injury  from  their  accidental  opera- 
tion. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars  and  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles. 

53.  Requirements.  When  the  key  that  con- 
trols activation  of  the  vehicle's  engine  is  in  an 
off  position  or  is  removed  from  the  lock,  no 
power-operated  wandow  or  partition  shall  be 
movable  except— 

(a)  By  muscular  force  unassisted  by  a  power 
source  within  the  vehicle; 


(b)  Upon  activation  by  a  key-locking  system 
on  the  exterior  of  the  vehicle;  or 

(c)  In  the  case  of  a  door  that  does  not  have 
a  frame  that  meets  the  upper  edge  of  the  win- 
dow in  its  closed  position,  by  activation  of  a 
switch  that  is  energized  only  when  the  door  is 
opened  wide  enough  to  permit  a  ball  8  inches 
in  diameter  to  pass  between  the  upper  rear  cor- 
ner of  the  window  in  its  fully  raised  position 
and  the  vehicle's  roof  rail. 


35  F.R.  11797 
July  23,  1970 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   119 

New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  71-18;  Notice  3) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  Motor  vehicle 
safety  standard  No.  119  New  pneumatic  tires  for 
vehicles  other  than  passenger  cars,  49  CFR 
571.119,  which  specifies  performance  and  label- 
ing requirements  for  new  pneumatic  tires  de- 
signed for  highway  use  on  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  buses,  trailers  and 
motorcycles  manufactured  after  1948,  and  which 
requires  treadwear  indicators  in  tires,  and  rim 
matching  information  concerning  those  tires. 

Notices  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject were  published  on  August  5,  1971  (36  F.R. 
14392).  and  July  8,  1972  (37  F.R.  13481). 

The  July  1972  notice  proposed  that,  instead  of 
including  the  voluminous  "tire  tables"  of  tire 
size  designations,  maximum  loads  and  inflation 
pressures,  and  dimensions  in  the  standard,  the 
manufacturers  continue  as  at  present  to  use  the 
industry  association  tire  and  rim  manuals  for 
the  purpose  of  product  standardization.  Since 
the  only  tire  characteristics  relevant  to  the  safety 
performance  tests  of  the  standard  are  general 
tire  type,  speed  restrictions,  maximum  load  rat- 
ing, load  range,  and  rim  diameter,  all  of  which 
are  readily  available  or  labeled  on  the  tire  itself, 
the  tables  are  not  necessary  for  the  performance 
requirements.  To  prevent  these  private  associa- 
tions from  having  ultimate  regulatory  power 
over  individual  manufacturers,  a  provision  was 
included  in  the  proposal  by  which  a  manufac- 
turer who  wished  to  differ  from  the  values  in 
the  association  tables  could  do  so  by  providing 
separate  information  to  the  NHTSA,  to  his  deal- 
ers, and  to  the  public  upon  request.  To  prevent 
the  under-rating  of  tires  of  an  established  size 
designation,  another  provision  would  prohibit 
the  assignment  by  a  manufacturer  of  a  maximum 
load  rating  to  a  particular  tire  size  designation 


that  is  lower  than  the  load  rating  already  pub- 
lished elsewhere  for  that  tire  size  designation. 

Many  domestic  tire  manufacturers  objected  to 
lack  of  tire  tables  on  the  grounds  that  it  in  effect 
endorsed  non-standardization  of  tire  specifica- 
tions. They  and  some  representatives  of  the 
trucking  industry  speculated  that  there  might 
be  danger  of  mis-match  arising  from  the  pro- 
duction of  tires  whose  dimensions  deviate  sub- 
stantially from  the  published  dimensional 
specifications  for  tires  of  that  size  designation. 
Several  of  the  domestic  manufacturers  recom- 
mended inclusion  of  the  (American)  Tire  and 
Rim  Association  tables  in  the  standard  because 
of  the  experience  that  domestic  manufacturers 
have  with  road  conditions  in  the  United  States. 

Other  manufacturers,  however,  supported  the 
deletion  of  tire  tables  for  several  reasons.  They 
argued  that  a  single  standard  would  discourage 
innovation  in  tire  design  and  suggested  that  the 
complexities  of  selection  and  maintenance  of 
truck  tires  could  not  be  reduced  to  a  single  table 
of  values.  They  asserted  that  standardized  new- 
tire  dimensions  do  not  eliminate  the  need  to 
measure  tires  for  proper  dual  matching,  because 
tires  wear  differently  in  use  and  thereafter  rarely 
match  new  or  used  tires  of  the  same  size. 

Upon  consideration  of  all  relevant  informa- 
tion, the  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  posi- 
tion taken  in  the  proposal  is  sound,  and  it  is 
adopted  in  the  rule.  The  inclusion  in  the  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations  of  load-inflation  and  di- 
mension tables  for  every  road  tire  sold  in  this 
coimtry  (they  presently  are  included  in  Standard 
109  only  for  passenger  cars)  would  be  a  vastly 
cumbersome  process,  not  only  in  its  inception  but 
as  a  continuous  maintenance  task.  The  NHTSA 
finds  no  justification  at  this  time  for  undertaking 
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to  monitor  substantively  the  manufacturer  pro- 
cesses and  testing  that  lead  to  the  continual 
changes  in  the  standard  association  tables,  so  its 
function  in  this  regard  would  be  largely  clerical. 
The  point  is  not,  as  the  (U.S.)  Rubber  Manu- 
facturers Association  asserted,  primarily  one  of 
"administrative  convenience".  It  is  that  no 
justification  has  been  found  for  locking  both  the 
government  and  the  world  tire  industry  into  a 
restrictive  and  unwieldy  system  by  which  the 
Code  of  Federal  Eegulations  is  formally 
amended  every  time  a  manufacturer  decides  to 
add  a  tire  size,  or  change  the  load  rating  or  di- 
mensional specifications  of  one  of  its  tires.  There 
are  many  reasons  to  avoid  over-regulation; 
"administrative  convenience"  is  among  the  least 
of  them. 

This  agency  has  no  intent  to  dilute  the  stand- 
ardizing function  of  the  trade-association  table 
systems  that  presently  are  used  to  provide  neces- 
sary tire  and  rim  information  to  dealers  and 
users.  These  systems  monitor  the  safety  aspects 
of  tire  dimension  and  load  rating  satisfactorily 
now  without  government  regulation,  and  the 
NHTSA  expects  that  they  will  continue  to  do  so. 
No  evidence  has  been  presented  of  under-  or 
over-sizing  of  tires  that  would  warrant  the  in- 
stitution of  a  massive  government  regulatory 
program  in  that  area.  If  such  a  practice  should 
arise  in  the  future  to  a  degree  that  constitutes 
a  public  hazard,  the  NHTSA  has  ample  author- 
ity to  deal  with  it  specifically,  as  a  safety-related 
defect,  and  prospectively,  under  its  rulemaking 
powers. 

The  argument  that  the  agency  should  include 
only  the  domestic  Tire  and  Rim  Association 
tables,  thereby  requiring  foreign  tire  manufac- 
turers to  build  tires  under  the  specifications,  and 
presumably  the  approval,  of  the  domestic  asso- 
ciation, is  found  to  be  without  merit.  The  word- 
ing and  the  legislative  history  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  show  a 
clear  Congressional  intent  to  give  evenhanded 
treatment  to  domestic  and  foreign  manufactur- 
ers of  motor  vehicles  and  equipment,  and  this 
has  always  been  the  policy  of  the  NHTSA.  This 
agency  has  no  evidence  that  foreign  associations 
or  manufacturers  lack  the  information  necessary 
to  produce  safe  tires  for  the  American  market. 


Finally,  the  argument  that  the  agency  could 
or  should  by  some  means  prevent  "proliferation" 
of  new  tire  sizes  is  without  substance.  No  con- 
crete justification  has  been  presented  for  at- 
tempting to  limit  the  introduction  of  new  tire 
sizes,  and  to  date  no  significant  safety  problems 
have  been  found  caused  by  the  addition  of  new 
tire  sizes.  The  NHTSA  assumes  that  the  com- 
petition and  consumer  demand  forces  of  the 
private  sector  will  operate  as  in  other  areas  of 
our  economy,  to  produce  a  satisfactory  product 
population. 

The  criteria  for  tire  failure  in  the  endurance 
and  high  speed  laboratory  tests  have  been  sub- 
stantially modified  from  those  of  the  proposal 
in  response  to  comments  to  this  docket  and 
Docket  71-10,  Notice  2  (37  F.R.  19381,  Septem- 
ber 20,  1972),  which  proposed  identical  changes 
in  the  passenger  car  tire  failure  criteria.  This 
regulation  adopts  the  same  failure  criteria  as 
were  adopted  in  final  form  for  passenger  car 
tire  tests  on  September  28,  19T3  (38  F.R.  27050), 
and  relies  on  several  new  and  revised  definitions 
found  in  Standard  109.  The  preamble  to  the 
passenger  car  tire  amendment  fully  explains  the 
modifications  made,  and  it  is  only  noted  here 
that  the  changes  are  substantially  in  agreement 
with  manufacturers'  requests  to  specify  the  tire 
failures  with  particularity.  A  pre-test  inspec- 
tion has  been  added  to  discover  failures  in  con- 
struction evident  without  dynamic  testing. 
Additionally  the  required  air  pressure  following 
the  test  run  has  been  raised  to  100  percent  of  the 
original  pressure. 

Several  comments  questioned  the  inclusion  of 
all  non-passenger  car  tires  in  one  standard, 
pointing  out  that  tire  design  differs  radically  to 
optimize  desirable  characteristics  for  each  vehicle 
type  and  application.  However,  this  standard 
does  not  attempt  to  measure  the  optimum  char- 
acteristics of  each  type  of  non-passenger  tire. 
This  standard  only  establishes  minimum  per- 
formance characteristics  which  any  type  of  tire 
must  satisfy  to  be  safely  used  on  public  high- 
ways. Passenger  car  tires  have  been  subjected 
to  such  a  standard  in  the  past  and  this  proposal 
extends  a  comparable  minimum  standard  to  all 
other  tire  types  designed  for  highway  use.  The 
requirements    recognize    the    design    differences 
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between  tire  types  by  establishing  different  test 
values  for  different  tire  types,  size,  construction, 
load  ranges,  and  speed  restrictions. 

Comments  to  the  docket  requested  physical 
tolerances  and  related  accommodations  for  test 
purposes.  These  arise  from  misunderstanding 
of  the  legal  nature  of  the  safety  standards,  which 
are  performance  levels  that  each  vehicle  or  item 
of  motor  veliicle  equipment  must  meet,  and  not 
instructions  for  manufacturer  testing.  The  tem- 
perature conditions  for  tire  testing  have  been 
reworded  to  reflect  the  legal  meaning  and  the 
NHTSA  testing  practices  relative  to  tire  stand- 
ards. The  proposed  standard  would  make  clear 
that  the  tire  must  be  capable  of  meeting  the 
requirements  when  tested  at  any  ambient  tem- 
perature up  to  100°  F.  The  legal  significance 
of  this  requirement  is  explained  in  a  general 
provision  of  Part  571,  §  571.4,  Explanation  of 
image.  In  NHTSA  compliance  testing,  the  am- 
bient temperature  would  be  maintained  in  a 
range  between  90°  and  100°  F.,  and  any  test 
failure  under  those  conditions  would  be  consid- 
ered a  failure  to  meet  the  standard.  ^Nlanufac- 
turer  testing  should  be  directed  at  proving  the 
tire's  capability  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  by 
testing  under  conditions  at  least  as  adverse  as 
any  that  could  be  established  in  accordance  with 
these  procedures. 

The  trucking  industry  questioned  the  advis- 
ability of  labeling  maximum  inflation  and  load 
rating  on  the  tire  because  it  appeared  to  prohibit 
the  adjustment  of  pressures  to  road  conditions. 
The  purpose  of  the  labeling  is  to  establish  test 
values  for  the  tire  and  to  warn  the  user  of  the 
tire's  maximum  capabilities  .  The  label  does  not 
prohibit  adjustment  of  pressure  to  suit  road  con- 
ditions or  prevent  a  manufacturer  from  recom- 
mending other  inflation-load  combinations  on  the 
tire  or  in  accompanying  literature  to  suit  specific 
circumstances. 

European  manufacturers  objected  to  the  re- 
quirement that  load  rating  be  indicated  by  a 
"load  range"  index  not  in  world-wide  use.  The 
primary  purpose  of  the  load  range  index  is  to 
indicate  categories  of  strength  within  the  size 
designations,  for  user  information  and  test  pur- 
poses. It  should  be  understood  that  a  manu- 
facturer may  use  whatever  additional  systems 
he   chooses    to   indicate   his   assessment   of   tire 


strength.  Information  such  as  metric  equiv- 
alents and  ply  ratings,  for  example,  may  be 
added  to  sidewall  labeling  as  long  as  the  required 
information  appears  in  the  required  format  on 
the  tire. 

Several  manufacturers  suggested  that  labeling 
appear  on  only  one  side  of  a  tire  when  both  sides 
of  the  tire,  as  mounted,  will  be  available  for 
inspection.  Accordingly,  motorcycle  tires  must 
now  be  labeled  on  one  side  only,  but  the  inac- 
cessibility of  both  sidewalls  on  truck  and  bus 
tires  for  visual  inspection  precludes  one-sidewall 
labeling  of  these  categories. 

Despite  this  inaccessibility,  however,  the  iden- 
tification code  appears  on  one  sidewall  only,  be- 
cause placing  the  ID  slug  in  the  upper  half  of  a 
hot  process  mold  is  a  difficult  and  dangerous 
operation.  In  response  to  another  labeling  re- 
quest, the  DOT  symbol  must  not  be  placed  on 
the  tire  before  the  effective  date  of  the  standard. 

Several  manufacturers  argued  for  greater  de- 
sign freedom  in  the  placement  of  treadwear  in- 
dicators because  the  proposed  locations  could 
generate  useless,  arbitrary  information  when  ap- 
plied to  "lug"  tread  designs.  In  response,  tread 
"groove",  "width",  and  "depth"  have  been  de- 
fined so  that  the  treadwear  indicators  are  placed 
to  indicate  wear  in  that  portion  of  the  tread 
which  contacts  the  ground. 

Several  comments  on  the  endurance  require- 
ment requested  lower  test  loads  and  speed  to 
approximate  actual  driving  conditions  on  flat 
surfaces.  The  NHTSA  does  not  utilize  the  lab- 
oratory test  wheel  to  simply  approximate  road 
conditions  but  rather  to  apply  strictly  controlled 
amounts  of  stress  to  moving  tires  over  long 
periods  in  order  to  measure  a  minimum  level  of 
performance.  Industry  testing  established  these 
values  and  they  have  been  independently  verified 
in  NHTSA's  Safety  Systems  Laboratory  as  an 
accurate  gauge  of  tire  endurance.  Another 
manufacturer  expressed  confusion  about  the  ap- 
propriate endurance  test  standards  for  mining 
and  logging  tires.  These  tires  are  generally 
speed-restricted  tires  and  should  be  tested  in 
accordance  with  the  values  established  in  Table 
III  for  all  other  speed-restricted  tires. 

In  response  to  another  comment,  it  should  be 
noted  that  test  accuracy  also  requires  a  stand- 
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ardized  test  wheel  diameter,  because  the  wheel's 
curvature  directly  affects  a  tire's  ability  to  ab- 
sorb strain. 

Several  manufacturers  requested  elimination 
of  the  pressure  reading  following  the  47-hour 
run  so  that  they  could  run  the  tire  to  destruction 
in  accordance  with  industry  test  practices  with- 
out stopping  to  make  the  measurement.  This 
request  can  not  be  granted  because  the  new  pro- 
cedures for  evaluating  tire  failure  necessitate 
stopping  after  the  run  to  inspect  the  tire,  in 
addition  to  stopping  to  take  a  pressure  reading. 

Comments  raised  the  validity  of  the  strength 
test  when  applied  to  tires  incorporating  recent 
innovations  in  tire  design.  It  appears  that  re- 
cent changes  in  the  construction  of  passenger 
car  tires,  especially  the  addition  of  belts  under 
the  tread,  have  tended  to  make  the  strength  test 
specified  in  Standard  109  obsolete  (38  F.R.  1055, 
January  8,  1973).  However,  the  construction  of 
non-passenger  tires  permits  accurate  measure- 
ment of  tire  strength  without  the  "bottoming 
out"  problem  noted  in  the  comments,  if  the 
proper  plunger  size  and  breaking  energy  value 
are  used.  A  differential  in  breaking  energy 
value  between  tubed  and  tubeless  tires  accom- 
modates the  smaller  dimensions  of  the  newer 
tubeless  configurations  that  replace  tube  tires 
of  the  same  load  range.  The  "light  truck"  cate- 
gory accommodates  the  different  design  and  con- 
struction materials  which  manufacturers  use  in 
these  tires  designated  for  this  specialized  service. 
The  NHTSA  does  not  agree  that  lower  breaking 
energy  values  should  apply  to  tires  under  7 
inches  in  section  width  as  suggested  in  one  com- 
ment, because  these  tires  are  no  smaller  than 
typical  passenger  car  tires  subjected  to  similar 
testing  and  similar  conditions  on  the  highway. 
In  response  to  another  comment,  the  NHTSA 
has  concluded  that  differences  in  the  construc- 
tion of  steel-belted  tires  are  not  sufficient  to 
justify  lower  energy  values  in  the  plunger  test 
similar  to  those  extended  to  rayon  tires. 

Objections  to  the  high  speed  performance  re- 
quirements questioned  the  testing  of  all  light 
tires  (load  ranges  A,  B,  C,  and  D)  under  the 
same  high-speed  conditions.     The  NHTSA  has 


eliminated  speed-restricted  tires  from  the  re- 
quirements but  will  maintain  high-speed  require- 
ments for  all  motorcycle,  trailer,  and  truck  tires. 
While  it  is  true  that  these  tires  are  specially 
constructed  for  their  purpose  and  often  are 
mounted  on  vehicles  marked  with  speed  restric- 
tions, there  is  no  assurance  that  these  tires  will 
be  properly  utilized.  The  difficulty  lies  with 
drivers  who  ignore  rental  trailer  speed  limits, 
subject  boat  or  mobile  home  trailer  tires  to  higher 
than  recommended  speeds,  attempt  to  improve 
the  performance  of  their  low  speed  motorcycles, 
or  drive  trucks  equipped  with  light  truck  tires 
at  high  speed  on  the  highway.  This  probability 
of  abuse  creates  a  safety  problem  which  can  be 
met  by  requiring  these  tires  to  withstand  such 
high  speed  abuse.  Load  range  D  tires  over  15 
inches  in  section  width  are  presently  subject  to 
the  high  speed  test  but  may  be  reclassified  on 
the  basis  of  future  test  experience. 

Comments  to  the  docket  objected  to  the  pro- 
posed effective  date  and  requested  up  to  18 
months  leadtime  following  issuance  of  the  stand- 
ard on  the  grounds  that  the  large  variety  of 
tires  to  be  certified  requires  substantial  enlarge- 
ment of  test  facilities.  This  standard  has  been 
in  various  proposal  stages  for  4  years,  however, 
which  has  provided  the  tire  industry  ample  op- 
portunity to  make  plans  for  the  acquisition  and 
installation  of  test  facilities  and  therefore  lead- 
time  of  9  months  is  considered  adequate. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  a  new 
Standard  119,  New  pneumatic  tires  for  vehicles 
other  than  passenger  cars,  is  added  to  Part  571 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Eegulations,  to 
read  as  set  forth  below. 

Effective  date :  September  1,  1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  114.  119,  201,  Pub.  L. 
89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402, 
1403,  1407,  1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  November  5,  1973. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  31299 
November  13,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   119 

New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  than  Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  71-18;  Notice  5) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  119,  Neiv  pneu- 
matic tires  for  vehicles  other  than  passenger  cars, 
49  CFR  571.119,  by  changing  the  effective  date 
from  September  1,  1974,  to  March  1,  1975. 

A  major  concern  of  manufacturers  comment- 
ing on  Standard  119  as  it  was  published  in  final 
form  on  November  13,  1973,  (38  F.R.  31299), 
with  a  September  1,  1974,  effective  date,  was  the 
limited  leadtime  in  which  to  modify  tire  molds 
and  certify  the  conformity  of  tires.  Correct  use 
of  the  DOT  symbol,  lettering  height,  and  clari- 
fication of  treadwear  indicator  language  required 
attention  before  the  changeover  process  could 
begin. 

Manufacturers  requested  up  to  11  months'  ad- 
ditional leadtime  in  view  of  these  difficulties. 
Amendments  have  been  proposed  that  would  re- 
solve these  specific  problems.  Because  the  range 
of  non-passenger  car  tires  is  so  great,  however, 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration has  determined  that  even  with  these 
changes  an  additional  6  months'  leadtime  is 
justified  to  accomplish  full  certification. 


Other  matters  raised  by  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration are  presently  under  consideration  and 
will  be  answered  in  accordance  with  the  proce- 
dures of  49  CFR  553.35,  Petitions  for  reconsid- 
eration. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
119  (49  CFR  §571.119)  is  amended  by  changing 
the  effective  date  of  September  1,  1974,  to  March 
1,  1975. 

Because  this  amendment  creates  no  additional 
burden,  and  because  changeover  scheduling  must 
begin  immediately,  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown  that  notice  and  public  procedure  thereon 
are  impracticable  and  unnecessary. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat. 
718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407,  1421;  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  January  29,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  4087 
February  1,  1974 
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New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  than  Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  71-18;  Notice  6) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsid- 
eration on  Standard  119,  New  pneumatic  tires 
for  vehicles  other  than  passenger  cars,  49  CFR 
571.119,  published  November  13,  1973  (38  F.R. 
31299).  In  response  to  comments  by  twelve  tire 
manufacturers  and  trade  associations,  the  defini- 
tions, labeling,  and  performance  provisions  of 
the  standard  are  amended  in  several  respects. 

Justification  for  Issuance  of  Standard  119 
The  Rubber  Manufacturers  Association 
(RMA),  supported  by  most  domestic  tire  manu- 
facturers, petitioned  for  withdrawal  of  Standard 
119  on  the  grounds  that  promulgation  of  the 
standard  did  not  satisfy  the  criteria  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards 
set  out  in  §  103  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966.  Section  103(f)  of 
the  Act  requires  that  the  formulation  of  a  stand- 
ard include  consideration  of  its  appropriateness 
for  particular  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment, 
relevant  safety  data,  and  the  extent  to  which  it 
will  contribute  to  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
the  Act.  As  formulated  a  standard  must  be 
practicable,  meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle 
safety,  and  be  stated  in  objective  terms. 

In  petitioning  for  withdrawal  of  Standard  119 
for  failure  to  "meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle 
safety,"  the  RMA  and  those  tire  manufacturers 
who  support  its  position  effectively  assert  that 
no  tire  safety  hazard  exists  which  can  be  met  by 
Standard  119.  The  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  does  not  agree. 
Congress  recognized  a  tire  safety  problem. 
The  Senate  held  hearings  on  and  considered  a 
bill  devoted  totally  to  tire  safety  (S1643).  The 
House  included  a  separate  title  in  H.R.  13228  to 
emphasize  tire  safety  as  a  particularly  important 
area  for  the  issuance  of  safety  standards. 


In  a  number  of  l)ills  which  liaAC  l)eeii  in- 
troduced in  botli  Houses  as  well  as  in  a  bill 
which  has  passed  the  Senate  (S.2669)  the 
necessity  for  standards  for  tires  was  consid- 
ered as  an  inde]5endent  problem  and  without 
reference  to  its  relationship  to  the  total 
traffic  safety  problem.  S.2669  is  confined 
only  to  the  improvement  of  tires  for  passen- 
ger cars  and  station  wagons.  The  committee 
decided  that  although  tires  are  a  highly  im- 
portant part  of  the  total  traffic  safety  prob- 
lem they  are,  nevertheless,  an  integral  part 
of  it  and  should  be  dealt  with  in  the  context 
of  the  problem  and  not  in  a  piecemeal 
fashion.  .  .  . 

However  the  committee  did  feel  that  it  was 
necessary  to  emphasize  this  aspect  of  the 
safety  problem  and  to  establish  certain  spe- 
cific requirements  which  should  be  contained 
in  the  Secretary's  standards  on  tires,  (em- 
phasis supplied)  H.R.  Rep.  No.  1776,  89th 
Cong.,  2d  Sess.  32  (1966). 

On  the  House  floor.  Representative  Springer 
detailed  the  effect  of  the  legislation  on  motor 
vehicle  equipment. 

Obviously,  the  most  important  piece  of 
equipment  which  comes  to  mind  is  the  tire. 
The  other  body  treated  this  subject  in  sepa- 
rate legislation,  but  it  seems  to  me,  and  it 
did  to  our  committee,  that  tire  standards 
must  be  part  and  parcel  of  any  legislation 
which  seeks  to  impose  standards  of  safety 
for  the  cars  on  the  highway.  Consequently, 
a  portion  of  the  bill  was  devoted  specifically 
to  this  subject.  It  requires  minimum  stand- 
ards for  all  tires,  and  then  sees  to  it  that  the 
buyer  will  have  all  the  information  he  needs 
to  make  a  decision  as  to  the  tire  he  needs. 
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112   Cong.   Rec.   18,780   (daily  ed.  Aug.   17, 
1966) 

Congress  showed  particular  interest  in  passen- 
ger car  tires,  but  did  not  limit  the  legislation  to 
them,  as  suggested  by  Firestone  in  its  petition 
for  reconsideration.  As  tlie  House  report  notes, 
Title  II  represents  a  broadening  of  the  tire 
safety  issue  from  passenger  cars  and  station 
wagons.  The  language  of  Title  II  refers  to  tires 
of  "each  motor  vehicle"  and  to  a  uniform  tire 
quality  grading  system  ''for  motor  vehicles." 
Section  204  is  devoted  to  regrooved  tires  which 
are  commonly  utilized  on  non-passenger  cars. 

The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  tlie  tire  safety 
problems  recognized  by  Congress  can  best  be  met 
by  Standard  119.  The  standard  requires  label- 
ing and  tire-rim  matching  information  to  aid 
proper  application  of  the  tire,  and  minimum 
performance  levels  to  ensure  adequate  designed- 
in  safety  for  normal  use  and  predictable  abuse 
on  the  road.  The  standard  is  directed  at  misuse 
of  tires  as  well  as  their  correct  use. 

It  is  true  that  Bureau  of  Motor  Cairier  Safety 
statistics  indicate  that  i)rofessional  maintenance, 
cost  consciousness,  and  frequent  state  inspections 
result  in  a  lower  than  normal  number  of  tire 
failures  on  interstate  haulers.  These  figures, 
however,  are  not  representative  of  tire  conditions 
throughout  the  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle 
(MPV),  truck,  bus,  motorcycle,  and  trailer  cate- 
gories. Congress  mandated  minimum  tire  safety 
standards  although  it  was  aware  that  tire  failure 
statistics  were  difficult  to  isolate,  realizing  that 
tire  design,  while  not  a  major  cause  of  failures 
in  well-maintained  tires,  could  offer  a  margin  of 
safety  where  tires  are  misused.  Hearings  on 
S.1634  Before  the  Senate  Commerce  Committee 
on  Tire  Safety,  89th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.,  ser.  89-37 
at  41  (1965) ;  Hearings  on  S.3005  Before  Senate 
Commerce  Committee  on  Traffic  Safety,  89th 
Cong.,  2nd  Sess.,  ser.  89-49  at  158,  159  (1966). 
In  its  formulation  of  the  standard,  the  NHTSA 
considered  data  which  showed  that  worn  and 
misapplied  tires  create  a  significant  safety  haz- 
ard. Standard  119  ensures  that  tlie  informa- 
tion required  by  Congress  to  be  on  tires,  along 
with  additional  tire-rim  matching  information 
and  treadwear  indicators,  are  available  to  the 
unknowledgeable    individual    who    must    select, 


maintain,  and  replace  non-passenger  tires  pe- 
riodically. The  RMA  itself  argued  for  the  in- 
clusion of  load-rating  information  in  this  stand- 
ard as  an  effective  means  to  eliminate  the 
dangers  of  proliferation  and  misapplication  of 
tire  sizes.  In  the  area  of  tire  design,  the  mini- 
mum performance  levels  in  Standard  119  ensure 
a  margin  of  safety  for  persons  who  may  mis- 
apply or  abuse  tires  despite  the  label  information 
and  treadwear  warnings. 

The  NHTSA  experience  with  performance 
standards  for  passenger  car  tires  also  supports 
Standard  119  rulemaking.  Since  the  beginning 
of  certification  testing  by  tlie  manufacturers  and 
compliance  testing  by  the  NHTSA,  the  percent- 
age of  test  failures  lias  dropped  from  approxi- 
mately 5.6%  to  less  than  1%.  At  the  same  time 
88  recalls  of  1,436,118  tires  have  removed  from 
tlie  road  substantial  numbers  of  tires  which  could 
not  be  shown  in  tlie  exercise  of  due  care  to  be 
able  to  meet  the  minimum  requirements.  Stand- 
ard 119  has  similar  performance  tests,  calculated 
to  produce  close  surveillance  of  test  failure  per- 
centages and  recalls  when  a  faulty  tire  design  is 
identified.  The  performance  test  levels  vary  ac- 
cording to  tire  type  to  ensure  that  the  standard 
is  reasonable,  practicable,  and  appropriate  for 
the  particular  tire  design  in  its  intended  service 
application. 

The  NHTSA  has  found  that  Standard  119  will 
weed  out  faulty  tire  design  and  promote  safety. 
The  test  values  of  Standard  119  were  originally 
proposed  by  industry  and  checked  by  the  NHTSA 
at  its  Safety  Systems  Laboratory.  The  RMA 
conducted  a  similar  series  of  tests  at  that  time 
and  later  endorsed  the  requirements  as  modified 
in  minor  respects: 

The  laboratory  tests  and  values  in  the  pro- 
posed FMVSS  119  as  amended  by  our  com- 
ments would  set  standards  of  performance 
that  would  enable  the  industry  to  design 
tires  that  would  ensure  safe  operation  on  the 
highways.  Comment  #4  to  Docket  1-5, 
Notice  7  (p  6). 

By  reference  to  H  &  H  Tire  Company  v. 
United  States  Department  of  Transportation^ 
471  F2d  350  (7th  Cir  1972),  the  RMA  and  Fire- 
stone  raised   the  issue  of  Standard   119's  prac- 
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ticability.  This  requirement,  at  §  103(a)  of  the 
Act,  was  interpreted  in  HdH  to  mean  that  the 
NHTSA  must  determine  the  technological  and 
economic  consequences  of  the  standard  on  the 
regulated  industry.  In  that  case  the  Court  de- 
termined that  the  retread  tire  industry  could  be 
destroyed  by  the  expense  of  major  product  rede- 
sign or  the  loss  of  business  which  could  result 
from  passing  on  these  costs  in  higher  prices  to 
the  typical  retread  consumer.  The  Court  also 
pointed  out  that  the  retread  consumer  might  use 
older  worn  tires  longer  than  previously  and 
thereby  in  effect  increase  the  tire  hazard  problem 
in  response  to  Standard  117. 

In  contrast,  the  NHTSA  has  determined  that 
compliance  with  Standard  119  does  not  require 
significant  or  impracticable  technological  change. 
Tests  run  at  the  Safety  Systems  Laboratory  in- 
dicate that  a  sampling  of  production-run  tires 
can  meet  the  required  performance  levels,  as  they 
are  now  constructed.  An  analysis  of  benefits  and 
costs  demonstrates  that  the  costs  of  additional 
testing  are  less  than  the  estimated  savings  in 
property  and  lives.  Finally,  the  consumer  of  new 
tires  is  less  likely  than  the  retread  consumer  to 
shift  his  tire  purchase  habits  and  has  less  oppor- 
tunity to  do  so.  The  NHTSA  has  carefully  de- 
termined the  technological  and  economic  impact 
of  Standard  119  on  the  new  tire  industry  and 
found  it  to  be  practicable. 

The  NHTSA  totally  disagrees  with  the  RMA 
and  Firestone  in  their  final  argument  that  safety- 
related  defect  notification  offers  adequate  protec- 
tion to  consumers  without  the  addition  of  a  safety 
standard.  Firestone  inaccurately  equates  the  ef- 
fect of  a  standard  with  that  of  a  notification 
campaign,  claiming  that  in  either  case  a  manu- 
facturer must  recall  tires  containing  defects  or 
face  civil  penalties.  Issuance  of  a  standard  im- 
poses significantly  greater  responsibility  on  a 
manufacturer  to  assure  himself  in  the  exercise 
of  due  care  that  his  product  is  safe  before  it  is 
sold  and  subsequent  use  reveals  a  safety-related 
defect. 

Technical  Consideration  of  Standard  119 

The  Application  section  (S3.)  raised  several 
questions  about  the  standard's  relationship  to 
Standard  109-type  tires,  experimental  tires,  and 
low  speed  and  off-road  vehicle  tires.    The  stand- 


ard applies  to  new  tires  designed  for  highway 
use  on  non-passenger-car  motor  vehicles.  The 
present  language  makes  clear  that  tires  which  do 
not  meet  these  criteria  are  not  subject  to  the 
standard,  including  those  tires  subject  to  Stand- 
ard 109.  The  tire  manufacturer  himself  must 
determine  whether  his  tires,  restricted  or  not  to 
speeds  under  35  mi/h,  or  used  on  slow-moving 
vehicles  on  or  off  the  highway,  were  designed  by 
him  for  highway  use.  As  an  example,  Dunlop 
cited  moto-cross  tires  which  use  the  public  high- 
way "during  the  course  of  competitions."  With- 
out evidence  to  the  contrary,  however,  the 
NHTSA  assumes  that  these  tires  are  used  to  get 
to  and  from  the  competition  over  the  public 
liighways.  In  answer  to  a  related  request  for 
interpretation  by  Bridgestone,  it  is  the  designed 
and  intended  use  of  the  tire  (as  realistically 
anticipated  by  the  manufacturer)  that  matters, 
not  a  simple  marking  such  as  "Not  For  Highway 
Use"  on  the  tire  sidewall.  In  the  case  of  "experi- 
mental" or  "survey"  tires  the  tires  are  designed 
for  highway  test  purposes  and  are  subject  to  the 
standard. 

The  definition  of  light  truck  tire  has  been  re- 
vised in  response  to  comments  from  the  RMA 
and  the  Japan  Automobile  Tire  Manufacturers 
Association.  They  cited  a  number  of  light  truck 
tires  which  may  or  may  not  share  a  common  size 
designation  or  dimensions  with  passenger  tires, 
but  still  require  special  test  values  because  of 
their  heavy-service  construction. 

Standard  119  does  not  include  the  voluminous 
"tire  tables"  of  tire  size  designation,  maximum 
loads  and  inflation  pressures,  and  dimensions  re- 
quested by  the  domestic  tire  industry.  An  ex- 
planation of  this  approach  accompanied  issuance 
of  the  rule  (38  F.R.  31299,  November  13,  1973). 
While  the  RMA  and  Goodyear  have  restated 
their  earlier  position  that  product  standardiza- 
tion can  only  be  assured  by  Government  publi- 
cation of  industry  association  tables,  they  did 
not  respond  to  the  extensive  justification  made 
with  the  rule.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that  its 
determination  is  sound. 

Nearly  all  tire  manufacturers  commented  on 
Standard  119's  labeling  provisions  and  the 
amount  of  leadtime  necessary  to  implement  them. 
To  resolve  the  most  pressing  problems,  the 
NHTSA  has  already  issued  notices  that  postpone 
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the  effective  date  of  the  standard  6  months  and 
propose  a  lettering  size  and  depth,  use  of  the 
DOT  symbol  prior  to  the  standard's  effective 
date,  and  clarification  of  the  treadwear  indicator 
requirement.  (39  F.R.  4087,  February  1,  1974, 
39  F.R.  3967,  January  31,  1974).  All  other  pe- 
titions which  concern  the  labeling  provisions  are 
treated  in  this  response. 

The  RMA  and  the  European  Tyre  and  Rim 
Technical  Organization  (ETRTO)  requested 
changes  in  paragraph  S6.5(d)  ("Tire  marking"), 
several  of  which  are  adopted  in  this  amendment. 
The  word  "corresponding"  is  inserted  before 
"inflation  pressure"'  to  accommodate  tires  whose 
maximum  load  rating  is  not  at  maximum  infla- 
tion. Punctuation  is  removed  from  the  legend 
that  appears  on  the  tire  to  simplify  stamping. 
The  example  is  revised  to  make  clear  that  "TIRE 
RATED  FOR  SINGLE  AND  DUAL  LOAD" 
and  "TIRE  RATED  ONLY  FOR  SINGLE 
LOAD"  do  not  appear  on  the  tire  sidewall. 
ETRTO  suggested  that  a  title  appear  on  the  tire 
to  qualify  the  information  provided,  but  the 
NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  information 
alone  is  more  helpful  to  the  unknowledgeable 
user,  and  that  a  knowledgeable  user  would  refer 
to  the  tire  tables  for  exact  information  before 
changing  tire  inflation  pressure. 

Paragraph  S6.5(e)  on  speed  restricted  tires 
has  been  clarified  to  limit  the  requirement  to 
tires  restricted  to  55  mi/h  or  less.  S6.5(f)  re- 
mains unchanged,  because  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  requires 
that  the  actual  number  of  plies  and  ply  compo- 
sition appear  on  the  tire  sidewall.  The  words 
"tube  type"  appear  on  tires  under  86.5  (g)  be- 
cause many  consumers  are  unaware  of  the  sig- 
nificant distinctions  between  tube  type  and 
tubeless  tires.  Dunlop's  request  that  treadwear 
indicators  be  required  on  tires  that  are  regrooved 
is  beyond  the  authority  under  which  Standard 
119,  applying  only  to  new  tires,  was  issued. 

Paragraph  S6.5(]')  calls  for  a  single  letter  to 
appear  on  the  tire  to  indicate  categories  of 
strength  within  the  size  designation,  for  user 
information  and  test  purposes.  As  the  ETRTO 
pointed  out,  a  requirement  for  any  additional 
wording  such  as  "load  range"  could  confuse  in- 
ternational standardization  efforts.    Manufactur- 


ers are,  of  course,  entitled  to  add  labeling 
information  as  long  as  tlie  required  information 
appears  in  the  required  format  on  the  tire. 

The  maximum  load  rating  provision  in  S6.6 
requires  tires  of  a  particular  size  to  have  a  maxi- 
mum load  rating  at  least  as  great  as  the  lowest 
rating  published  for  that  size.  In  this  way  the 
publications  do  not  mislead  a  consumer  who  as- 
sumes that  a  particular  tire  size  must  have  only 
the  load  ratings  listed.  The  RMA  advocated 
that  more  particular  load  rating  information  be 
supplied  to  aid  in  actual  tire  selection.  Refer- 
ence to  any  factors  other  than  tire  size,  however, 
would  detract  fi-om  the  desired  concept  that,  for 
one  tire  size,  there  is  one  lowest  maximum  load 
rating,  and  that  load  rating  is  published. 

Two  substantial  requests  were  raised  with  re- 
gard to  the  endurance  requirement.  Uniroyal 
petitioned  for  a  reduction  in  the  duration  of  the 
three  test  phases  to  4  hours  each.  Tlie  NHTSA 
is  considering  that  submission  but  must  deny  ac- 
tion on  it  at  this  time  because  an  independent 
evaluation  of  the  procedures  lias  not  yet  been 
conducted,  and  because  there  has  not  been  notice 
or  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposal  by 
all  interested  persons. 

The  RMA  petitioned  for  34-hour  endurance 
testing  of  all  tires  subject  to  the  high  speed  test 
(S6.3)  on  the  grounds  that  the  47- hour  speed/ 
endurance  test  would  be  redundant.  The  NHTSA 
agrees  and  has  revised  Table  III  accordingly. 

The  ETRTO  proposed  new  test  values  for 
some  motorcycle  tires,  but  the  request  was  un- 
clear as  to  the  meaning  of  the  62  mi/h  criterion 
and  the  unsupported  request  cannot  be  granted. 
If,  in  the  future,  the  ETRTO  petitions  for  rule- 
making to  revise  the  table,  an  explanation  of  the 
criterion  and  a  justification  for  the  test  values 
would  permit  an  informed  decision. 

Comments  to  the  strength  test  questioned 
plunger  size  and  energy  values,  the  computation 
procedures,  and  the  appropriateness  of  the  test 
to  mobile  home,  special  trailer,  wide  base,  and 
radial  tires. 

The  RMA  argued  that  the  limited  service  of 
mosc  mobile  home  and  special  trailer  tires  could 
not  justify  the  increased  cost  necessary  to  up- 
grade the  strength  of  the  tires  to  meet  the  re- 
quirement.   The  NHTSA  has  consistently  treated 
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mobile  homes  and  other  trailers  as  full-fledged 
motor  vehicles  and  ai^plied  applicable  standards 
rigorously  to  reduce  the  number  of  crashes  in 
which  mobile  homes  are  involved,  as  indicated 
by  BMCS  statistics.  The  RMA  request  is  denied 
to  ensure  that  equally-rated  tires  on  towed  and 
towing  vehicles  will,  in  fact,  meet  equal  minimum 
strength  requirements. 

The  RMA  and  ETRTO  generally  advocated 
larger  plungers  or  reduced  energy  values  for 
tires  and  the  ETRTO  petitioned  for  the  exclu- 
sion of  radial  tires  from  the  strength  test.  The 
NHTSA  has  determined  that  the  established 
values  and  plunger  sizes,  drawn  from  industry 
experience,  adequately  measure  tire  strength. 
Any  future  petitions  for  rulemaking  to  change 
these  values  should  be  accompanied  by  detailed 
supporting  data,  as  was  submitted  by  Uniroyal 
in  its  petition  for  reconsideration. 

Comments  again  requested  that  a  plunger 
which  contacts  the  rim  be  considered  to  have 
established  an  energy  value  which  meets  the 
strength  requirement.  The  NHTSA  reiterates 
its  position  that  the  standard's  present  energy 
values  measure  the  strength  of  a  well-constructed 
non-passenger  car  tire  before  the  tire  breaks  or 
the  plunger  contacts  the  rim.  Specific  test  values 
may  be  revised  based  on  future  test  experience, 
but  revision  of  the  calculation  procedures  used 
for  all  tires  is  not  justified.  The  request  for 
three  plunger  applications  in  the  case  of  12-in. 
or  smaller  diameter  tires  has  been  granted. 

Michelin  and  the  ETRTO  have  inquired  as  to 
the  NHTSA's  position  with  regard  to  tubeless 
tires  above  load  range  J.  Such  tires,  when 
marketed  in  the  United  States,  are  subject  to  this 
standard,  and  the  NHTSA  would  like  the  benefit 
of  detailed  description  of,  and  test  experience 
with,  these  tires  before  it  establishes  test  require- 
ments. It  is  requested  that  support  for  ETRTO 
or  Michelin  values  be  submitted  to  the  NHTSA 
Tire  Division. 

The  high  speed  performance  requirement  was 
adopted  to  test  different  tire  characteristics  from 
those  tested  under  the  endurance  performance 
requirement.  The  test  is  run  only  on  non-speed- 
restricted  tires  in  the  lighter  load  ranges  because, 


for  tires  of  heavier  construction,  the  endurance 
test  alone  develops  temperatures  which  evaluate 
all  the  characteristics  satisfactorily.  The  RMA 
and  several  manufacturers  have  pointed  out  that 
the  endurance  test  can  serve  this  purpose  for 
large  tires  even  in  the  lighter  ranges,  and  the 
NHTSA,  therefore,  restricts  the  high  speed  re- 
quirements to  motorcycle  tires  and  to  non-speed- 
restricted  tires  of  14.5-in  nominal  rim  diameter 
or  less  marked  Load  Range  A,  B,  C,  or  D.  Light 
truck  tires  and  other  tires  which  are  l-l.S-in  and 
smaller  remain  subject  to  the  high  speed  require- 
ments because  the  NHTSA  has  determined  that 
the  high  speed  test  measures  different  values  than 
the  endurance  test  in  these  smaller  sizes. 

The  definition  of  tire  failure  is  closely  related 
to  the  endurance  and  high  speed  performance 
tests.  The  RMA  and  several  tire  manufacturers 
requested  re-definitions  of  se\"eral  terms  and  re- 
vision of  the  tire  cooling  procedures  related  to 
tire  failure.  The  NHTSA  has  established  Docket 
71-10,  New  pneumatic  tires,  revised  j>erformance 
requirements,  to  treat  the  re-definition  of  tire 
failure,  and  will  respond  to  these  issues  in  a 
notice  to  that  docket. 

Interested  persons  should  remember  that,  in 
addition  to  the  amendments  set  forth  below,  the 
NHTSA  has  already  amended  the  effective  date 
of  the  Standard  to  March  1,  1975,  and  has  pro- 
posed amendments  to  the  lettering,  DOT  certifi- 
cation, and  treadwear  provisions  which  will  be 
acted  on  when  comments  have  been  considered. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  amendments 
are  made  to  Parts  571  and  574  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations. .  . . 

Effective  date :  March  1,  1975. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  114,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89- 
563,  80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402,  1403, 
1407,  1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR 
1.51.) 

Issued  on  February  7,  1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  5190 
February  11,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   119 
New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  71-18;  Notice  7) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  119,  New 
pneumatic  tires  for  vehicles  other  than  passenger 
cars,  49  CFR  571.119,  to  specify  lettering  sizes 
and  modified  treadwear  indicator  requirements 
for  tires.  In  addition,  it  amends  Part  574,  Tire 
Identification,  49  CFR  574,  to  permit  the  labeling 
of  certain  tires  with  the  symbol  DOT  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  the  standard.  This  notice 
also  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
Standard  119's  effective  date  by  maintaining  the 
present  date  of  March  1, 1975. 

To  avoid  a  costly  production  shutdown  on  the 
effective  date  to  engrave  tire  molds  with  the 
DOT  compliance  symbol  required  by  the  stand- 
ard, the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration (NHTSA)  proposed  a  modification 
of  the  Part  574  prohibition  on  the  symbol's  use 
prior  to  the  effective  date  (39  F.R.  3967,  Jan- 
uary 31,  1974).  The  Rubber  Manufacturers 
Association  and  five  tire  manufacturers  agreed 
that  the  DOT  should  be  engraved  on  tire  molds 
prior  to  the  effective  date,  but  objected  to  the 
expense  of  covering  the  DOT  with  a  label  stating 
that  "no  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard 
applies  to  this  tire,"  when  the  DOT  appears  on 
tires  which  (presumably)  satisfy  Standard  119 
requirements.  Firestone  pointed  out  that  the 
large  label  size  could  obscure  other  label  infor- 
mation. Goodrich  noted  that,  as  proposed,  the 
DOT  could  be  molded  on  tires  which  met  no 
standard  and  could  mislead  a  user  if  the  label 
fell  off. 

The  NHTSA  will  not  permit  the  appearance 
of  the  DOT  compliance  symbol  on  any  item  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  to  which  no  standard 
is  applicable.  The  terms  "applicability"  and 
"applies"  have  only  one  meaning  for  Federal 
motor  vehicle  safety  standards:  that  the  vehicle 


or  equipment  concerned  is  subject  to  a  safety 
standard.  To  permit  use  of  the  DOT  sjTnbol  on 
vehicles  or  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  to 
which  no  standard  applies  would  confuse  the 
meaning  of  the  symbol  and  the  concept  of  com- 
pliance. 

In  response  to  Firestone  and  Goodrich,  the 
NHTSA  has  modified  the  lettering  size  on  the 
label  and  limited  use  of  the  DOT  symbol  to  tires 
for  which  a  standard  has  been  issued.  With  the 
small  lettering  size,  the  rubber  labels  used  on 
retread  tires  can  be  applied  over  the  DOT  symbol 
in  fulfillment  of  the  requirement.  Another 
method  which  manufacturers  did  not  mention 
but  which  would  be  permissible  is  the  removal 
of  the  DOT  at  the  same  time  imperfections  are 
buffed  oft'  the  tire. 

All  comments  on  the  proposal  objected  to  the 
specific  location  requirements  for  treadwear  in- 
dicators based  on  the  concept  of  even  tread  wear 
across  the  tread  width.  Goodyear  demonstrated 
in  a  meeting  with  the  NHTSA  Tire  Division  on 
February  13,  1974,  and  detailed  in  its  submission 
to  the  Docket,  the  difficulty  in  equating  ideal  tire 
wear  with  actual  road  experience.  They  recom- 
mended the  simpler  concept  that  a  tire  has  worn 
out  when  any  major  tread  groove  has  only  %2  ^^ 
tread  remaining.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded 
that  treadwear  indicators  must  be  placed  at  the 
discretion  of  the  manufacturer  to  give  a  person 
inspecting  the  tire  visual  indication  of  whether 
the  tire  has  worn  to  a  certain  tread  depth.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  lateral  location  requirements  for 
treadwear  indicators  have  been  deleted  from  the 
standard. 

There  was  no  discussion  of  the  lettering  size 
and  depth  proposal,  and  these  proposals  are 
adopted  as  proposed. 
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The  comments  requested  reconsideration  of  the 
standard's  March  1,  1975,  effective  date  (pub- 
lished February  1,  1974,  39  F.R.  4087),  asserting 
the  need  for  18  months  of  lead  time  following 
publication  of  this  notice  to  engrave  tire  molds 
as  required  by  the  standard.  The  NHTSA  has 
found  that  11  months  is  sufficient  lead  time  to 
accomplish  these  changes,  and  accordingly  these 
petitions  are  denied. 

To  correct  an  inadvertent  omission  in  the 
amendment  of  Standard  No.  119  in  response  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  (39  F.R.  5190,  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1974),  superscripts  are  added  to  Table 
III  entries  for  "All  other,  A,  B,  C,  D  range 
tires". 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Parts  571 
and  574  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
are  amended.  . .  . 


Effective  date:  Standard  No.  119  amendments: 
March  1,  1975.  Part  574  amendment:  April  3, 
1974.  Because  the  Part  574  amendment  creates 
no  additional  burden,  and  because  modification 
of  tire  molds  must  begin  immediately,  it  is  found 
for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  less 
than  180  days  after  issuance  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718 ;  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421 ;  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  28,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  12104 
April  3,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    119 

New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than   Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  74-25;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  the  definition  of  "test  rim" 
in  49  CFR  571.109  (Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  109)  and  modifies  related  provisions  of 
that  section  and  §  571.110  (Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  110).  A  conforming  amendment 
is  made  to  similar  i)ro\'isions  in  §  571.119  (Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  119).  The  notice 
of  proposed  rulemakinfi  on  which  this  amend- 
ment is  based  was  publisiied  on  July  10,  1974 
(39  F.R.  25329). 

The  definition  of  "test  rim"  has  previous  to 
this  amendment  referenced  the  1967  and  earlier 
editions  of  publications  of  various  foreign  and 
domestic  tire  and  rim  associations  as  the  source 
for  determining  rim  specifications  and  appro- 
priate tire/rim  matching  information  for  testing 
tires  to  the  requirements  of  Motor  A^ehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  109,  and  for  equipping  passenger 
oars  pursuant  to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  110.  The  Rubber  Manufacturers'  Associa- 
tion i^etitioned  that  this  reference  be  changed 
because  the  publications  have  become  outdated 
in  terms  of  the  rim  information  they  provide. 
This  amendment,  whicli  adojjts  the  proposed  rule 
of  July  10,  1974,  in  essentially  the  form  pro- 
posed, deletes  the  references  to  tlie  1967  and 
earlier  publications  and  substitutes  for  them  the 
publications  of  the  various  associations  current 
at  the  time  of  tire  manufacture. 

Under  the  amendment,  a  "test  rim"  will  be  any 
rim  listed  for  use  with  a  tire  size  designation  in 
any  of  the  current  publications  of  the  various 
foreign  and  domestic  tire  and  rim  associations. 
The  listing  will  apply  to  all  tires  that  fit  the 
description  (by  tire  size  designation,  use  cate- 
gory, etc.)  unless  the  publication  itself  or  a  sepa- 
rately published  manufacturer's  document  states 
otherwise.     A  manufacturer   wishing  to  except 


any  tire  manufactured  by  him  froin  any  listing 
would  be  expected  to  request  the  association  to 
publish  the  exception  in  its  publication.  If  it 
does  not,  the  manufacturer  must  himself  publisli 
the  exception  in  his  own  listing,  which  he  must, 
distribute  to  his  dealers,  this  agency,  and  to  any 
member  of  the  public  on  request.  The  language 
of  the  proposal  is  clarified,  and  a  conforming 
amendment  made  to  Standard  No.  119  to  show 
that  an  exception  must  be  published  in  each 
association  publication  listing  the  tire  and  rim 
combination.  The  amendment  further  specifies 
that  a  "listing"  of  a  rim  must  contain  dimen- 
sional specifications,  including  diagrams,  for  the 
rim.  This  is  necessary  to  provide  for  uniformity 
of  rim  dimensions  and  reflects  the  i)resent  prac- 
tice of  association  publications  of  publishing 
such  dimensional  specifications.  However,  di- 
mensional specifications  or  a  diagram  of  a  rim 
need  not  be  included  in  manufacturers'  separate 
listings  if  the  specifications  and  diagram  for  the 
rim  appear  in  each  association  publication  where 
it  is  listed. 

By  referencing  the  current  publications,  the' 
amendment  ends  the  need  for  Appendix  "A"  of 
Standard  No.  110,  which  lists  tire/rim  combina- 
tions approved  for, use  subsequent  to  the  1967  and 
earlier  associations  publications.  The  associa- 
tions and  various  manufacturers  should  ascertain 
that  all  tire/rim  combinations  presently  listed  in 
that  Appendix  are  incorporated  into  at  least  one 
of  their  respective  publications  before  the  effec- 
ti\'e  date  of  this  amendment.  Moreover,  the 
addition  of  new  tire/rim  combinations  subsequent 
to  the  effective  date  becomes  the  sole  responsi- 
bility of  the  industry.  Appendix  "A"  of  Stand- 
ard No.  109,  listing  tire  size  designations,  is  not 
affected  by  this  amendment. 
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An  effect  of  the  amended  definition  of  test  rim 
is  to  clarify  this  agency's  [wsition  that  each  tire 
must  be  able  to  pass  each  performance  require- 
ment (except  that  for  physical  dimensions)  of 
Standard  No.  109  with  any  rim  with  which  it  is 
listed,  regardless  of  rim  width,  unless  that  tire 
is  specifically  excepted  from  each  listing  where 
it  appears.  The  requirements  for  physical  di- 
mensions must  be  met  only  on  a  test  rim  of  the 
width  si)ecified  for  the  tire  size  designation  in 
Standard  No.  109.  A  tire  failing  the  require- 
ments on  any  test  rim  would  be  considered  as 
having  failed  the  requirements  on  all  test  rims. 
This  continues  existing  NHTSA  enforcement 
policy. 

One  of  the  two  comments  received  regarding 
the  proposal  objected  to  this  aspec-^t  of  the  amend- 
ment, arguing  that  some  manufiioturers  have 
traditionally  certified  conformity  on  the  basis  of 
test  results  using  only  the  test  rims  of  the  speci- 
fied test  rim  width  and  that  no  safety  problems 
had  been  encountered.  The  NHTSA  believes, 
however,  that,  the  interest  of  safety  demands  that 
manufacturers  ensure  that  tires  certified  as  con- 
forming to  Standard  No.  109  will  conform  to  the 
standard's  requirements  on  any  rim  which  the 
manufacturer  lists  for  use  with  the  tire  and  with 
which  the  tire  may  consequently  be  used  in  serv- 
ice. This  position  has  been  reflected  in  the  guide- 
lines for  the  additions  of  new  tire/rim  combina- 
tions  to   the   Appendix   of   Standard   No.    110, 


which  have  required  that  the  manufacturer  dem- 
onstrate conformity  to  Standard  No.  109  on  each 
newly  requested  rim.  If  a  manufacturer  doubts 
the  ability  of  his  tires  to  conform  to  the  standard 
on  certain  recommended  rims,  he  has  the  option 
of  excepting  his  tii-es  from  being  used  with  those 
rims.  No  other  objections  to  the  proposed  rule 
were  received. 

In  light  of  the  above,  amendments  are  made 
to  49  CFR  §§  571.109,  571.110,  and  571.119  .... 

E-ffective  date:  August.  5,  1975  for  Standards 
No.  109  and  110;  March  1,  1975,  for  Standard 
No.  119.  The  amendment  to  Standard  No.  119 
is  of  a  clarifying  nature,  and  should  be  made 
effective  with  the  existing  effective  date  of  that 
standard.  The  amendment  does  not  require  sub- 
stantial leadtime  for  conformity,  and  it  is  found 
for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  less 
than  180  days  from  publication  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  201.  202,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718;  15  U.S.C.  §§1392,  1407,  1421,  1422; 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  January  31,  1975. 


James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  5529 
February  6,  1975 
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New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.   71-18,   Notice    10) 


This  notice  establishes  a  uniform  tire  testing 
temperature  for  the  test  requirements  of  the 
Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading  regulation  and 
the  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  for 
non-passenger-car  tires.  This  amendment  simpli- 
fies existing  requirements  by  permitting  various 
tire  tests  to  be  conducted  at  the  same  temperature. 

Eifeetive  date :  July  17,  1978. 

For  further  information  contact  : 

Arturo  Casanova  III,  Crash  Avoidance  Divi- 
sion, Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W..  "Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20590  (202-426-1715). 

Supplementary  information:  The  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
(NHTSA)  proposed  on  March  3.  1977.  to  amend 
the  ambient  temperature  conditions  for  tire  test- 
ing contained  in  Standard  No.  119,  New  Pneu- 
matic Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger 
Cars  (49  CFR  571.119),  and  in  Part  575,  Uniform 
Tire  Quality  Grading  (49  CFR  575.104) 
(UTQG).  The  purpose  of  this  proposed  amend- 
ment was  to  harmonize  existing  tire  testing  tem- 
peratures as  requested  by  the  Goodyear  Tire  and 
Rubber  Company.  The  ambient  temperatures 
were  previously  specified  as  follows : 

Standard  No.  109 :  "100±5°  F." 

Standard  No.  119 :  "any  temperature  ...  up  to 
100°  F." 

UTQG :  "at  105°  F." 

In  the  notice  of  proposed  ndemaking.  the 
agency  proposed  to  amend  Standard  No.  119  and 
UTQG  to  reflect  the  tire  temperature  utilized  in 
Standard  No.  109  (100±5°  F.).  As  an  alterna- 
tive method  of  expressing  the  test  temperature. 


the  NHTSA  proposed  to  amend  the  standards  to 
specify  "any  temperature  up  to  95°  F. 

Five  comments  were  received  in  response  to 
that  proposal.  All  comments  favored  the  pro- 
posed amendment  that  would  have  instituted  a 
100±5°  F.  temperature.  The  Vehicle  I^quipment 
Safety  Commission  did  not  take  a  position  on 
this  proposal. 

After  consideration  of  the  issues  involved  m 
the  proposal  and  review  of  the  comments,  the 
agency  has  determined  that  the  test  temperature 
should  be  expressed  as  "any  temperature  up  to 
95°  F."  Accordingly,  Standard  No.  119  and 
UTQG  are  amended  to  specify  temperature  test- 
ing at  "any  temperature  up  to  95°  F."  It  is  the 
NHTSA's  opinion  that  the  95°  F.  test  tempera- 
ture is  in  effect  the  same  test  temperature  as 
would  be  achieved  by  using  the  5-degree  tolerance 
(100±5). 

The  NHTSA  has  often  stated  in  interpretations 
on  similar  issues  that  the  use  of  tolerances  in 
safety  standards  reflects  a  misunderstanding  of 
the  legal  nature  of  the  safety  standards.  Stand- 
ards are  not  instructions,  but  performance  levels 
that  vehicles  or  equipment  are  required  by  law  to 
be  capable  of  meeting.  Any  tolerance  in  this 
context  would  be  meaningless  and  misleading, 
since  it  would  merely  have  the  effect  of  stating  a 
performance  level  that  tiie  equipment  nuist  meet 
when  tested  by  the  govemment,  but  in  a  confus- 
ing manner. 

Recognizing  that  no  measurement  is  perfectly 
precise,  a  manufacturer's  tests  should  be  designed 
to  show,  using  tire  testing  temperature  as  an 
example,  that  his  tires  will  comply  with  the  re- 
(juirements  at  exactly  95°  F.  This  may  be  done 
in  at  least  two  ways:  (1)  by  using  a  test  method 
tliat  corresponds  so  closely  to  the  require^l  tem- 
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perature  that  no  significant  differences  could 
occur  as  a  result  of  differences  between  the  actual 
temperature  and  the  specified  one,  or  (2)  hy 
determinino^  which  side  of  the  specified  tempera- 
ture is  adverse  to  the  product  tested,  and  beinj;; 
sure  that  the  actual  temperature  of  the  test  dif- 
fers from  the  specified  one  on  the  adverse  side. 

The  amendment  of  Standard  No.  119  and 
UTQG  to  reflect  the  95°  F.  temperature  creates  a 
different  temperature  phraseolojiy  for  those 
standards  than  exists  in  Standard  No.  109  which 
still  has  the  100±5°  F.  temperature.  As  stated 
earlier,  the  NHTSA  considers  the  Standard  No. 
109  temperature  tolerance  to  mean  in  actuality 
"any  temperature  up  to  95°  F."  However,  since 
modification  of  that  standard  was  not  proposed 
in  the  earlier  notice,  the  agency  does  not  amend 
it  in  this  final  rule.  However,  the  agency  intends 
to  issue  an  interpretive  amendment  that  will 
amend  Standard  No.  109  to  adopt  the  alternative 
expression  for  tire  temperature  testing  (any 
temperature  up  to  95°  F.)  unless  objections  are 
received. 

In  accordance  with  Departmental  policy  en- 
couraging analysis  of  the  impact  of  regulatory 
actions  upon  the  public  and  private  sectors,  the 
agency  has  determined  that  tliis  modification  will 
result  in  no  appreciable  safety  gains  or  losses. 


These  amendments  may  result  in  slightly  lower 
costs  for  tire  temperature  testing  since  all  tem- 
peratures will  be  uniform. 

Since  these  amendments  relieve  restrictions  and 
impose  no  additional  burdens,  it  is  found  for 
good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate  effective 
date  is  in  the  public  intei'est. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  following 
amendments  are  made  in  Parts  571  and  575  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  .  .  . 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  rulemak- 
ing document  are  Arturo  Casanova  and  Roger 
Tilton,  respectively. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119.  201,  203,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
JiO  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1421,  1423); 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  Julv  12.  1978. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43    F.R.   30541-30542 
July  27,    1978 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  119 
New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  per- 
formance and  marking  requirements  for  tires 
for  use  on  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks,  buses,  trailers,  and  motorcycles. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  provide  safe  operational  performance  levels 
for  tires  used  on  motor  vehicles  other  than  pas- 
senger cars,  and  to  place  sufficient  information 
on  the  tires  to  permit  their  proper  selection  and 
use. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
new  pneumatic  tires  designed  for  highway  use 
on  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  buses, 
trailers  and  motorcycles  manufactured  after 
1948. 

54.  Definitions.  All  terms  defined  in  the  Act 
and  the  rules  and  standards  issued  under  its 
authority  are  used  as  defined  therein. 

"Light  truck  tire"  means  a  tire  designated  by 
its  manufacturer  as  primarily  intended  for  use 
on  lightweight  trucks  or  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles. 

"Model  rim  assembly"  means  a  test  device  that 
(a)  includes  a  rim  which  conforms  to  the  pub- 
lished dimensions  of  a  commercially  available 
rim,  (b)  includes  an  air  valve  assembly  when 
used  for  testing  tubeless  tires  or  an  innertube 
and  flap  (as  required)  when  used  for  testing 
tube-type  tires,  and  (c)  undergoes  no  permanent 
rim  deformation  and  allows  no  loss  of  air 
through  the  portion  that  it  comprises  of  the 
tire-rim  pressure  chamber  when  a  tire  is  properly 
mounted  on  the  assembly  and  subjected  to  the 
requirements  of  this  standard. 

55.  Tire  and  rim  matching  information. 

S5.1  Each  manufacturer  of  tires  shall  ensure 
that  a  listing  of  the  rims  that  may  be  used  with 
each  tire  that  he  produces  is  provided  to  the 
public.    For  purposes  of  this  section,   each  rim 


listing  shall  include  dimensional  specifications 
and  a  diagram  of  the  rim.  However,  a  listing 
compiled  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section  need  not  include  dimensional  speci- 
fications or  a  diagram  of  a  rim  if  the  rim's  di- 
mensional specifications  and  diagram  are  con- 
tained in  each  listing  published  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (b).  The  listing  shall  be  in  one 
of  the  following  forms: 

(a)  Listed  by  manufacturer  name  or  brand 
name  in  a  document  furnished  to  dealers  of  the 
manufacturer's  tires,  to  any  person  upon  request, 
and  in  duplicate  to:  Tire  Division,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400 
Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590; 
or 

(b)  Contained  in  publications,  current  at  the 
date  of  the  manufacture  of  tire  or  any  later  date, 
of  at  least  one  of  the  following  organizations: 

The  Tire  and  Rim  Association. 

The  European  Tyre  and  Rim  Technical 
Organisation. 

Japanese  Industrial  Standards. 

Deutsche  Industrie  Norm. 

The  Society  of  Motor  Manufacturers  and 
Traders,  Ltd. 

British  Standards  Institution. 

Scandinavian  Tire  and  Rim  Organisation. 

S5.2  Information  contained  in  a  publication 
specified  in  S5.1(b)  which  lists  general  cate- 
gories of  tires  and  rims  by  size  designation,  type 
of  construction,  and/or  intended  use,  shall  be 
considered  to  be  manufacturer's  information 
pursuant  to  S5.1  for  the  listed  tires,  unless  the 
publication  itself  or  specific  information  pro- 
vided according  to  S5.1(a)  indicates  otherwise. 

S6.  Requirements  Each  tire  shall  be  capable 
of  meeting  any  of  the  applicable  requirements 
set  forth  below,  when  mounted  on  a  model  rim 


PART  571;  S  119-1 


assembly  corresponding  to  any  rim  designated 
by  the  tire  manufacturer  for  use  with  the  tire  in 
accordance  with  S5.  However,  a  particular  tire 
need  not  meet  further  requirements  after  having 
been  subjected  to  and  met  the  endurance  test 
(S6.1),  strength  test  (S6.2),  or  high  speed  per- 
formance test  (S6.3). 

56.1  Endurance. 

56.1.1  Prior  to  testing  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  of  S7.2,  a  tire  shall  exhibit  no  visual 
evidence  of  tread,  sidewall,  ply,  cord,  innerliner, 
or  bead  separation,  chunking,  broken  cords, 
cracking,  or  open  splices. 

56.1.2  When  tested  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  of  S7.2: 

(a)  There  shall  be  no  visual  evidence  of  tread, 
sidewall,  ply,  cord,  innerliner,  or  bead  separa- 
tion, chunking,  broken  cords,  cracking,  or  open 
sphces. 

(b)  The  tire  pressure  at  the  end  of  the  test 
shall  be  not  less  than  the  initial  pressure  speci- 
fied in  S7.2(a). 

56.2  Strength.  When  tested  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  of  S7.3  a  tire's  average 
breaking  energy  value  shall  be  not  less  than  the 
value  specified  in  Table  II  for  that  tire's  size 
and  load  range. 


56.3  High  speed  performance.  When  tested 
in  accordance  with  the  procedures  of  S7.4,  a  tire 
shall  meet  the  requirements  set  forth  in  S6.1.1 
and  S6. 1.2(a)  and  (b).  However,  this  require- 
ment applies  only  to  motorcycle  tires  and  to  non- 
speed-restricted  tires  of  14.5-in  nominal  rim 
diameter  or  less  marked  load  range  A,  B,  C,  or 
D. 

56.4  Treadwear  indicators.  Except  as  speci- 
fied below,  each  tire  shall  have  at  least  six  tread- 
wear  indicators  spaced  approximately  equally 
around  the  circumference  of  the  tire  that  enable 
a  person  inspecting  the  tire  to  determine  visually 

Table  I— Strength  Test  Plunger  Diameter 

Tire  type:  Plunger  Diameter 

(inches) 

Light  truck % 

Motorcycle %e 

Tires  for  12-inch  or  smaller  rims, 

except  motorcycle % 

Tires  other  than  the  above  types; 

Tubeless: 

17.5-inch  or  smaller  rims % 

Larger  than  17.5-inch  rims: 

Load  range  F  or  less V/t 

Load  range  over  F 1 V2 

Tube  type: 

Load  range  F  or  less 1  'A 

Load  range  over  F 1  '/2 


Table  II— Minimum  Static  Breaking  Energy  (Inch-Pounds) 


Plunger 
diameter 


%6 Inch 


%  Inch 


IV4  Inch 


IV2  Inch 


Tire 
characteristic 


Motorcycle 


All  12-inch 
or  smaller 
rim  size 


-Light    truck       Tube 
-17.5    inch    or       type 
smaller     Rim 
Tubeless 


Tubeless 


Tube 
type 


Tubeless 


A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
J 
L 
M 
N 


Load  range 


150 

600 

300 

1200 

400 

1800 

2400 

3000 

3600 

2000 



2600 



3200 

6800 

4550 

7900 

5100 

12500 

5700 

15800 

6300 



6800 



5100 



6500 



8600 



12500 





20200 



23000 

25000 

27000 



28500 



30000 

1500 
18500 
19500 


For  rayon  cord  tires,  applicable  energy  values  are  60  percent  of  those  in  table. 
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Table  III— Endurance  Test  Schedule 


Description 

Load  range 

Test  wheel 
speed 
(rpm) 

Test  load:  Percent  of 
maximum  load  rating 

Total  test 
revolutions 
(thousands) 

I 
7hrs. 

II 

16  hrs. 

III 

24  hrs. 

Speed-Restricted  service 
55  m.p.h.            

All 

C,  D 

125 

150 

100 
75 
250 
250 
200 
200 
175 
150 

66 
75 

66 
66 
'100 
'75 
70 
66 
66 
66 

84 
97 

84 
84 

no8 

297 
88 
84 
84 
84 

101 
114 

101 
101 
117 
114 
106 
101 
101 
101 

352.5 

50m.p.h.           _  . 

) 

423.0 

) 

E,  F,  G,  H, 
J,L 

282.0 

35  m.p.h.                 .     _ 

All 

211.5 

Motorcycle 
All  others 

- 

All 

A,  B,  C,  D 

E 

F . 

G 

H,  J,  L,  N 

510.0 
510.0 

) 
) 
) 

) 

564.0 
564.0 
493.5 
423.0 

'  4  hours  for  tire  sizes  subject  to  high  speed  requirements  (S6.3) 
2  6  hours  for  tire  sizes  subject  to  high  speed  requirements  (S6.3) 

whether  the  tire  has  worn  to  a  tread  depth  of 
one-sixteenth  of  an  inch.  Tires  with  12-inch  or 
smaller  rim  diameter  shall  have  at  least  three 
such  treadwear  indicators.  Motorcycle  tires 
shall  have  at  least  three  such  indicators  which 
permit  visual  determination  that  the  tire  has 
worn  to  a  tread  depth  of  one-thirty-second  of  an 
inch. 

S6.5  Tire  marking.  Except  as  specified  below, 
each  tire  shall  be  marked  on  each  sidewall  with 
the  information  specified  in  paragraphs  (a) 
through  (j)  of  this  section.  The  markings  shall 
be  placed  between  the  maximum  section  width 
(exclusive  of  sidewall  decoration  or  curb  ribs) 
and  the  bead  on  at  least  one  sidewall.  The  mark- 
ing shall  be  in  letters  and  numerals  not  less  than 
0.078  inches  high  and  raised  above  or  sunk  below 
the  tire  surface  not  less  than  0.015  inches,  except 
that  the  marking  depth  shall  be  not  less  than 
0.010  inches  in  the  case  of  motorcycle  tires.  The 
tire  identification  and  the  DOT  symbol  labeling 
shall  comply  with  Part  574  of  this  chapter. 
Markings  may  appear  on  only  one  sidewall  and 
the  entire  sidewall  area  may  be  used  in  the  case 
of  motorcycle  tires  and  recreational,  boat  bag- 
gage, and  special  trailer  tires. 

(a)  The  symbol  DOT,  which  shall  constitute 
a   certification    that    the    tire    conforms    to    ap- 


plicable Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards. 
This  symbol  may  be  marked  on  only  one  side- 
wall. 

(b)  The  tire  identification  number  required 
by  Part  574  of  this  chapter.  This  number  may 
be  marked  on  only  one  sidewall. 

(c)  The  tire  size  designation  as  listed  in  the 
documents  and  publications  designated  in  S5.1. 

(d)  The  maximum  load  rating  and  corre- 
sponding inflation  pressure  of  the  tire,  shown  as 
follows: 

(mark  on  tires  rated  for  single  and  dual  load) 

Max  load  single lbs  at psi  cold 

Max  load  dual lbs  at psi  cold 

(Mark  on  tires  rated  only  for  single  load) 

Max  load lbs  at psi  cold 

(e)  The  speed  restriction  of  the  tire,  if  55 
mi/h  or  less,  shown  as  follows: 

Max  speed mph 

(f)  The  actual  number  of  plies  and  the  com- 
position of  the  ply  cord  material  in  the  sidewall, 
and,  if  different,  in  the  tread  area. 

(g)  The  words  "tubeless"  or  "tube  type"  as 
applicable. 

(h)  The  word  "regroovable"  if  the  tire  is  de- 
signed for  regrooving. 
(i)  The  word  "radial"  if  a  radial  tire, 
(j)  The  letter  designating  the  tire  load  range. 
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S6.6  Maximum  load  rating.  If  the  maximum 
load  rating  for  a  particular  tire  size  is  shown  in 
one  or  more  of  the  publications  described  in 
S5.1(b),  each  tire  of  that  size  designation  shall 
have  a  maximum  load  rating  that  is  not  less 
than  the  published  maximum  load  rating,  or  if 
there  are  differing  published  ratings  for  the 
same  tire  size  designation,  not  less  than  the  low- 
est published  maximum  load  rating  for  the  size 
designation. 

S7.  Test  procedures. 

57.1  General  conditions. 

57.1.1  The  tests  are  performed  using  an  ap- 
propriate new  tube,  tube  valve  and  flap  assembly 
(as  required)  that  allows  no  loss  of  air  for  test- 
ing of  tube-type  tires  under  S7.2,  S7.3,  and  S7.4, 
and  tubeless  tires  under  S7.3. 

57.1.2  The  tire  must  be  capable  of  meeting 
the  requirements  of  S7.2  and  S7.4  when  condi- 
tioned at  any  ambient  temperature  up  to  100°  F. 
for  3  hours  before  the  test  is  conducted,  and 
with  an  ambient  temperature  maintained  at  any 
level  up  to  100°  F.  during  all  phases  of  testing. 
The  tire  must  be  capable  of  meeting  the  require- 
ments of  S7.3  when  conditioned  at  any  ambient 
temperature  up  to  70°  F.  for  3  hours  before  the 
test  is  conducted. 

57.2  Endurance,  (a)  Mount  the  tire  on  a 
model  rim  assembly  and  inflate  it  to  the  inflation 
pressure  corresponding  to  the  maximum  load 
rating  marked  on  the  tire.  Use  single  maximum 
load  value  when  the  tire  is  marked  with  both 
single  and  dual  maximum  load. 

(b)  After  conditioning  the  tire-rim  assembly 
in  accordance  with  S7.1.2,  adjust  the  tire  pres- 
sure to  that  specified  in  (a)  immediately  before 
mounting  the  tire  rim  assembly. 

(c)  Mount  the  tire-rim  assembly  on  an  axle 
and  press  it  against  a  flat-faced  steel  test  wheel 
that  is  67.23  inches  in  diameter  and  at  least  as 
wide  as  the  tread  of  the  tire. 

(d)  Apply  the  test  load  and  rotate  the  test 
wheel  as  indicated  in  Table  III  for  the  type  of 
tire  tested  conducting  each  successive  phase  of 
the  test  without  interruption. 


(e)  Immediately  after  running  the  tire  the 
required  time,  measure  the  tire  inflation  pressure. 
Remove  the  tire  from  the  model  rim  assembly, 
and  inspect  the  tire. 

S7.3  Strength,  (a)  Mount  the  tire  on  a  model 
rim  assembly  and  inflate  it  to  the  pressure  cor- 
responding to  the  maximum  load,  or  maximum 
dual  load  where  there  is  both  a  single  and  dual 
load  marked  on  the  tire.  If  the  tire  is  tubeless, 
a  tube  may  be  inserted  to  prevent  loss  of  air 
during  the  test  in  the  event  of  puncture. 

(b)  After  conditioning  the  tire-rim  assembly 
in  accordance  with  S7.1.2,  adjust  the  tire  pres- 
sure to  that  specified  in  (a). 

(c)  Force  a  cylindrical  steel  plunger,  with  a 
hemispherical  end  and  of  the  diameter  specified 
in  Table  I  for  the  tire  size,  perpendicularly  into 
a  raised  tread  element  as  near  as  possible  to  the 
centerline  of  the  tread,  at  a  rate  of  2  inches  per 
minute,  until  the  tire  breaks  or  the  plunger  is 
stopped  by  the  rim. 

(d)  Record  the  force  and  the  distance  of 
penetration  just  before  the  tire  breaks,  or  if  it 
fails  to  break,  just  before  the  plunger  is  stopped 
by  the  rim. 

(e)  Repeat  the  plunger  application  at  72° 
intervals  around  the  circumference  of  the  tire, 
until  five  measurements  are  made.  However,  in 
the  case  of  tires  of  12-in  rim  diameter  or  less, 
repeat  the  plunger  application  at  120°  intervals 
around  the  circumference  of  the  tire,  until  three 
measurements  are  made. 


(f)  Compute    the    breaking    energy 
test  point  by  the  following  formula: 


for    each 


W  = 


FP 


where 
W  =  Breaking  energy 
F  =  Force  in  pounds,  and 
P  =  Penetration  in  inches. 

(g)  Determine  the  average  breaking  energy 
value  for  the  tire  by  computing  the  average  of 
the  values  obtained  in  accordance  with  (f). 
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S7.4  High  speed  performance. 

(a)  Perform  steps  (a)  through  (c)  of  S7.2. 

(b)  Apply  a  force  of  88  percent  of  the  maxi- 
mum load  rating  marked  on  the  tire  (use  single 
maximum  load  value  when  the  tire  is  marked 
with  both  single  and  dual  maximum  loads),  and 
rotate  the  test  wheel  at  250  rpm  for  2  hours. 

(c)  Remove  the  load,  allow  the  tire  to  cool  to 
100°  F.,  and  then  adjust  the  pressure  to  that 
marked  on  the  tire  for  single  tire  use. 


(d)  Reapply  the  same  load,  and  without  in- 
terruption or  readjustment  of  inflation  pressure, 
rotate  the  test  wheel  at  375  rpm  for  30  minutes, 
then  at  400  rpm  for  30  minutes,  and  then  at 
425  rpm  for  30  minutes. 

(e)  Immediately  after  running  the  tire  the 
required  time,  measure  the  tire  inflation  pressure. 
Remove  the  tire  from  the  model  rim  assembly, 
and  inspect  the  tire. 

38  F.R.  31299 
November  13,  1973 
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Effective:    August    1,    1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.    120 
Tire  Selection   and   Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles  Other  Than   Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  No.   71-19;   Notice   3) 


This  notice  establishes  a  now  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  liiO,  Tire  selection 
and  rims  for  motor  vehicles  other  than  passenger 
ears,  49  CFR  571.120.  and  amends  49  CFR  Part 
.567,  Certif ration.  Tlie  new  standard  specifies 
tire  and  rim  selection  requirements  for  multi- 
purpose passen<rer  vehicles  (MPV's),  trucks, 
buses,  trailers,  and  motorcycles,  and  marking  re- 
quirements for  rims  for  use  on  these  vehicles.  It 
also  adds  tire  and  rim  matchinir  information  to 
the  items  required  to  appear  on  such  vehicles' 
certification  labels.  The  amendment  to  Part  .567 
makes  that  regulation  consistent  with  tiie  neAV 
standard.  The  notice  is  based  on  proposals 
which  were  published  August  3,  1971  (36  F.R. 
14273)  and  June  3.  1974  (39  F.R.  19305). 

The  standard  requires  new  veiiicles  (other  than 
passenger  cars,  which  are  the  subject  of  Standard 
No.  110)  to  1)6  equipped  with  tires  that  comply 
with  either  Standard  Xo.  109.  Xeir  Pneumatic 
Tires — Passenger  Cars,  oi-  Standard  Xo.  119, 
A^ew  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than 
Passenger  Cars.  Tlie  tires  nnist  be  fitted  to  rims 
which  have  been  designated  by  the  tire  manu- 
facturei-,  in  accordance  with  S4.4  of  Standard 
Xo.  109  or  S5.1  of  Standard  Xo.  119.  as  suitable 
for  use  with  those  tires.  The  designations  are 
made  by  listing  the  tire-rim  matching  informa- 
tion in  one  of  seven  industry-maintained  publi- 
cations or  i)y  furnishing  tliis  information  to 
dealers  of  the  manufacturer's  tires,  to  any  person 
upon  request,  and  to  the  XHTSA. 

Each  axle  must  be  equipped  with  tiies  the 
sum  of  whose  load  ratings  is  not  less  than  that 
axle  system's  Gross  Axle  "Weight  Rating 
(GAWR).  In  certain  situations,  discussed  be- 
low, a  vehicle  may  be  equipped  with  used  tires 
of    adequate    load    rating    that    were    f)riginally 


manufactured  to  comply  with  Standard  Xo.  119. 
Ade<iuacy  is  determined  as  follows:  the  sum  of 
the  maxiimim  load  ratings  of  the  tires  must  be 
equal  to  or  greater  than  the  GAAVR  which  is 
specified  on  the  Pait  567  certification  label,  with 
an  exception  discussed  below.  If  the  certification 
label  lists  more  than  one  GAWR-tire  (•ond)ina- 
tion  for  the  axle,  the  sum  of  tiie  tii-es'  maximum 
load  ratings  must  meet  or  exceed  the  GAWR 
that  corresponds  to  the  tires"  size  designation. 
If  more  than  one  combination  is  listed,  but  the 
size  designation  of  the  actmil  tires  on  the  ve- 
hicle is  not  among  those  listed,  then  the  sum  of 
the  load  ratings  must  simply  meet  or  exceed  the 
lowest  GAWR  which  does  appear. 

Rims  must  be  marked  with  five  items  of  infor- 
mation: the  size  designation  (and,  in  the  case  of 
multipiece  rims,  the  type  designation),  an  indi- 
cation of  the  source  of  the  rim's  nominal  dimen- 
sions, and  the  DOT  symbol  must  appear  on  the 
weather  side,  while  identification  of  the  manu- 
facturei-  and  date  of  manufacture  may  appear 
at  any  place  on  the  rim's  surface.  The  standard 
does  not  explicitly  require  that  a  rim  conform 
to  its  published  dimensions.  If  a  rim's  deviation 
from  these  nominal  dimensions  is  so  great  that 
a  safety  hazard  is  presented,  however,  the  defect 
notification  and  remedy  provisions  of  the  X'^a- 
tional  Tiaffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of 
1966,  as  amended,  provide  authority  to  deal  with 
the  hazard. 

To  reduce  the  possibility  of  confusion  and  to 
minimize  the  numbei'  of  characters  stamped  on 
the  I'im.  the  standard  establishes  a  set  of  code 
letters  tr>  indicate  the  source  of  the  rim's  nominal 
dimensions.  "T",  "E",  "J".  "D",  "M",  "B",  and 
".S"  indicate  the  industry  publications  listed  in 
Standards  Xos.  109  and  119,  while  "X"""  indicates 


PART  571;  S  120— PRE  1 


Effective:    August    1,    1976 

September    1,    1976 


an  independent  listing  with  tire  dealers  and  the 
NHTSA.  The  proposed  requirement  that  the 
marking  indicate  the  date  of  tiie  publication  has 
not  been  adopted  because  it  does  not  appear 
necessary.  The  standard  does  not  require  manu- 
facturers to  be  identified  with  a  code  number 
assigned  by  the  NHTSA,  because  no  action  has 
been  taken  on  tlie  proposal  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  June  7,  1973  (38  F.R. 
14968).  The  rim  manufacturer  is  free  to  use  his 
name,  trademark,  or  a  symbol  of  his  choice. 
Because  a  rim's  maximum  load  rating  may  be 
limited  by  its  disc,  this  standard  does  not  require 
that  the  maximum  load  rating  be  marked.  The 
rim's  maximum  inflation  pressure,  while  not  af- 
fected by  the  choice  of  disc,  is  potentially  mis- 
leading without  additional  marking  of  the  disc. 
These  rim  markings  are  being  considered  in  con- 
junction with  further  NHTSA  rulemaking  ac- 
tivity concerning  wheels. 

Several  commenters  objected  to  the  proposed 
requirement  of  a  tire-rim  infonnation  label, 
separate  from  and  adjacent  to  the  certification 
label  required  by  Part  567.  Upon  consideration 
of  these  comments,  the  NHTSA  agrees  that  a 
separate  placard  is  unnecessary.  GVWR  and 
GAWR  are  already  required  to  appear  on  the 
certification  label.  If  the  required  manufacturer 
exercises  his  option  of  listing  more  than  one 
GVIVRGAWR  combination,  he  is  already  re- 
quired to  indicate  the  proper  tire  size  designa- 
tions after  each  weight  rating.  Standard  No. 
120  further  requires,  for  vehicles  other  than  pas- 
senger cars,  the  following  information  to  appear 
after  each  weight  rating  and  tire  size  designation 
listed  on  the  certification  label :  rim  size  desig- 
nation, cold  inflation  pressure  for  the  tires,  and 
speed  restriction  (if  any)  for  the  tires.  This 
information  is  now  required  to  appear  even  when 
only  one  GVWR-GAWR  combination  is  listed. 
The  Part  567  label  is  thus  expanded  to  include 
the  information  that  would  have  appeared  on 
the  separate  label  described  in  S5.4  of  the  pro- 
posed Standard  No.  120. 

Many  commenters  pointed  to  the  large  number 
of  possible  axle-tire-rim  combinations  and  sug- 
gested that  the  information  label  would  be  too 
large  and  confusing.    Some  discussed  the  vehicle 


manufacturer's  difficulty  in  ensuring  that  the  re- 
quired information  appear,  given  the  common 
practice  of  changing  tires  and  rims  after  a  new 
vehicle  has  been  shipped  to  a  dealer.  These 
commenters  appear  to  have  misunderstood  the 
various  proposed  and  existing  requirements. 
Part  567  does  not,  in  its  prior  form  or  as 
amended  today,  require  a  listing  for  more  than 
one  GVWR-GAWR-tire  combination.  Further, 
while  S5.1.2  of  Standard  No.  120  requires  the 
tires  with  which  a  new  vehicle  is  equipped  to  be 
of  adequate  load  rating  for  the  GAWR,  and 
while  S5.3  requires  an  indication  of  tires  ade- 
quate for  the  GAWR,  there  is  no  requirement 
that  the  actual  tires  be  listed  on  the  certification 
label.  The  tire  information  on  that  label  is  in- 
tended as  a  guide  which  tells  the  user  what  re- 
placement tires,  as  a  minimum,  are  appropriate, 
for  the  listed  GAWR  and  what  rims  are  appro- 
priate for  those  tires. 

Guerdon  Industries,  Inc.,  objected  to  the  re- 
quirement that  vehicles  be  restricted  to  the  load 
limits  molded  on  tire  sidewalls.  The  pointed 
to  the  mobile  home  industry's  practice  of  load- 
ing tires  to  150  percent  of  their  load  ratings,  and 
argued  that  this  practice  should  be  permitted  to 
continue.  Examination  of  data  compiled  by  the 
Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety,  however,  shows 
that  from  1969  to  1972  (the  most  recent  years 
for  which  figures  are  available),  tires  accounted 
for  18.0  percent  of  reported  mobile  home  acci- 
dents. The  NHTSA  therefore  rejects  the  propo- 
sition that  such  overloading  does  not  present  a 
safety  hazard.  There  is  no  exception  to  the 
requirement  tliat  all  vehicles  be  equipped  with 
tires  of  adequate  load  rating. 

Some  commenters  requested  that  tire  overload- 
ing be  permitted  under  restricted  speed  condi- 
tions. These  commenters  appear  to  have 
misunderstood  the  scope  of  the  standard.  Ve- 
hicles-in-use  are  regulated  by  the  States  and  by 
the  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety.  Standard 
No.  120  does  not  prohibit  the  overloading  of 
tires  in  speed-restricted  service,  or  otherwise 
regulate  the  use  of  tires  or  vehicles.  The  GVAVR 
and  GAWR  information  on  the  certification 
label  is  based  on  unrestricted  service. 
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The  formula  described  above  for  tire  selection 
is  subject  to  an  exception  for  MPV's,  trucks, 
buses,  and  trailers  which  are  eijuipped  witli  pas- 
senjjer  car  tires.  Tlie  combined  maximum  load 
ratinfr  of  tiie  passen<rer  car  tires  on  an  axle  must 
be  equal  to  or  jrreater  than  110  percent  of  the 
axle's  GAWR.  Some  comments  suppoited  this 
exception  as  it  was  proposed.  Otlieis  sufr.irested 
that  passenger  car  tires  be  permitted  on  such 
vehicles  without  tlie  110%  factor,  while  the  RMA 
and  others  ar^rued  tliat  passen<rer  car  tires  sliould 
not  be  permitted  on  trailers  at  all.  The  XHTSA 
rejects  the  argument  that  the  110%  correction 
factor  is  unnecessary.  Because  non-passen<rer- 
car  service  on  the  average  puts  <rreater  stresses 
on  a  tire  (for  example,  trucks  and  trailers  are 
driven  at  or  near  their  maximum  rated  loads 
more  often  than  passenjrer  cars),  a  jriven  load 
ratinfr  for  a  Standard  Xo.  100  tires  does  not  have 
tlie  same  meaning  as  the  identical  load  ratinjr 
for  a  Standard  Xo.  119  tire.  Conversely,  the 
XHTSA  has  found  no  evidence  that  passenfrer 
car  tires  are  inadequate  for  trailer  service  when 
the  load  correction  factor  is  applied.  The  110 
percent  factor  is  therefore  adopted  as  proposed. 

As  proposed,  the  standard  included  an  excep- 
tion to  the  requirement  that  new  vehicles  be 
equipped  with  new  tires  conformin<r  to  Standard 
Xo.  100  or  110.  Used  tires  were  to  be  ])ermitted 
on  a  truck,  bus,  or  trailer  (other  than  a  mobile 
structui'e  trailer)  under  the  followinir  conditions: 
the  tires  were  orijrinally  manufactui'ed  to  (X)m- 
l)ly  with  Standard  Xo.  110;  tliey  were  of  ade- 
(juate  load  ratin<r;  they  were  owned  or  leased  by 
the  purchaser;  and  they  were  installed  on  the 
new  vehicle  at  its  place  of  manufacture  at  the 
[lurchaser's  re(iuest.  Conunents  on  this  exception 
were  /.renerally  favorable,  althoufrh  one  mobile 
home  manufacturer  objected  to  the  exclusion  of 
mobile  stnicture  trailers.  The  exception  was  in- 
tended to  acconunodate  conunei'cial  delivery 
practices  in  the  truck,  bus,  and  trailer  indnstiv. 
While  fleets  which  lease  tires  on  a  milean:e- 
contract  basis  or  which  install  their  own  used 
tires  (m  new  vehicles  are  in  a  <rood  j)osition  to 
Imow  the  condition  of  these  tires,  the  mobile 
home  purchaser  has  no  knowledge  of  the  history 
of  used  tires  installed  on  his  vehicle.  The  pro- 
posed exception  to  the  new  tire  requirement  is 
therefore    not    extended    to    include    all    mobile 
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structure  trailers.  It  is,  however,  extended  to 
include  those  delivered  to  the  purchaser  by  a 
motor  carrier,  because  a  motor  carrier  (who  is 
subject  to  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety  regu- 
lations) can  be  expected  to  be  more  familiar  with 
tire  safety  needs  than  a  typical  purchaser.  To 
clarify  the  proposed  language.  "  originally  manu- 
factured to  comply  with  Standard  Xo.  110,"  the 
words  ''as  evidenced  by  the  DOT  .symbol"  have 
been  added  to  the  text  of  the  .standard. 

Several  commenters  pointed  out  that  certain 
vehicles  are  designed  for  non-uniform  side  to 
side  loading,  and  suggested  that  the  proposed 
method  of  determining  the  necessary  tire  load 
rating  from  the  CxAWR  (dividing  GAWR  by 
the  number  of  wheel  positions  on  the  axle)  is 
inadequate  for  such  vehicles.  These  commenters 
argued  that  tire  load  rating  should  be  based  on 
the  maximum  wheel  load,  rather  than  on  the 
GAAVR.  The  standard  issued  today  does  not 
specify  the  maximum  load  rating  to  be  exceeded 
by  each  tire  on  any  given  axle.  Instead,  it  re- 
((uires  the  sum  of  those  load  ratings  to  meet  or 
exceed  the  GAWR.  The  manufacturer  of  an 
a.syuunetrically  designed  vehicle  can  therefore 
equip  an  axle  with  tires  of  ditfering  load  ratings. 
The  XHTSA  agrees  that  each  tire  should  be 
capable  of  carrying  its  maximum  expected  wheel 
load.  At  this  time,  however,  the  XHTSA  con- 
siders its  defect  authority,  combined  with  the 
new  standard,  adequate  to  ensure  that  vehicles 
are  equipped  with  such  tires. 

Definitions  have  been  added  to  clarify  the 
meaning  of  "rim  base,"  ''rim  size  designation," 
''rim  type  designation,"  "rim  diameter,"  "rim 
width,"  and  "weather  side."  Definitions  sug- 
gested for  other  terms  have  not  been  included  in 
the  standard  because  the  meanings  have  been 
found  to  be  widely  understood  or  self  evident. 

Many  comments  pointed  out  problems  with  a 
single  effective  date.  For  example,  for  marked 
rims  to  be  available  to  vehicle  manufacturers  in 
time,  and  interval  is  neces,sary  between  the  effec- 
tive dates  for  the  rim  marking  requirement  and 
the  requirement  that  \'ehicles  be  e<iuipped  with 
rims  that  comply  with  the  standard.  Similarly, 
to  lequire  all  used  tires,  otherwise  permitted  by 
Sr».1.3  to  have  originally  been  manufactured  to 
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comply  with  Standard  No.  119  would,  without  a 
delay  in  the  effective  date,  cause  the  waste  of  pie- 
Standard  No.  119  tires  of  adequate  load-carrying 
capacity.  Accordingly,  a  staggered  system  of 
effective  dates  is  established  as  set  out  below. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Chapter  V 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Kegulations,  is 
amended.  . .  . 

Effective  dates:  For  the  amendment  to  Part 
567:  September  1,  1976.  For  Standard  No.  120: 
August  1,  1976,  for  the  rim  marking  require- 
ments   (S5.2),  and   September  1,   1976,   for  the 


I'emaining  requirements  except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  the  standard. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  114,  119,  201,  202,  Pub.  L. 
89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1403, 
1407,  1421,  1422)  ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  January  19,  1976. 

James  B.  Gregorv- 
Administrator 

41    F.R.  3478 
January  23,  1976 


\ 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    120 
Tire  Selection  and  Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  No.  71-19;  Notice  4) 


This  notice  delays  the  effective  dates  of  certain 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  120,  Tire  Selec- 
tion and  Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles  Other  Than 
Passenger  Cars,  and  of  the  conforming  amend- 
ment to  49  CFR  Part  567,  Certification,  that  was 
issued  along  with  the  standard.  Its  purpose  is 
to  permit  manufacturers  to  avoid  the  burden  of 
preparation  for  compliance  witli  requirements 
that  the  NHTSA  has  determined  should  be 
amended.  There  is  no  delay,  however,  in  the 
standard's  basic  tire  and  rim  selection  require- 
ments, which  become  effective  September  1.  1976. 

Standard  No.  120  (49  CFR  §571.120)  was 
issued  on  Januaiy  19,  1976  (41  FR  3478;  Jan- 
uary 23,  1976;  Notice  3).  It  specifies  require- 
ments for  tire  and  rim  selection,  rim  marking, 
and  the  provision  of  tire  and  lim  information 
on  vehicle  certification  labels.  Part  567,  the 
certification  regulation,  was  amended  in  the  same 
Fedehal  Registeh  notice,  to  accommodate  the 
additional  labeling. 

Manufacturers  are  expected  to  begin  prepara- 
tions for  compliance  with  a  standard  at  the  time 
a  final  rulemaking  notice  is  issued.  Lead  times 
are  established  in  accordance  with  this  expecta- 
tion, despite  the  possibility  of  future  amend- 
ments. Fifteen  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
Standard  No.  120  have  been  received.  From  the 
petitions  and  other  information  available  to  this 
agency,  the  NHTSA  has  determined  that  certain 
provisions  of  the  standard  should  be  amended. 
However,  the  agency  finds  it  impracticable  to 
respond  to  the  petitions  by  May  24,  1976,  the 
date  by  which  a  response  would  be  expected 
imder  its  policy  regarding  such  responses  (49 
CFR  Part  553,  Appendix).  The  agency  plans 
to  respond  to  the  petitions  not  later  than  July  1, 
1976.  Without  a  delay  of  certain  effective  dates, 
manufacturers  would  be  forced  to  make  prepara- 


tion for  compliance  with  requirements  that  will, 
in  all  likelihood,  be  changed. 

Accordingly,  this  notice  changes  from  Sep- 
tember 1,  1976.  to  September  1,  1977,  the  effective 
date  of  the  requirement,  found  in  S5.3,  that  cer- 
tain information  appear  on  a  vehicle's  certifica- 
tion label.  The  effective  date  of  the  confonning 
amendment  to  Part  567,  Certifcafion,  is  similarly 
changed  to  September  1,  1977.  The  effective 
date  of  S5.2,  Iii?n  Marking,  is  changed  from 
August  1,  1976,  to  August  1,  1977.  The  date  by 
which  vehicles  must  be  equipped  with  rims  that 
are  marked  in  accordance  with  the  standard, 
wliich  is  presently  specified  in  S5.1.1  as  March 
1,  1977,  is  changed  to  September  1,  1979.  The 
NHTSA  is  considering  the  possibility  of  elimi- 
nating this  requirement  entirely,  to  simplify  the 
pliase-in  of  properly  marked  rims  as  they  become 
available. 

Manufacturers  should  note  that,  apart  from 
tlie  cluuiged  effective  date  for  the  requirement 
in  S5.1.1  that  vehicles  be  equipped  with  properly 
marked  rims,  there  is  no  delay  in  the  September 
1,  1976,  effective  date  of  the  standard's  basic  re- 
(juirement,  S5.1   (Tire  and  Rim  Selection) . 

The  symbol  "DOT"  is  required  by  S5.2(c)  to 
appear  on  every  non-passenger-car  rim  manu- 
factured on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  the  rim 
marking  requirements,  as  a  certification  by  the 
manufacturer  of  the  rim  tliat  it  complies  with 
all  applicable  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ards. Several  manufacturers  have  requested 
permission  to  begin  stamping  the  symbol  on  rims 
tliat  otherwise  comply  witli  tlie  standard,  before 
that  effective  date.  In  the  past,  the  NHTSA 
has  in  similar  situations  taken  the  position  that 
such  use  of  the  DOT  symbol  to  indicate  "antici- 
patory compliance"  would  necessarily  be  a  false 
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or  misleading  certification,  because  no  standard 
would  in  fact  be  in  effect  at  the  time  of  its  use. 

The  agency  has  determined  that  a  limited 
relaxation  of  this  principle  will  not  adversely 
affect  its  enforcement  authority,  yet  will  both 
foster  early  compliance  with  impending  require- 
ments and  ease  manufacturer's  difficulties  in 
transition  to  new  production  procedures.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  NHTSA  will  not  consider  the  use 
of  the  symbol  "DOT"  on  an  it^m  of  motor  ve- 
hicle equipment  that  is  not  subject  to  any  appli- 
cable and  effective  standard  to  be  "false  or 
misleading"  if  the  following  conditions  are  met : 
(i)  there  has,  as  of  the  date  of  manufacture  of 
the  item  of  equipment,  been  issued  as  a  final  rule 
a  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  to  which 
the  item  of  equipment  would,  but  for  that  date's 
being  earlier  than  the  standard's  effective  date, 
be  subject;  and  (ii)  the  item  of  equipment  meets 
all  requirements  set  out  in  the  standard  as  most 
recently  published  before  the  date  of  manufac- 
ture of  the  equipment.  The  NHTSA  will  con- 
tinue to  consider  other,  unauthorized  uses  of  the 
symbol  to  be  "false  or  misleading  in  a  material 
respect"  within  the  meaning  of  Section  108(a)- 
(1)  (C)  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C. 
1398(a)(1)(C)). 


This  interpretation  will  permit  the  requested 
stamping  that  is  discussed  above.  It  will  not 
permit  the  restamping,  requested  by  several  man- 
ufacturers, of  previously  manufactured  rims 
that  are  in  stock.  These  latter  requests,  how- 
ever, are  no  longer  of  practical  significance 
because  of  the  other  actions  taken  in  this  notice. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  effective 
date  of  the  amendment  to  49  CFR  Part  567, 
Certif cation,  that  was  published  on  January  23, 
1976  (49  FE  3478)  is  changed  from  September 
1,  1976,  to  September  1,  1977,  and  changes  are 
made  to  49  CFR  g  .571.120  (Standard  No.  120, 
Tire  Selection  and,  Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles 
Other  Than  Passenger  Cars)  .... 

Effective  date:  These  changes  in  the  text  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  should  be  made 
immediately. 

(Sec.  103,  112,  114,  119,  201,  202,  Pub.  L.  89- 
563,  80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401.  1403, 
1407,  1421,  1422)  ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  April  29,  1976. 

Robert  L.  Carter 
Acting  Administrator 

41    F.R.  18659 
May  6,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    120 

Tire  Selection  and  Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  No.  71-19;   Notice   5) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  Xo.  120,  Tire 
Selection  and  Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles  Other 
Than  Passenger  Cars  (49  CFR  571.120),  to  per- 
mit until  Februarv'  28,  1977,  the  equippinjr  of 
new  non-passenger-car  veliicles  with  tires  that  do 
not  meet  certain  tire  labeling  requirements  but 
that  otherwise  meet  all  requirements  of  Standard 
No.  119  (New  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles 
Other  Than  Passenger  Cars). 

Standard  No.  120  was  issued  on  January  19, 
1976  (41  FR  3478;  January  23,  1976;  Docket  No. 
71-19,  Notice  3).  It  specifies  tire  and  rim  selec- 
tion requirements  for  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
liicles, trucks,  buses,  trailers,  and  motoi'cycles, 
and  marking  i-equirements  for  rims  for  use  on 
these  vehicles.  It  also  adds  tire  and  rim  match- 
ing information  to  the  items  required  to  appear 
on  such  vehicles'  certification  labels.  A  staggered 
sequence  of  etfective  dates  was  set  out  in  Notice 
3,  beginning  with  September  1,  1976. 

In  Notice  4  (41  FR  18659;  May  6,  1976),  the 
NHTSA  delayed  several  of  these  effective  dates, 
to  permit  manufacturers  to  defer  preparation 
for  compliance  with  the  corresponding  require- 
ments pending  action  on  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  Notice  3.  The  NHTSA  expects  to 
respond  to  these  petitions  in  the  near  future. 
Notice  4  did  not,  however,  change  the  basic 
September  1.  1976,  effective  date  of  the  tire  and 
rim  selection  requirements  of  S5.1.  Beginning 
on  that  date.  S5.1.1  of  Standard  No.  120  would 
require,  with  an  exception  that  is  not  relevant 
here,  new  non-passenger-car  x'ehicles  to  be 
equipped  with  tires  that  meet  either  Standard 
No.  109  (which  is  applicable  to  passenger  car 
tires)  or  Standard  No.  119  (which  is  applicable 
to  all  other  tires).  The  practical  effect  is  to  re- 
(luii'e   most   such    vehicles   to   be   equipped   with 


Standard  119  tires,  because  Standard  109  tires 
are  appropriate  for  use  only  on  certain  non- 
passenger-car  vehicles. 

Standard  No.  119  became  effective  on  March 
1,  1975,  with  an  option  to  delay  implementation 
of  its  labeling  requirements  until  March  3,  1975 
(see  40  FR  8188;  February  26,  1975). 

The  NHTSA  has  received  petitions  for  rule- 
making from  International  Harvester  (IH)  and 
Ford  Motor  Company.  International  Harvester 
indicated  that,  in  anticipation  of  the  recent  strike 
against  the  nation's  four  largest  tire  manufac- 
turers, it  had  accumulated  an  excess  inventory 
of  "pre-Standard  119  tires."  IH  stated  that 
these  tires  meet  the  performance  requirements 
of  Standard  No.  119  but  not  the  labeling  re- 
quirements. It  petitioned  for  a  six-month  delay 
of  the  September  1,  1976,  effective  date  of  Stand- 
ard No.  120's  tire  selection  requirements,  to  per- 
mit the  orderly  depletion  of  this  inventory. 

Ford's  petition  focused  on  the  difficulty,  due 
to  the  strike,  in  obtaining  in  the  near  future 
sufficient  quantities  of  tires  that  comply  fully 
with  Standard  No.  119.  Ford  indicated  that 
there  are  similar  pre-Standard  119  tires  avail- 
able to  it.  It  petitioned  for  an  amendment  to 
Standard  No.  120  to  permit  the  use  of  such  in- 
sufficiently labeled  tires. 

The  NHTSA  believes  that  the  approach  sug- 
gested by  Ford,  because  it  will  provide  the 
necessary  relief  while  preserving  the  required 
level  of  performance,  is  preferable  to  a  simple 
delay  of  the  September  1,  1976,  effective  date. 
Safety  of  performance  of  such  tires  or  of  vehicles 
ecpiipped  with  them  is  thus  not  a  major  issue. 
The  NHTSA  has  determined  that,  while  grant- 
ing the  relief  requested  by  these  petitions  may 
temporarily    make   enforcement   by   this   agency 
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more  difficult  and  may  postpone  the  availability 
of  certain  tire  labeling  information  to  users  of 
new  vehicles  subject  to  Standard  No.  120,  the 
avoidance  of  a  serious  disruption  in  the  truck 
manufacturing  process  in  this  situation  is  appro- 
priate and  in  the  public  interest.  Accordingly, 
this  notice  adds  a  new  section  to  Standard  Xo. 
120  that  permits,  for  six  months,  tlie  use  of  tires 
that  are  not  properly  labeled  but  otherwise  meet 
all  requirements  of  Standard  No.  119. 

In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regu- 
latory action  (41  FR  16200;  April  16,  1976), 
the  agency  herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation 
of  the  economic  and  other  consequences  of  this 
action  on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  includ- 
ing possible  loss  of  safety  benefits.  This  action 
imposes  no  new  economic  or  environmental  costs. 
It  creates  the  benefit  of  avoidance  of  serious 
economic  disruption.  In  light  of  this  benefit 
and  the  fact  that  the  required  level  of  tire  per- 
formance is  preserved,  any  loss  in  safety  benefits 
would  be  insignificant  in  this  case. 


Because  of  the  imminent  effective  date  of  a 
requirement  which  would  otherwise  lead  to 
serious  economic  disniption,  the  NHTSA  for 
good  cause  finds  that  notice  and  public  procedure 
on  this  amendment  are  impracticable  and  con- 
trary to  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
571.120  (Standard  No.  120,  Tire  Selection  and 
Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger 
Cars)  is  amended  by  the  addition  of  a  new 
section.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  August  27,  1976.  Because  this 
amendment  relieves  a  restriction,  it  is  found,  for 
good  cause  shown,  that  an  immediate  effective 
date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  114,  119,  201,  202,  Pub.  L.  89- 
563,  80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1403, 
1407,  1421,  1422)  ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  August  27,  1976. 

Robert  L.   Carter 
Acting  Administrator 

41    F.R.  37115 
September    2,    1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    120 

Tire  Selection   and   Rims  for  Motor   Vehicles  Other  Than   Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.   71-19;   Notice   6;   Docket  No.   75-32;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  the  newly  established  Standard  No. 
120,  Tire  Selection  and  Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles 
Other  Than  Passenger  Cars,  by  amendments  to 
the  standard  in  the  areas  of  tire  and  rim  selec- 
tion, rim  inakinof,  and  tire  label  information. 
A  minor  amendment  of  Part  567,  "Certifica- 
tion." is  also  made.  In  addition,  the  decision 
tliat  tlio  a<>ency  no  lonjjer  re<i:iilates  mobile  struc- 
ture trailers  (mobile  homes)  is  also  set  fortii, 
alonjj  witii  api)ro])riate  conformin<r  amendments 
of  Standard  No.  120,  Standard  No.  108,  Lamps, 
Refectire  Devices,  and  Associated  Equipment, 
and  §  571. .3,  Definition's,  of  Part  571. 

Stundiud  \o.  120  (49  CFR  571.120)  estab- 
lishes that  multipurpose  passenj^er  vehicles 
(MPV's),  trucks,  buses,  motorcycles,  and  trailers 
shall  l)e  equipped  with  tires  and  rims  that  are 
adequate  to  support  the  fully  loaded  vehicle  un- 
der contemplated  operatin<i  conditions.  The 
le<j:is]ativp  history  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
:\Iot()r  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (the  Act)  (15  U.S.C. 
1381,  et  seq.)  and  §202  of  that  Act  establish 
Coufiress'  concern  that  uiotor  vehicles  could  be 
equipped  witli  inadequate  tires  and  that  regula- 
tion would  be  necessary  to  jirotect  against  this 
[)i-oblem : 

Sec.  202.  In  standards  established  under 
title  I  of  this  Act  the  Secretaiy  shall  in- 
quire that  each  motor  vehicle  be  equipped 
by  the  manufacturer  or  by  the  purchaser 
thereof  at  the  time  of  the  first  purchase 
tiiereof  in  good  faith  for  purposes  other 
than  resale  with  tires  which  meet  the  maxi- 
mum pennissible  load  standards  when  such 
vehicle  is  fully  loaded  with  the  maximum 
numl)er  of  passengers  it  is  designed  to  carry 
and  a  reasonable  amount  of  luggage. 


Standard  No.  120  was  promulgated  January 
19,  1976  (41  FR  3478,  Januaiy  26,  1976),  and  17 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  particular  provi- 
sions were  filed  by  vehicle,  tire,  and  rim  manu- 
facturers, and  by  trade  associations  representing 
these  manufacturers.  In  view  of  the  length  of 
time  that  has  been  taken  to  respond  to  these 
petitions  for  reconsideration,  the  eifective  dat«s 
for  implementation  of  several  of  the  standard's 
provisions  were  delayed  (41  FR  18659,  May  6, 
1!»76)  (41  FR  36657,  Augu.st  31,  1976).  The 
standard's  basic  provision  for  tire  and  rim  selec- 
tion (S5.1)  was  not  delayed  and  became  effective 
September  1,  1976. 

Tii^e  and  rim  selection.  The  primary  effect  of 
Standard  No.  120  is  fulfillment  of  §  202  of  the 
Act  by  specification  of  the  minimum  load-carry- 
ing ciiaracteristics  of  tires  on  motor  vehicles  not 
already  subject  to  the  passenger  car  tire  and  rim 
selection  requirements  of  Standard  No.  110,  7M'e 
Selection  and  Rims,  of  Part  571.  The  rim  selec- 
tion requirements  of  the  standard  are  limited 
(use  of  a  rim  designated  as  suitable  by  the  tire 
manufacturer  for  use  with  its  product;  use  of 
"DOT"  labeled  rims  on  and  after  September  1, 
1979)  in  anticipation  of  more  comprehensive 
regulation  of  rims  as  part  of  an  upcoming  wheel 
standard. 

Tire  selection  consist  of  two  elements:  With 
one  exception,  each  vehicle  mu.st  be  equipped 
with  tires  that  comply  with  Standard  No.  119, 
Neio  Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than 
Passenger  Cars  (or  Standard  No.  109,  New 
Pncu mafic  Tires),  and  the  load  rating  of  the 
tires  on  each  axle  of  the  vehicle  must  togetiier 
at  least  equal  the  gross  axle  weight  rating 
((JAWR)  for  that  axle.  The  term  GAAVR  is 
defined  in  §  571.3  of  Part  571  as  ".  .  .  the  value 
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specified  by  the  vehicle  manufacturer  as  the  load- 
carrying  capacity  of  a  single  axle  system,  as 
measured  at  the  tire-ground  interfaces."  The 
GAWR  concept  fomaalizes  the  decision  eacli 
manufacturer  makes  about  the  load-bearing  abil- 
ity of  the  tires,  rims,  axle,  brakes,  and  suspen- 
sion components  (at  a  minimum)  chosen  to 
support  and  control  the  loaded  vehicle. 

The  Truck  Equipment  Body  Distributors 
Association  (TEBDA)  questioned  the  require- 
ment that,  with  one  exception,  each  vehicle  sub- 
ject to  Standard  No.  120  be  equipped  with  tires 
that  conform  to  Standard  No.  119  (or  Standard 
No.  109).  TEBDA's  March  17,  1976,  letter 
concerned  certification  of  trucks  equipped  for 
agricultural  service  with  Goodyear  "Terra- 
Tires."  The  "Terra-Tire"  is  one  example  of 
tires  that  are  placed  on  specialized  motor  ve- 
hicles which  operate  both  on  and  off  the  high- 
way. The  tires  are  specially  designed  and  are 
unable  to  be  certified  to  either  of  the  tire  per- 
formance  standards. 

Section  S5.1.1  specifies  that  "each  vehicle 
equipped  with  pneumatic  tires  for  highway  serv- 
ice shall  be  equipped  with  tires  that  meet  the 
requirement  of  [the  tire]  standard  [s].  .  .  ." 
This  language  is  intended  to  exclude  from  the 
requirement  for  Standard  119  (or  109)  tires  of 
those  vehicles  which  the  manufacturer  (or  person 
later  in  the  chain  of  distribution)  decides  to 
equip  with  tires  other  than  "tires  for  highway 
service."  The  decision  is  left  with  the  manu- 
facturer at  this  time  in  view  of  the  absence  of 
data  that  demonstrates  problems  in  tlie  use  of 
these  tires  that  would  justify  their  elimination. 
Any  pattern  of  accident  occurrence  that  points 
to  unsafe  utilization  of  non-highway  service  tires 
would  presumably  constitute  a  safety-related  de- 
fect and  could  lead  to  revision  of  Standard  No. 
120  to  regulate  them.  At  tliis  time,  the  answer 
to  TEBDA  is  that  the  tire  selection  require- 
ments of  S5.1.1  (and  So. 1.2  as  a  logical  extension 
of  S5.1.1)  would  not  apply  to  a  vehicle  equipped 
witli  non-highway  service  tires.  It  is  emphasized 
that  this  exclusion  from  Standard  No.  120  bears 
no  direct  relationship  to  the  determination  of 
wlietlier  a  particular  vehicle  qualifies  as  a  "motor 
vehicle"  as  that  term  is  defined  in  §102(3)  of 
the  Act. 


The  second  requirement  for  tire  selection 
(S5.1.2)  is  that  "[t]he  sum  of  the  maximum 
load  ratings  of  the  tires  fitted  to  an  axle  shall 
be  not  less  than  the  gross  axle  weight  rating 
((tAWR)  of  the  axle  system.  .  .  ."  Comparable 
further  specification  exists  when  multiple  ratings 
appear  on  the  certification  label,  or  the  tires 
used  on  the  vehicle  are  not  listed  on  the  certifica- 
tion label. 

Because  no  petition  directly  raised  objections 
to  the  requirements  of  S5.1.2,  the  agency  first 
addresses  issues  raised  in  a  separate  and  out- 
standing NHTSA  proposal  dealing  with  tire 
choice  and  its  relationship  to  GAWR.  The  ac- 
tion (Definition  of  "Gross  Axle  Weight  Rating," 
40  FR  .58152,  December  15,  1975)  proposed  that 
the  GAWR  determination  be  based  on,  among 
other  things,  the  vehicle's  maximum  attainable 
speed  or  the  maximum  load  rating  of  the  tire 
established  by  the  tire  manufacturer  at  60  mph, 
whichever  is  lower.  The  proposed  modification 
was  intended  to  reflect  the  industry  practice  of 
assigning  (in  most  cases)  and  labeling  (in  ac- 
cordance with  Standards  119  and  109)  a  tire's 
basic  load-carrying  capabilities  in  recognition 
of  the  unrestricted  highway  speeds  to  which  it 
is  normally  exposed.  This  formalization  of 
GAWR  determination  was  intended  to  prevent 
manufacturers  from  assigning  higher  capabilities 
to  tii'es  than  their  60-mph  ratings,  based  on 
arbitrarily  low  speeds. 

Most  comments  supported  the  GAWR  pro- 
posal, although  several  truck  manufacturers 
asked  that  the  term  "maximum  attainaljle  speed" 
be  specifically  defined  as  it  is  elsewhere  in 
NHTSA  regulations.  Ford  Motor  Company  op- 
posed the  proposed  change  in  the  definition  of 
GAWR  as  an  arbitrary  selection  of  only  one  of 
the  many  criteria  that  enter  into  the  determina- 
tion of  GAWR.  The  company  suggested  that 
other  means  exist  to  prevent  assignment  of  ar- 
bitrary GAAVR's  based  on  tire  ratings  other  than 
those  established  at  60  mpli  and  so  labeled  on 
tlie  tire  sidewalk 

The  NHTSA  agrees  with  Ford  and  notes  that 
tlie  "other  means"  to  regulate  this  practice  exist 
in  the  tire  selection  requirements  of  S5.1.2  of 
Standard  No.  120.  At  the  time  of  the  GAWR 
proposal.  Standard  No.  120  had  not  been  made 
final.     Since  its  implementation  on  September  1, 
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1976,  a  manufacturer  is  free  to  determine  GAWR 
as  in  the  past,  but  the  maximum  load  ratings 
(marked  on  the  tire  sidewall)  of  tires  on  the 
vehicle  must  be  at  least  equal  the  GAWR  listed. 
For  this  reason,  the  XHTSA's  proposal  for 
amendment  of  the  GAWR  definition  is  con- 
sidered unnecessary  and  is  therefore  withdrawn. 
Further  notice  and  opportunity  for  comment  will 
precede  any  further  action  on  the  proposal  set 
forth  in  that  notice. 

Several  issues  were  raised  in  regard  to  the 
GAWR  proposal  that  should  be  addressed  for 
purposes  of  clarification.  The  Heavy  &  Spe- 
cialized Carriers  Conference  of  the  American 
Trucking  Associations  (HSCC)  cautioned  the 
\HTSA  against  requiring  an  "unrestricted  speed 
GAWR"  on  the  Part  567  certification  label  in 
view  of  two  State  laws  (or  regulations)  that  no 
vehicle  can  operate  on  the  state  highways  at 
gross  vehicle  weights  greater  than  those  listed 
on  the  vehicle  in  accordance  with  Federal  regu- 
lations. It  is  conunon  practice  to  load  some 
"heavy  liauler"  vehicles  to  a  gross  vehicle  weight 
that  exceeds  the  unrestricted  speed  ratings  of 
tlie  vehicle  tires,  liecause  the  veliicle's  tires  are 
capable  of  carrying  greater  weiglit  at  reduced 
speeds. 

As  issued,  Standard  Xo.  120  required  that  the 
maximum  load  ratings  of  the  tires  at  least  equal 
the  GAWR.  This  effectively  limits  the  GVWR 
to  the  suni  of  these  GAWR's  (except  in  the  case 
of  semi-trailers).  In  the  agency's  view,  how- 
ever, the  problem  cited  by  HSCC  can  be  avoided 
by  listing  additional  GAWR's  (calculated  for 
reduced  speed  operation)  at  the  end  of  the  cer- 
tification plate  following  the  required  data  on 
the  label.  This  practice  has  lieen  followed  by 
members  of  the  Truck  Trailer  Manufacturers 
Association  (TT^NIA)  and  was  confirmed  as  per- 
missible by  tlie  XHTSA  in  a  March  5,  1975. 
letter  to  the  TTMA.  In  order  to  aid  resolution 
of  issues  that  may  arise  betAveen  States  that  wish 
to  refer  to  tlie  certification  laliel  and  operators 
that  wish  to  continue  the  additional  rating  sys- 
tem, the  agency  hereby  makes  an  interpretive 
amendment  to  Part  567  to  specify  where  addi- 
tional ratings  may  appear. 

Rased  on  this  understanding  of  the  relation- 
ship between  choice  of  tires  under  S5. 1.2  of 
Standard    Xo.    120    and    the    determination    of 


GAWR  under  §567.4  of  Part  567,  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  requirements  of  Standard  Xo.  120 
is  justified.  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  that  is  in- 
capable of  the  60-mph  speed  used  by  tire  manu- 
facturers to  establish  the  maximum  load  rating 
that  is  stamped  on  the  tire  sidewall  (typically  a 
powered  vehicle  and  not  a  trailer),  it  would  not 
be  reasonable  to  require  the  GA"\^'n"s  to  be 
strictlj'  limited  to  the  sum  of  the  maximum  load 
ratings  of  the  tires  on  the  vehicle.  This  is  be- 
cause the  vehicle  will  never  achieve  the  speeds 
for  which  maximum  load  ratings  were  estab- 
lished. In  many  cases,  provision  is  made  to  rat© 
tires  for  a  greater  load  at  the  lower  (but  maxi- 
nuun)  speed  of  which  a  veliicle  is  capable.  In 
recognition  of  this  extremely  limited  specialized 
situation,  the  agency  amends  S5.1.2  to  permit 
installation  of  tires  with  reduced  speed  capa- 
bilities in  the  case  of  vehicles  whose  maximum 
attainable  speed  is  not  greater  than  50  mph. 
This  amendment  is  considered  to  be  a  technical 
adjustment  of  language  to  fully  implement  the 
intent  of  the  final  rule  as  it  was  established. 
A  separate  amendment  of  §  571.3  is  made  to 
establish  the  basis  for  determination  of  a  ve- 
liicle's maximum  attainable  speeds. 

Volkswagen  raised  a  separate  issue  concerning 
the  requirement  that  the  sum  of  maximum  load 
ratings  at  least  equal  the  GAWR  of  the  axle 
system.  This  provision,  in  the  case  of  an  MPV, 
truck,  bus,  or  trailer  that  is  equipped  with  pas- 
senger car  tires,  requires  that  the  maximum  load 
ratings  on  the  tires  be  reduced  by  approximately 
10  percent  before  calculating  the  sum.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  10-percent  reduction  in  tire  rating 
is  to  account  for  the  generally  hareher  treatment 
(impulse  and  surge  loading  in  the  case  of  MPV's 
off -road)  to  which  the  tires  of  a  veliicle  other 
tlian  a  passenger  car  are  exposed  that  is  not  ac- 
counted for  in  passenger  car  tire  ratings.  Volks- 
wagen requested  data  showing  that  MPV's 
actually  experience  more  abusive  treatment  in 
use. 

The  MPV  category  is  based  in  part  on  the  ex- 
istence of  characteristics  that  make  these  vehicles 
less  amenable  to  passenger  car  standards.  If 
Volkswagen  has  data  indicating  that  the  two 
categories  actually  experience  identical  usage, 
the  XHTSA  would  prefer  to  adjust  the  defini- 


PART  571;  S  120— PRE  11 


Effective:    February   7,    1977 


tion  to  ensure  that  these  vehicles  are  subject  to 
all  passenger  car  standards.  Until  that  time, 
the  existino;  rationale  for  excusinfj  these  vehicles 
from  some  passenger  car  standards  dictates  the 
use  of  higher  strength  tires. 

As  earlier  noted,  the  rim  selection  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  120  are  not  substantial, 
consisting  of  a  recjuirement  that  the  rims  be 
listed  by  the  tire  manufacturer  as  suitable  for 
use  with  its  tires,  and  a  reriuirenient  that,  on 
and  after  September  1,  1979,  the  rims  used  on  a 
vehicle  be  labeled  as  specified  in  S5.2  of  the 
standard.  The  September  1,  1979,  date  for  use 
of  labeled  rims  replaced  a  March  1,  1977,  date 
that  proved  impractical  in  view  of  large  inven- 
tories of  unlabeled  rims  that  exist  and  will  exist 
long  after  rim  labeling  is  begun.  In  establishing 
the  later  effective  date,  the  agency  noted  that  it 
was  considering  the  possibility  of  eliminating 
this  recjuirement  entirely,  to  simplify  the  phase-in 
of  pi-operly  marked  rims  as  they  become  avail- 
able. Experience  with  phase-in  of  newly  regu- 
lated equipment  in  other  areas  such  as  tires  and 
brake  hoses  has  demonstrated  that  the  require- 
ment for  labeled  equipment  on  and  after  a  par- 
ticular date  can  ci'eate  substantial  inventory  and 
potential  economic  waste  problems.  In  view  of 
experience  that  the  delay  of  labeling  require- 
ments has  not  substantially  impeded  cei-tification 
verification  and  defect  actions,  the  XHTSA  has 
decided  to  withdraw  the  re<iuirement  (that  ap- 
pears as  the  last  sentence  of  S.5.1.1).  It  is  noted 
that  withdi-awal  of  this  re(|nirement  does  not 
affect  the  I'equirenient  of  S5.1.2  that  rims  be 
listed  as  suitalile  by  the  tire  manufacturer  for 
use  with  the  tires  with  which  the  vehicle  is 
equipped,  or  the  requirement  of  So. 2  tliat  rims 
be  labeled  with  specified  information. 

Mob/Jc  sfructKve  trailers.  With  regard  to  the 
api)licability  of  this  standard  and  other  stand- 
ards as  a  general  matter,  the  XHTSA  takes 
this  opportunity  to  publish  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister its  conclusion  that  enactment  of  the  Xa- 
tional  Mobile  Home  Construction  and  Safety 
Standards  Act  of  1974  (42  U.S.C.  5401  et  seq.) 
(the  Mobile  Home  Act)  impliedly  repealed  this 
agency's    autlioritv    to    regulate    nioliile    homes. 


This  conclusion  was  announced  in  a  May  5,  1976, 
letter  to  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Dexelopment  that  stated  in  relevant  part: 

The  National  Mobile  Home  Construction 
and  Safety  Standards  Act  of  1974  (42 
U.S.C.  5401  et  seq.)  (the  "Mobile  Home 
Act")  established  within  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  a  compre- 
hensive program  for  the  regulation  of  mo- 
bile homes.  AVe  have  concluded  that  one 
i-esidt  of  that  statute's  enactment  was  the 
implied  repeal  of  the  XHTSA's  authority 
with  respect  to  mobile  homes.  Accordingly, 
we  considei-  that  the  enactment  has  the  effect 
of  amending  the  Vehicle  Safety  Act's  defi- 
nition of  "motor  vehicle"  to  exclude  "mobile 
homes"  as  the  latter  term  is  defined  in  the 
Mobile  Home  Act. 

The  effect  of  this  conclusion  is  that  tire  and 
rim  selection  for  mobile  homes  (known  as  "mo- 
bile structure  trailers"  by  the  XHTSA)  is  no 
longer  subject  to  Standard  Xo.  120  or  other 
regulations  issued  under  authority  of  the  Act. 
For  this  reason,  references  to  "mobile  structure 
trailer"  in  Standard  Xo.  120,  Standard  No.  108, 
Lamps,  Reftcctive  Devices,  and  Associated  Equip- 
ment, and  the  general  definitions  section  of  Part 
571  (§571.3)  are  deleted. 

On  the  same  subject,  a  May  25,  1976  (and 
supplementing  July  7,  1976),  letter  from  Fire- 
stone to  the  XHTSA  asked  whether  tires  manu- 
factured exclusively  for  mobile  homes  and  tires 
that  ai'e  used  on  mobile  homes  (although  manu- 
factured for  other  uses)  are  subject  to  regida- 
tion  under  the  Act.  Similar  questions  were 
raised  as  to  the  status  of  rims,  some  of  which 
ai'e  designed  exclusively  for  use  on  mobile  homes 
and  some  of  which  ai'e  used  on  mobile  homers 
and  other  vehicles. 

As  for  tii-es.  Standard  Xo.  109  applies  to  "tires 
for  use  on  passenger  cars"  and  Standard  Xo.  119 
applies  to  "tii'es  designed  for  highway  use  on 
[specified  motor  vehicles]."  By  these  terms, 
neithei'  standard  applies  to  tires  designed  ex- 
clusively for  use  on  mobile  homes.  In  the  case 
of  tires  actually  used  on  mobile  homes  but  de- 
signed for  use  also  on  vehicles  subject  to  the 
Act,  the  agency  considers  such  tires  to  be  subject 
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to  the  standards'  requirements  because  they  con- 
stitute motor  vehicle  equipment  as  that  term  is 
defined  in  §  102(4)  of  the  Act. 

As  for  rims,  Standard  Xo.  110  contains  spec- 
ifications only  for  rims  that  equip  passenger  cars 
and  therefore  contains  no  requirements  that 
would  directly  require  performance  of  a  rim  that 
was  installed  on  a  mobile  home.  Standard  Xo. 
120  applies  to  rims  ''for  use  on"  MPV's.  tnicks. 
buses,  motorcycles,  and  trailers  (other  than  mo- 
bile structure  trailers)  and  therefore  would  not 
apply  to  rims  desij^ned  exclusively  for  use  on 
mobile  homes.  In  the  case  of  rims  designed  for 
use  on  any  of  tlie  motor  vehcile  types  listed,  the 
XHTSA  would  consider  Standard  Xo.  120's  re- 
quirements applicable,  and  labelin":  in  accordance 
with  85.2  would  be  required. 

Rim  unarking.  The  second  requirement  of 
Standard  Xo.  120  is  an  equipment  requirement 
specifyinn;  five  items  of  information  (six  in  the 
case  of  multipiece  wheels)  tliat  nuist  appear  on 
any  rim  for  use  on  MPV's,  trucks,  buses,  trailers. 
or  motorcycles.  The  requirements  for  location 
of  the  information  varies  according  to  the  typo 
of  information  and  whether  the  rim  is  i)art  of 
a  sinfrle  or  multipiece  wheel.  In  answer  to  a 
question  raised  by  Kelsey-I laves  and  Motor 
Wheel,  it  is  confirmed  that  these  markin<r  ic- 
quirements  have  no  bearinrr  on  the  use  of  the  rim 
on  passen<i"cr  cars,  except  as  future  labe]in<r  re- 
quirements in  Standard  Xo.  110  mipht  prohibit 
one  or  more  of  the  items  requiied  liy  S5.2.  This 
eventuality  is  considered  to  be  extremely  un- 
likely. 

Based  on  a  comprehensive  review  of  tlie  peti- 
tions for  reconsideration,  the  apency  lias  decided 
that  some  requested  modifications  in  labeliiifr  re- 
quirements are  justified.  The  Japanese  Auto- 
mobile Manufacturers  Association  and  Suzuki 
asked  that  required  labeling  be  permitted  to  be 
embossed  as  well  as  impressed  on  tlie  rim.  Volks- 
wagen (and  representatives  from  ^lotor  Wheel 
and  Goodyear  in  a  February  4.  1976.  ineetinjr 
with  the  XIITSA)  asked  tliat  rini  labelin<;-  l)e 
pennitted  on  the  disc  portion  of  a  sinple-piece 
wheel.  The  ajrency  considers  tliese  suii'^restions 
to  constitute  justifiable  options  tliat  would  not 
diminish  the  level  of  motor  veliicle  safety  lepre- 
sented  by  the  standard,  and  the  standard  is  ac- 
cordino:ly  amended. 


Motor  Wheel  requested  amendment  of  the 
standard  to  state  that  labeling  of  multipiece 
rims  is  permitted  in  the  bolt  hold  area.  The 
agency  does  not  consider  the  addition  of  ad- 
visory information  to  lie  a  desirable  drafting 
practice  because  the  mention  of  bolt  hole  loca- 
tions would  imply  that  some  restriction  on  loca- 
tion exists  when  in  fact  it  does  not.  In  answer 
to  another  ([uestion  from  Motor  Wlieel.  more 
than  one  "rim  type  designation"  on  rim  com- 
ponents of  a  multipiece  wheel  is  permitted  by 
the  standard. 

Motor  ^\nieel  and  Goodyear  also  asked  if  num- 
bers that  contain  decimals  or  "trailing  zeroes" 
e.g.,  7.50)  could  be  shortened  by  deleting  the 
decimal  and  "trailing  zero."  The  agency  believes 
that  abbreviation  by  dropping  the  zero  will  not 
be  confusing  and  amends  the  standard  to  include 
an  example  of  such  abbreviation.  Confusion 
woidd   result    from   dropping  the   decimal. 

In  response  to  a  request  by  Motor  "\Mieel  and 
Budd  Company  for  a  specific  provision  in  S5.1.2 
that  the  marking  requirements  only  apply  to 
newly  manufactured  wheels,  the  agency  notes  the 
general  applicability  .statement  in  §  571.7,  gov- 
erning the  applicability  of  all  standards  found 
in  Part  571,  states  that  ".  .  .  each  standard  set 
forth  in  subpart  B  of  this  part  applies  according 
to  its  terms  to  all  motor  vehicles  or  items  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  the  manufacture  of 
which  is  completed  on  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  the  standard."  Thus,  the  standard  only  ap- 
plies to  rims  manufactured  on  or  after  the  effec- 
tive date  of  S5.2. 

Manufacturers  asked  for  several  revisions  of 
tlie  marking  requirements  which  the  agency  has 
considered  and  concludes  are  unjustified.  This 
discussion  treats  the  requests  in  the  order  that 
the  markings  in  question  appear  in  S5.2. 

With  regard  to  the  requirement  for  marlcing 
with  a  designation  that  indicates  the  source  of 
tlie  rim's  publisjied  dimensions  (S5.2(a)).  Daido 
Corporation  asked  whether  the  Japanese  In- 
dustrial Standards'  symbol  (a  stylized  combina- 
tion of  the  letters  J,  I,  and  S)  or  the  letters 
"JIS"  would  meet  the  requirements  of  S5.2(a)  (3) 
for  use  of  letter  "J."  The  agency  interprets  its 
labeling  requirements  as  strictly  as  any  other 
portion  of  its  requirements  and  concludes  that 
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neither  "JIS"  nor  the  JIS  symbol  would  con- 
form to  the  requirement  of  S5.2(a)(3).  In  re- 
sponse to  a  similar  request  by  Volkswagen  to 
permit  "DIX"  in  place  of  "D,"  the  agency  has 
considered  the  idea  of  permitting  the  manu- 
facturer the  option  of  a  choice  of  designations, 
and  concludes  they  are  undesirable  in  the  in- 
terests of  maintaining  uniformity  and  compre- 
hension. 

Grove  Manufacturing  suggested  that  the  single 
letter  designations  of  "D"  and  "E"  could  be 
mistaken  for  the  load  ranges  that  appear  on 
tires  and  on  the  certification  label.  The  agency 
concludes  that  the  designations  on  the  rim  are 
sufficiently  separated  to  preclude  confusion  and 
therefore  the  recommendation  by  Grove  is  not 
undertaken. 

The  "rim  size  designation"  required  by  S5.2(b) 
is  defined  in  S4  to  mean  the  rim  diameter  and 
width.  Daido  and  Volkswagen  asked  that  a 
width  designation  followed  by  a  diameter  desig- 
nation be  considered  as  satisfying  the  requirement 
for  designation  of  diameter  and  width.  The 
agency  specified  the  existing  order  to  distinguish 
rim  designations  from  tire  designations.  This 
order  of  information  is  being  considered  as  the 
uniform  practice  to  be  adopted  by  the  Inter- 
national Standards  Organization.  For  reasons 
of  uniformity,  the  requests  are  denied. 

Volkswagen  asked  that  tlie  "DIN"  symbol  be 
permitted  to  signify  compilance  of  the  rim  with 
Standard  Xo.  120  in  i)]ace  of  the  "DOT"  symljol 
required  by  S5.2(c)  for  this  purpose.  Tlie 
agency  does  not  find  that  the  requirement  of 
§  114  of  the  Act  for  certification  is  satisfied  by 
use  of  a  designation  that  has  a  wholly  different 
meaning.  Volkswagen's  request  is  tlierefore 
denied. 

Cerfif cation  lohel.  The  tliird  requirement  of 
Standard  Xo.  120  is  that  information  about  suit- 
able tires  and  rims  for  use  on  the  \'ehicles,  along 
with  appropriate  inflation  pressure  and  speed 
restriction  information,  be  placed  on  a  label  on 
the  vehicle  (S5..S).  As  amended  April  29,  197fi 
(41  FR  18659.  May  fi.  1976).  the  standard  re- 
quires that  the  information  appear  on  the  cer- 
tification labels  of  veiiicles  manufactured  on  or 
after  September  1,  1977. 


Some  manufacturers  and  the  Truck  Trailer 
IManufacturers  Association  (TTMA)  objected  to 
the  provision  of  this  information  on  grounds 
that  valid  information  already  appears  on  the 
tires  and  rims  that  equip  the  vehicle,  and  that 
the  information  could  mislead  a  person  to  think 
that  only  the  listed  tires  and  rims  could  be  used 
on  the  vehicle.  "With  regard  to  the  first  objec- 
tion, the  XHTSA  disagrees  and  notes  that  an 
improper  choice  of  tires  or  rims  (as  could  occur 
by  replacing  origmal  equipment  with  "custom" 
rims  or  the  equivalent  in  tires)  could  perma- 
nently mislead  vehicle  owners  as  to  the  suitable 
selection  of  tires  and  rinis.  As  for  the  possi- 
bility of  misleading,  the  agency  believes  that  a 
heading  over  the  tire-rim  listings  (specifically, 
"SUITABLE  TIRE-RIM  CHOICE")  can  be 
added  to  the  requirements  for  optional  use  by  a 
manufacturer  who  believes  the  information 
would  be  otherwise  misleading.  With  regard 
to  General  Motors'  note  that  an  owner  should 
be  guided  by  all  available  information  on  tire 
choice  (e.g.,  information  in  the  owner's  manual), 
the  agency  notes  its  longstanding  position  that 
manufacturers  may  add  statements  referring  the 
reader  to  other  publications  for  additional  in- 
formation. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  examples  cited  by 
manufacturers  tliat  the  decision  to  place  all  re- 
quired data  on  the  certification  label  could  prove 
cumbei'some  in  some  cases,  particularly  those  in- 
volving a  heavy  truck  with  several  available  axle 
combinations.  In  view  of  these  problems,  the 
agency  has  decided  to  remove  the  restriction  on 
location  and  permit  the  information  to  appear 
on  the  certification  label  or  on  a  separate  label 
that  conforms  to  the  requirements  for  certifica- 
tion labels.  The  NHTSA  notes  tliat  this  option 
to  provide  information  on  a  separate  lalw-1  re- 
sponds to  concern  of  the  Truck  Body  and 
Equipment  Association  (TBEA)  for  the  respon- 
sibilities of  its  final-stage  manufacturing  mem- 
bership. The  agency  does  not  believe  the  tire 
and  rim  information  would  be  as  useful  in  a 
location  entirely  separate  from  the  certification 
label,  and  it  therefore  declines  to  adopt  General 
Motors'  suggestion  to  use  the  Vehcile  Identifica- 
tion label. 
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Motorcycle  manufacturers  and  General  Motors 
pointed  out  that  the  requirements  for  listing  tire 
and  rim  information  after  GVWR  in  the  case 
of  vehicles  such  as  motorcycles,  that  only  utilize 
one  GVWR  listin<r,  is  redundant  and  therefore 
wasteful  of  space.  Other  manufacturers  sug- 
gested that  the  tire-rim  information  was  redun- 
dant in  the  case  of  multiple  GVWE  listings, 
although  this  is  not  the  case  because  of  the 
need  to  associate  the  appropriate  GVWR  with 
GAWR's  that  may  exceed  the  GVWR.  In  any 
event,  these  comments  suggest  that  GVAVR  and 
GAWR  could  be  better  linked  by  revision  of  the 
example  format  to  reduce  the  amount  of  infor- 
mation that  must  l)e  listed.  The  solution  is  to 
permit  listing  of  the  GVWR  alone,  followed 
immediately  by  corresponding  GAWR's  and  ap- 
propriate tii'e-rim  information.  The  clearer  for- 
mat would  be  used  for  single  and  multiple 
listings.  This  revision  is  described  in  the  new 
exaniplo  that  accompanies  the  rule  changes  at 
the  end  of  this  notice.  In  conformity  with  this 
simplification,  the  rule  is  also  amended  to  delete 
the  requirements  for  GA'^VR  tire-rim-inflation 
listings.  Depending  on  manufacturers'  reactions 
to  the  simplified  format,  a  similar  change  could 
be  undertaken  for  the  passenger  car  example 
found  in  Part  .567   (§  567.4(h)  (1)). 

With  regard  to  the  items  of  information  that 
must  be  listed  in  accordance  with  S5.3,  General 
Motors  and  the  TTIMA  argued  that  "tires  .  .  . 
appropriate  an  a  mini^niim  for  the  GAWR" 
[emphasis  added]  could  be  construed  to  require 
tires  with  load  ratings  less  than  those  that  the 
mannfactiirer  would  choose  to  recommend.  To 
eliminate  any  ambiguity,  the  agency  replaces 
"at  a  minimum"  with  "as  specified  by  S5.1.2." 

Suzuki  asked  whether  "cold  inflation  pressure" 
means  the  maximum  inflation  pressure  specified 
by  the  tire  manufacturer.  The  TTMA  also 
asked  for  clarification  on  this  point.  The  answer 
is  that  the  requii-ement  does  not  call  for  maxi- 
mum pressure,  but  the  pressure  specified  by  the 
tire  manufactiirer  as  sufficient  to  carry  the  load 
specified  by  the  vehicle  manufacturer  as  the  tire's 
share  of  the  assigned  GAWR. 

Michelin  Tire  Corporation  noted  that  listing 
inflation  pressure  could  be  misleading  in  the  case 
of  tire  designations  that  call  for  different  in- 
flation pressures  depending  on  the  tire  construc- 


tion. It  is  the  agency's  view  that  any  possibility 
of  confusion  can  easily  be  avoided  by  an  indica- 
tion that  the  tire  designation  represents  a  radial 
tire,  so  that  a  person  substituting  a  non-radial 
tire  size  with  the  same  designation  is  aware  that 
the  two  tires  are  not  identical. 

The  TBEA  requested  clarification  of  the  term 
"maximum  speed"  as  it  appeared  in  the  example 
that  accompanied  the  final  rule.  The  TBEA 
appeared  to  misunderstand  the  example  as  a  ref- 
erence to  the  speed  capabilities  of  the  vehicle 
instead  of  the  speed  restriction  of  the  tires.  The 
agency  has  in  mind  only  the  rare  tire  types  con- 
structed for  transit  buses  and  mining  and  log- 
ging oi>erations  and  so  designated.  Goodyear 
and  the  TTMA  appeared  to  have  the  same  mis- 
taken impression  of  the  requirement. 

Speed-restricted  vehicles  have  now  been  ad- 
dressed under  85.1.2.  In  view  of  the  confusion 
that  arose  over  the  requirement,  and  the  agency's 
assumption  that  the  users  of  these  tires  are 
knowledgeable  in  the  use  of  the  tires,  it  has  been 
decided  to  drop  the  requirement  of  S5.3(d)  al- 
together. 

The  TTMA  raised  several  other  questions  with 
regard  to  the  information  that  appears  along 
with  the  GAWR.  In  answer  to  these  questions, 
the  effective  dates  of  the  standard  are  such  that 
the  manufacturer  will  lie  required  to  list  the 
information  specified  by  S5.3  on  and  after  Sep- 
tember 1,  1977.  Also,  it  is  not  permissible  to 
"bracket"  the  GVWR  and  GAWR  values  for 
a  particular  vehicle  by  specifying  the  minimum 
and  maximum  values  that  any  tire-rim  choice 
could  provide.  Section  567.4  of  Part  567  re- 
([uires  that  the  GVWR  and  GAWR's  repre- 
senting the  manufacturer  determinsition  of  the 
particular  vehicle's  characteristics  must  be  listed. 

The  standard  does  not  require  the  information 
specified  in  .Sa.S  to  be  listed  alongside  the  addi- 
tional GVWR's  and  GAWR's  that  a  manufac- 
turer might  list  at  the  end  of  its  certification 
label  as  reduced  speed  ratings.  Lastly,  the 
agency  does  not  agree  that  the  GAWR  ratings 
for  a  semi-trailer  are  not  related  to  the  trailer's 
GVWR.  AVhile  the  trailer's  axles  do  not  support 
the  entire  weight  of  the  vehicle,  it  is  still  the 
case  that  the  various  GVWR's  that  could  be  as- 
signed   to    a    semi-ti-ailer    are    affected    by    the 
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GAWE  values  that  can  be  assiiSTied,  and  that 
the  GVWR  probably  differs  depending  on  the 
GAWR  value  assigned.  In  this  sense  the 
GAWR's  assigned  to  a  semitrailer's  axles  do 
"correspond"  to  its  GVWR. 

In  accordance  with  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation policy  encouraging  adequate  analysis  of 
the  consequences  of  regulatory  action  (41  FR 
16200,  April  16,  1976),  the  agency  herewith  sum- 
marizes its  evaluation  of  the  economic  and  other 
consequences  of  this  action  on  the  public  and 
private  sectors,  including  possible  loss  of  safety 
benefits.  The  new  options,  simplification,  and 
reduction  of  marking  and  labeling  requirements 
should  make  compliance  with  the  standard  less 
costly,  while  the  changes  are  not  expected  to 
significantly  reduce  the  level  of  motor  vehicle 
safety.  The  exception  for  speed-restricted  ve- 
hicles provided  in  S5.1.2  represents  a  correction 
of  the  requirements  to  reflect  the  agency's  in- 
tent not  to  prevent  the  assignment  of  greater 
load-carrying  capabilities  to  vehicles  at  lower 
speeds.  Permitting  this  practice  to  continue  will 
result  in  the  avoidance  of  new  costs  in  the 
economy. 

In  consideration  of  the  postponement  of  effec- 
tive dates  already  granted  for  rim  marking  and 


the  tire  information  labeling,  the  agency  con- 
cludes that  the  present  effective  date  schedule 
permits  adequate  time  for  compliance. 

In  view  of  the  three  notices  that  have  modi- 
fied the  test  of  Standard  No.  120,  the  entire 
standard  (incorporating  the  amendments  made 
by  this  notice)  is  published  for  the  convenience 
of  persons  affected. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Chapter  V 
of  Title  -19,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  Changes  to  the  text  of  the  Fed- 
eral  Register  may  be  made  immediately.  The 
provisions  of  Standard  No.  120  are  in  effect  at 
this  time,  except  as  othei'wise  provided  in  the 
standard. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR1.50.) 

Issued  on  January  28,  1977. 

John  W.  Snow 
Administrator 

42  F.R.  7140 
February  7,  1977 
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Tire  Selection  and  Rims  for  Motor  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  tire  and 
rim  selection  requirements  and  rim  marking  re- 
quirements. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  provide  safe  operational  performance  by  en- 
suring that  vehicles  to  which  it  applies  are 
equipped  with  tires  of  adequate  size  and  load 
rating  and  with  rims  of  appropriate  size  and 
type  designation. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  buses, 
trailers,  and  motorcycles,  and  to  rims  for  use  on 
those  vehicles. 

54.  Definitions.  All  terms  defined  in  the  Act 
and  the  rules  and  standards  issued  under  its 
authority  are  used  as  defined  therein. 

"Rim  base"  means  the  portion  of  a  rim  re- 
maining after  removal  of  all  split  or  continuous 
rim  flanges,  side  rings,  and  locking  rings  that 
can  be  detached  from  the  rim. 

"Rim  size  designation"  means  rim  diameter 
and  width. 

"Rim  diameter"  means  nominal  diameter  of 
the  bead  seat. 

"Rim  width"  means  nominal  distance  between 
rim  flanges. 

"Rim  type  designation"  means  the  industry  or 
manufacturer's  designation  for  a  rim  by  style  or 
code. 

"Weather  side"  means  the  surface  area  of  the 
rim  not  covered  by  the  inflated  tire. 

55.  Requirements. 

S5.1     Tire  and  rim  selection. 

S5.1.1  Except  as  specified  in  S5.1.3,  each  ve- 
hicle equipped  with  pneumatic  tires  for  highway 
service  shall  be  equipped  with  tires  that  meet  the 


requirements  of  Standard  No.  109  (§  571.109)  or 
Standard  No.  119  (§  571.119),  and  with  rims 
that  are  listed  by  the  manufacturer  of  the  tires 
as  suitable  for  use  with  those  tires,  in  accordance 
with  S4.4  of  Standard  No.  109  or  S5.1  of  Stand- 
ard No.  119,  as  applicable. 


S5.1.2  Except  in  the  case  of  a  vehicle  which 
has  a  speed  attainable  in  2  miles  of  50  mph  or 
less,  the  sum  of  the  maximum  load  ratings  of 
the  tires  fitted  to  an  axle  shall  be  not  less  than 
the  gross  axle  weight  rating  (GAWR)  of  the 
axle  system  as  specified  on  the  vehicle's  certifica- 
tion label  required  by  49  CFR  Part  567.  If  the 
certification  label  shows  more  than  on  GAWR 
for  the  axle  system,  the  sum  shall  be  not  less 
than  the  GAWR  corresponding  to  the  size  desig- 
nation of  the  tires  fitted  to  the  axle.  If  the  size 
designation  of  the  tires  fitted  to  the  axle  does 
not  appear  on  the  certification  label,  the  sum 
shall  be  not  less  than  the  lowest  GAWR  appear- 
ing on  the  label.  When  a  tire  listed  in  Appendix 
A  of  Standard  No.  109  is  installed  on  a  multi- 
purpose passenger  vehicle,  truck,  bus,  or  trailer, 
the  tire's  load  rating  shall  be  reduced  by  divid- 
ing by  1.10  before  calculating  the  sum. 


S5.1.3  In  place  of  tires  that  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  Standard  No.  119  a  truck,  bus,  or 
trailer  may,  at  the  request  of  the  purchaser,  be 
equipped  at  the  place  of  manufacture  of  the  ve- 
hicle with  used  tires  owned  or  leased  by  the  pur- 
chaser if  the  sum  of  the  maximum  load  ratings 
meet  the  requirements  of  S5.1.2.  On  and  after 
January  1,  1978,  used  tires  employed  under  this 
provision  must  be  originally  manufactured  to 
comply  with  Standard  No.  119,  as  evidenced  by 
the  DOT  symbol. 
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S5.2  Rim  marking.  On  and  after  August  1, 
1977,  each  rim  or,  at  the  option  of  the  manufac- 
turer in  the  case  of  a  singlepiece  wheel,  wheel 
disc  shall  be  marked  with  the  information  listed 
in  paragraphs  (a)  through  (e),  in  lettering  not 
less  than  one-eighth  inch  high,  impressed  to  a 
depth  or,  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer, 
embossed  to  a  height  of  not  less  than  0.005 
inch.  The  information  listed  in  paragraphs  (a) 
through  (c)  shall  appear  on  the  weather  side. 
In  the  case  of  rims  of  multipiece  construction, 
the  information  listed  in  paragraphs  (a)  through 
(e)  shall  appear  on  the  rim  base  and  the  in- 
formation listed  in  paragraphs  (b)  and  (d)  shall 
also  appear  on  each  part  of  the  rim. 

(a)  A  designation  which  indicates  the  source 
of  the  rim's  published  nominal  dimensions,  as 
follows: 

(1)  "T"  indicates  The  Tire  and  Rim  Asso- 
ciation. 

(2)  "E"  indicates  The  European  Tyre  and 
Rim  Technical  Organisation. 

(3)  "J"  indicates  Japanese  Industrial  Stand- 
ards. 

(4)  "D"  indicates  Deutsche  Industrie  Norm. 

(5)  "M"  indicates  The  Society  of  Motor 
Manufacturers  &  Traders,  Ltd. 

(6)  "B"  indicates  British  Standards  Insti- 
tution. 

(7)  "S"  indicates  Scandinavian  Tire  and 
Rim  Organization. 

(8)  "N"  indicates  an  independent  listing 
pursuant  to  S4.4.1(a)  of  Standard  No.  109  or 
S5.1(a)  of  Standard  No.  119. 

(b)  The  rim  size  designation,  and,  in  case  of 
multipiece  rims,  the  rim  type  designation.  For 
example:  N  20  x  5.50,  or  N  20  x  5.5. 

(c)  The  symbol  DOT,  constituting  a  certifi- 
cation by  the  manufacturer  of  the  rim  that  the 
rim  complies  with  all  applicable  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards. 

(d)  A  designation  that  identifies  the  manu- 
facturer of  the  rim  by  name,  trademark,  or 
symbol. 


(e)  The  month,  day,  and  year,  or  the  month 
and  year,  of  manufacture,  expressed  in  numerals. 
For  example, 

"September  4,  1976"  may  be  expressed  as: 

90476,       904       ^^        76 
76  904 

"September  1976"  may  be  expressed  as: 

9         or        '^ 
76  9 


976, 


S5.3  Label  information.  (For  vehicles  manu- 
factured on  and  after  September  1,  1977)  The 
information  specified  in  S5.3.1  through  S5.3.3 
shall,  in  the  format  set  forth  following  this  sec- 
tion, appear  either— 

(a)  After  each  GAWR  listed  on  the  certifica- 
tion label  required  by  §  567.4  or  §  567.5  of  this 
chapter,  or  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer, 

(b)  On  a  tire  information  label  affixed  to  the 
vehicle  in  the  manner,  location,  and  form  de- 
scribed in  §  567.4(b)  through  (f)  of  Part  567 
of  this  chapter,  as  appropriate  for  each  GVWR- 
GAWR  combination  listed  on  the  certification 
label. 

55.3.1  The  size  designation  of  tires  (not 
necessarily  those  on  the  vehicle)  appropriate  (as 
specified  in  S5.1.2)  for  the  GAWR. 

55.3.2  The  size  designation  and,  if  applicable, 
the  type  designation  of  rims  (not  necessarily 
those  on  the  vehicle)  appropriate  for  those  tires. 

55.3.3  Cold  inflation  pressure  for  those  tires. 

Truck  example 

SUITABLE  TIRE-RIM  CHOICE 

GVWR:      17280 

GAWR:  Front-6280    with    7.50-20(D)    tires, 
20  X  6.00  rims,  at  75  psi  cold  single 

GAWR:  Rear-11000    with    7.50-20(D)    tires, 
20  X  6.00  rims,  at  65  psi  coul  dual. 

GVWR:      17340 

GAWR:  Front-6300    with    7.00-20(E)    tires, 
20  X  5.50  rims,  at  90  psi  cold  single 

GAWR:  Rear-11040    with    7.00-20(E)    tires, 
20  X  5.50  rims,  at  80  psi  cold  dual. 
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S6.    Vehicles  manufactured  from  September  1,  tires  that  meet  Standard  No.  119  (§  571.119),  the 

1976,  to  February  28,  1977.     Notwithstanding  any  vehicle  may  be  equipped  with  tires  that  meet  every 

other  provision  of  this  standard,  a  vehicle  to  which  requirement  of  that  standard  other  than  the  tire 

this  standard  applies  that  is  manufactured  during  marking  requirements  of  S6.5  of  that  standard, 
the  period  from  September  1,  1976,  to  February 

28,   1977,   shall   meet  each   requirement  of  this  41  F.R.  3478 

standard,  with  the  following  exception:  In  place  of  January  23,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems — Trucks,  Buses  and  Trailers 

(Docket  Nos.  70-16,  70-17;  Notice  No.  2) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  §  571.21 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  by 
adding  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  121, 
Air  Brake  Systems — Trucks,  Buses  and  Trailers. 
Notices  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  subject 
were  published  on  June  2.5,  1970  (35  F.R.  10368) 
and  June  26,  1970  (35  F.R.  10456).  The  com- 
ments received  in  response  to  the  notices  and 
information  obtained  at  a  technical  conference 
held  on  October  20,  1970  (35  F.R.  14736,  Septem- 
ber 22,  1970)  have  been  considered  in  the  devel- 
opment of  the  final  rule.  The  trailer  require- 
ments are  joined  with  the  truck  and  bus 
requirements  in  a  single  air  brake  systems 
standard. 

The  standard  as  adopted  specifies  requirements 
for  the  safe  performance  of  air  brake  systems 
under  normal  and  emergency  conditions.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  term  "air  brake  system" 
as  defined  in  the  standard  applies  to  the  brake 
configuration  commonly  referred  to  as  "air  over 
hydraulic,"  in  which  failure  of  either  medium 
can  result  in  complete  loss  of  braking  ability. 

The  standard  establishes  a  set  of  requirements 
to  govern  the  braking  behavior  of  a  vehicle  dur- 
ing application  of  the  service  brakes.  Principal 
among  these  are  stopping  performance  require- 
ments that  include  a  minimum  stopping  distance 
requirement  for  trucks  and  buses  and  lateral 
stability  and  wheel  lockup  requirements  for  all 
vehicles.  To  more  accurately  reflect  the  friction 
characteristics  of  a  surface  with  a  skid  number 
of  75,  the  s(topping  distances  for  trucks  and  buses 
on  a  dry  surface  have  been  increased  over  those 
proposed  in  the  notice.  The  required  distance 
from  60  m.p.h.  is  now  245  feet  rather  than  216 
feet  and  the  distance  from  20  m.p.h.  is  33  feet 
rather  than  29  feet.  The  stopping  distance  on  a 
wet  surface  at  20  m.p.h.,  54  feet,  has  been  re- 


tained. Several  comments  indicated  that  there 
are  no  test  facilities  on  which  the  60  m.p.h.  stop 
on  a  wet  surface  can  be  safely  conducted.  As  a 
measure  of  brake  efficiency,  moreover,  the  20 
m.p.h.  stop  on  a  wet  surface  satisfactorily  indi- 
cates the  vehicle's  behavior  at  higher  speeds,  and 
the  standard  therefore  specifies  only  the  20 
m.p.h.  stopping  distance  test. 

The  requirement  that  the  vehicle  stay  within 
a  12-fbot-wide  lane  has  been  adopted  as  pro- 
posed. The  proposed  requirement  that  no  wheel 
lock  except  momentarily  has  been  modified  to 
permit  lockup  to  occur  on  the  leading  nonsrteer- 
able  axle  on  vehicles  having  more  than  two  non- 
steerable  axles.  A  review  of  available  informa- 
tion indicates  that  satisfactory  control  of  the 
vehicle  can  be  maintained  if  lockup  is  avoided 
on  two  nonsteerable  axles.  The  rule  also  permits 
lockup  at  speeds  under  10  m.p.h.  Such  low  speed 
lockup  is  not  considered  hazardous  and  allows 
greater  flexibility  in  brake  system  designs. 

Some  comments  stated  that  the  requirement 
for  a  controlled  stop  without  lockup  favored  one 
variety  of  stability-controlling  device — the  anti- 
lock  device — over  other  systems  such  as  load 
proportioning  devices.  Several  comments  seemed 
to  assume  that  the  proposal  required  antilock 
devices.  The  requirement  that  the  vehicle  stop 
without  locking  its  wheels  reflects  the  Adminis- 
tration's judgment  that  a  vehicle  with  locked 
wheels,  whatever  its  equipment,  is  unstable  and 
uncontrollable  in  an  emergency  situation.  The 
Administration  recognizes  the  likelihood  that 
manufacturers  of  some  types  of  vehicles  may 
have  to  incorporate  proportioning  or  antilock 
devices  into  their  systems  in  order  to  meet  the 
stopping  distance  requirement.  However,  the 
manner  in  which  lockup  is  prevented  is  not 
specified  in  the  standard,  and  if  a  proportioning 
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device  or  any  other  device  can  produce  the  de- 
sired result,  it  may  be  incorporated  into  the 
vehicle's  braking  system. 

Although  an  antilock  device  is  not  required, 
if  it  is  used  on  a  vehicle  it  must  conform  to  sev- 
eral requirements.  A  warning  signal  must  be 
provided  to  warn  of  total  system  failure,  a  failed 
dence  must  not  interfere  with  the  operation  of 
the  service  brake,  and  electrical  elements  in  the 
system  must  be  powered  through  the  vehicle's 
stop  lamj)  circuit.  Of  these  requirements,  the 
first  was  the  subject  of  comments  that  indicated 
some  uncertainty  as  to  the  nature  of  a  total  sys- 
tem failure.  The  reason  for  the  requirement  is 
that  a  driver  ought  to  be  warned  in  the  event 
that  a  system  on  which  he  has  come  to  rely  has 
stopped  working  altogether.  Monitoring  of  each 
device  separately  would  be  difficult  and  costly, 
while  monitoring  of  the  shared  elements  of  the 
syst«m,  such  as  the  electrical  circuitry,  would  be 
relatively  simple.  Although  electrical  problems 
would  be  the  most  likely  cause  of  total  failure, 
other  components  may  also  produce  such  failure 
and  the  language  of  the  requirement  has  not 
been  limited  to  a  specific  type  of  failure.  A 
requirement  that  electrical  power  for  antiskid 
devices  on  trailers  must  be  provided  through  the 
stop  lamp  circuit  has  been  added  to  insure  the 
functioning  of  antilock  systems  in  vehicle  com- 
binations in  which  the  towed  vehicle  has  an  anti- 
lock  system. 

The  requirements  for  actuation  and  release 
times,  for  brake  retardation  force,  and  for  brake 
power  have  been  modified  somewhat  in  the  light 
of  infonnation  provided  by  the  comments.  The 
notice  proposed  timing  curves  for  brake  actuation 
and  release,  but  subsequent  review  has  indicated 
that  adhesion  to  a  timing  curve  is  less  significant 
than  the  basic  ability  to  apply  and  release  the 
brakes  quickly.  The  curves  ha\^  therefore  been 
omitted  in  favor  of  a  single  application  time  of 
0.25  second  and  a  single  release  time  of  0.50 
second.  These  values  are  somewhat  less  stringent 
than  those  proposed  in  the  notice,  and  reflect 
the  judgment  that  a  system  that  can  meet  the 
stopping  distance  requirements  without  lockup 
has  less  need  for  the  rapid  times  originally  pro- 
posed. Vehicles  intended  to  tow  other  vehicles 
equipped  with  air  brakes  must  still  meet  the 
actuation  and  release  times  with  a  50-cubic-inch 


test  reservoir  attached  to  the  service  line  outlet, 
but  the  requirements  for  pressurization  of  the 
test  reservoir  itself  have  been  deleted. 

The  brake  retardation  force  requirement  was 
the  subject  of  numerous  comments,  some  to  the 
effect  that  the  retardation  force  was  too  high  to 
permit  safe  operation  of  vehicle  combinations  in 
which  new  and  old  vehicles  are  mixed,  and  others 
to  the  effect  that  the  forces  were  too  high  to  be 
achieved  with  reliability  by  available  friction 
materials.  The  Administration  has  determined 
that  compatibility  problems  are  substantially 
lessened  if  the  vehicle  has  the  ability  to  stop 
without  locku})  and  that  the  retention  of  a  rela- 
tively high  retardation  force  requirement  will 
not  lead  to  significant  compatibility  problems. 
It  has  been  determined,  however,  that  the  stop- 
ping distance  requirements  can  be  met  by  brakes 
having  a  somewhat  lower  retardation  force  ca- 
pacity than  proposed,  and  a  lower  force  require- 
ment is  therefore  adopted. 

Comments  regarding  the  proposed  brake  power 
requirements  stated  that  the  fade  characteristics 
required  of  the  linings  might  exceed  the  limits 
of  existing  technology  and  might  not  be  com- 
patible with  the  retardation  force  requirements. 
In  the  light  of  these  comments  and  other  infor- 
mation it  has  been  determined  that  the  brake 
power  requirements  should  be  reduced.  Accord- 
ingly the  standard  as  adopted  requires  10  de- 
celerations at  a  rate  of  9  feet  per  second  per 
second  at  intervals  of  72  seconds  with  the  air 
pressure  at  90  p.s.i.  or  less,  and  a  final  decelera- 
tion at  14  f.p.s.p.s.  from  20  m.p.h.  with  a  service 
line  air  pressure  of  108  p.s.i.  or  less.  In  the 
light  of  the  diminished  power  requirements,  the 
recovery  requirements  have  been  retained  with  a 
minor  adjustment  from  45  p.s.i.  to  40  p.s.i.  in  the 
minimum  air  pressure  required. 

A  series  of  alterations  have  been  made  in  the 
equipment  requirements  in  response  to  comments 
and  as  a  result  of  reevaluation  by  the  Adminis- 
tration. First  among  these  is  the  alteration  of 
the  stop  lamp  switch  requirement  to  permit  use 
of  a  pneumatic  switch.  The  requirements  for 
compressor  capacity  have  been  modified  to  re- 
quire it  to  increase  air  pressure  in  the  reservoirs 
from  85  p.s.i.  to  100  p.s.i.  in  not  more  than  25 
seconds,  in  place  of  the  proposed  requirement  of 
0-85  p.s.i.  in  2  minutes.    The  maindatory  require- 
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ment  for  a  supply  reservoir  has  been  removed, 
and  the  overall  reservoir  capacity  for  trucks  and 
buses  has  been  reduced  to  12  times  the  combined 
brake  chamber  capacity.  The  drain  valve  re- 
quirement has  been  simplified,  the  tolerance  on 
the  air  pressure  gauge  has  been  broadened  to 
±7  percent  of  the  compressor  cut-out  pressure, 
and  the  low  air  pressure  warning  requirement 
has  been  modified  to  permit  visible,  nonaudible 
signals  within  the  driver's  forward  field  of  view. 
The  notice  proposed  that  each  truck  arid  bus 
have  a  split  service  brake  system.  It  has  been 
determined  that  the  additional  cost  and  greater 
complexity  of  a  split  system  on  vehicles  equipped 
with  air  brakes  are  not  accompanied  by  safety 
benefits  great  enough  to  justify  requiring  a  split 
system.  Accordingly,  the  requirement  has  been 
deleted.  The  remaining  system  with  emergency 
capabilities  is  the  parking  brake  system,  and  it 
has  been  determined  that  a  parking  brake  system 
complying  with  the  applicable  requirements  of 
the  standard  will  provide  a  safe  means  of  stop- 
ping the  vehicle  in  the  event  of  service  brake 
failure. 

Two  aspects  of  the  parking  brake  system  were 
the  subject  of  considerable  comment.  A  number 
of  comments  stated  that  no  maximum  static  re- 
tardation force  should  be  specified,  and  several 
comments  stated  that  the  parking  brakes  should 
not  apply  automatically.  The  standard  as 
adopted  retains  both  the  maximum  retardation 
and  the  automatic  application  requirements. 
Each  has  a  role  in  the  safe  operation  of  the 
parking  brake  system.  If  no  maximum  retarda- 
tion force  were  specified,  there  would  be  consid- 
erable risk  of  lockup  during  emergency  braking. 
The  requirement  as  adopted,  however,  raises  the 
upper  limit  on  the  quotient 

static  retardation  force 
GAWR 

from  0.33  to  0.40. 

Comments  stated  that  automatic  application 
of  the  brakes  while  the  vehicle  is  in  motion  could 
induce  hazardous  instability,  due  to  wheel  lockup 
or  to  the  unexpected  nature  of  the  braking.  It 
has  been  determined  that  adequate  safeguards 
exist  in  the  standard  to  avoid  such  problems. 
The  required  low  pressure  warning  signal  must 
operate  at  a  pressure  well  above  the  automatic 


application  pressure  so  that  the  driver  will  have 
sufficient  warning  of  incipient  brake  application. 
In  addition,  the  limit  on  retardation  force  will 
act  to  prevent  lockup  under  all  but  the  most 
severe  conditions.  With  respect  to  trailers,  the 
automatic  functioning  of  the  parking  brake  sys- 
tem is  further  insured  by  the  deletion  of  the 
proposed  requirement  for  a  check  valve  or  similar 
device  to  protect  the  trailer's  air  pressure. 

The  parking  brake  controls  have  been  consid- 
erably simplified  by  uniting  in  one  control  the 
manual  on-off  operation  and  the  release-after- 
automatic-application  function. 

Many  comments  revealed  a  misunderstanding 
about  the  Administration's  purpose  in  specifying 
test  conditions.  It  should  be  understood  that  the 
standards  are  not  instructions  for,  or  descrip- 
tions of,  manufacturer  tests.  For  example,  the 
condition  that  states  that  "(t)he  wind  velocity  is 
zero,"  simply  means  that  the  vehicle  must  meet 
the  applicable  tests  if  (among  other  things)  the 
air  is  still,  that  is,  if  the  wind  neither  helps  nor 
hinders  the  vehicle's  performance.  One  way  in 
which  the  manufacturer  could  check  his  vehicle's 
conformity  with  reference  to  the  zero  wind  con- 
dition is  to  run  the  braking  test  with  a  resultant 
tailwind.  With  reference  to  another  condition, 
such  as  the  surface  with  a  skid  number  of  75,  the 
test  could  be  run  on  a  surface  having  a  skid 
number  lower  than  75.  Manufacturers  are  re- 
quired to  exercise  due  care  to  insure  that  their 
vehicles  will  meet  the  standard  if  tested  by  the 
Administration  under  the  specified  conditions, 
but  they  are  at  their  own  discretion  in  devising 
an  appropriate  testing  program  for  that  purpose. 

A  few  changes  have  been  made  in  the  test 
conditions.  The  notice  had  proposed,  in  addition 
to  the  zero  wind  condition,  that  the  vehicle  stay 
in  the  roadway  with  a  wind  of  30  m.p.h.  from 
any  direction.  On  review,  the  30-m.p.h.  speed 
has  been  determined  to  be  excessive  and  to  un- 
duly increase  the  problems  of  testing.  In  addi- 
tion, most  stability  problems  are  controlled  by 
preventing  wheel  lockup,  as  required  by  the 
Standard,  and  the  crosswind  condition  has  there- 
fore been  deleted.  In  place  of  the  "lightly 
loaded  vehicle  weight,"  a  weight  condition  based 
on  the  vehicle's  unloaded  weight  is  used. 

Effective  date.  Because  of  the  development 
work  and  preparation  for  production  that  this 


PART  571;  S  121— PRE  3 


Effective:  January    1,    1973 


standard  will  require,  it  is  found  that  an  effective 
date  later  than  1  year  from  the  date  of  issuance 
is  in  the  public  interest.  Accordingly,  the  stand- 
ard is  effective  January  1, 1973. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  §  571.21  of  Title 
49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended 
by  adding  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
121  as  set  forth  below.  This  standard  is  issued 
under  the  authority  of  sections  103  and  119  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407,  and  the  delegation  of 
authority  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to 


the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
trator, 49  CFE  1.51. 

Issued  on  February  19, 1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 

Acting  Administrator,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration 

36  F.R.  3817 
February    27,    1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  121 

Air  Brake  Systems — Trucks,  Buses,  and  Trailers 

(Dockets  No.  70-16  and  70-17;  Notice  3) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  requesting  reconsideration  of  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake 
Systems,  §  571.121  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations.  After  issuance  of  the  standard  on 
February  19,  1971  (36  F.R.  3817,  February  27, 
1971),  petitions  for  reconsideration  were  filed 
pursuant  to  49  CFR  535.35  by  a  number  of  ve- 
hicle and  equipment  manufacturers.  This  notice 
grants  some  of  the  requests  by  amending  the 
standard,  and  denies  other  requests. 

1.  Service  brake  system.  The  service  brake 
system  requirements  have  been  reorganized  for 
reasons  of  clarity  and  have  been  amended  with 
respect  to  the  order  of  testing  and  the  number  of 
tests  to  be  conducted.  The  dynamometer  tests 
have  been  separated  from  the  road  tests  and 
placed  in  section  S5.4.  The  road  test  section  has 
been  amended  to  specify  the  order  in  which  the 
stopping  tests  are  to  be  run.  The  section  is 
further  amended  to  provide  that  a  truck  or  bus 
will  be  stopped  six  times  for  each  combination  of 
loading,  speed  and  road  conditions  and  that  it 
will  be  considered  to  meet  the  requirement  if  one 
stop  is  made  in  the  required  distance  with  the 
required  stability  and  freedom  from  wheel  lock- 
up. This  amendment  has  been  adopted  to  ease 
the  problems  arising  from  a  test  driver's  un- 
familiarity  with  a  vehicle's  behavior.  To  ac- 
comodate antilock  systems  that  permit  some 
wheels  to  lock  for  longer  periods  than  others,  the 
reference  to  "momentary"  lockup  in  S5.3.1  and 
S5.3.2  has  been  amended  to  refer  to  "controlled" 
lockup. 

S5.3.2,  Stopping  Capability,  Trailers,  has  been 
amended  in  minor  respects,  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  90  p.s.i.  pressure  level  is  system-wide  and  not 
confined  to  the  brake  control  lines,  and  to  provide 
that  the  trailer  is  to  stop  the  combination  of 


vehicles  without  benefit  of  the  towing  vehicle's 
brakes. 

The  brake  power  requirements  of  S5.4.2  and 
the  dynamometer  test  conditions  of  S6.2  are  each 
amended  to  refer  to  the  drum  "or  disc"  to  avoid 
the  possibility  that  the  sections  would  be  miscon- 
strued as  requiring  dnmi  brakes.  The  brake  re- 
covery requirements  of  S5.4.3  are  amended  by 
lowering  the  minimum  air  pressure  requirement 
to  20  p.s.i.  from  40  p.s.i.  This  amendment  is 
based  on  a  reassessment  of  the  problems  asso- 
ciated with  over-recovery  that  has  led  the 
NHTSA  to  conclude  that  20  p.s.i.  is  a  reasonable 
level. 

The  requirements  concerning  antilock  system 
failure  and  the  provision  of  power  for  antilock 
systems  on  trailers  have  been  separated  from  the 
other  service  brake  requirements  and  placed  in 
S5.5. 

2.  Service  brake  retardation  force.  The  stand- 
ard as  adopted  in  February  1971  required  the 
brakes  on  each  axle  to  produce  specified  retarda- 
tion forces  at  each  of  several  brake  chamber  air 
pressures.  As  indicated  in  the  issuance  of  the 
standard,  the  primary  goal  of  the  retardation 
force  requirement  was  to  insure  brake  compat- 
ibility between  vehicles  used  in  combination.  On 
review  of  petitions  requesting  exemption  of  ve- 
hicles that  do  not  tow  other  vehicles  from  the 
retardation  force  requirements,  the  NHTSA  has 
determined  that  for  these  vehicles  the  require- 
ments are  not  necessary.  Accordingly,  S6.4.1  is 
amended  to  apply  only  to  vehicles  that  are  in- 
tended to  tow  or  to  be  towed  by  another  vehicle 
equipped  with  air  brakes. 

In  response  to  petitions  objecting  to  axle  by 
axle  force  calculations,  the  retardation  force  re- 
quirements are  further  amended  to  provide  that 
the  retardation  force  for  all  axles  shall  be  added 
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together  and  divided  by  the  sum  of  gross  axle 
ratings  to  arrive  at  the  values  shown  in  Table 
III.  The  eflFect  of  the  amendment  is  to  allow 
greater  flexibility  in  the  allocation  of  braking 
force  between  axles. 

The  overall  braking  force  required  of  the  ve- 
hicle's brakes,  however,  remains  the  same  as 
before.  The  NHTSA  has  considered  and  re- 
jected the  requests  for  different  retardation 
values  and  for  substitution  of  SAE  J992a  for 
the  dynamometer  tests  of  S5.4.1.  The  present 
retardation  force  requirements  in  Table  III  are 
considered  to  be  a  reasonable  accommodation  be- 
tween the  need  for  compatibility  with  existing 
vehicles  and  the  need  to  establish  a  uniform 
pattern  of  brake  response  over  the  range  of 
operating  pressures.  The  djTiamometer  pro- 
cedures of  S5.4.1.1,  which  permit  measurement 
of  brake  forces  on  an  individual  vehicle,  are 
more  suited  to  the  regulatory  purpose  of  this 
standard  than  are  the  procedures  of  SAE 
J  992a,  which  provides  for  road  testing  of  ve- 
hicles in  combination.  The  agency  recognizes 
that  the  availability  of  dynamometers  of  suf- 
ficient capacity  is  a  concern  to  many  petitioners, 
but  available  evidence  indicates  that  dynamom- 
eter access  will  not  be  a  major  long-term 
problem.  The  petitions  to  delete  dynamometer 
testing  are  therefore  denied. 

3.  Parking  irake  system.  The  parking  brake 
system  required  by  S5.4  of  the  standard  had 
several  features  that  were  widely  objected  to  by 
the  petitioners.  In  particular,  petitioners  ob- 
jected to  the  requirement  for  automatic  applica- 
tion of  the  parking  brakes  in  the  event  of  pres- 
sure loss.  Although  the  standard  specified  a 
maximum  retardation  force  level  of  0.40  to  re- 
duce the  possibility  of  lockup  during  automatic 
application,  many  petitioners  stated  that  auto- 
matic application  of  the  brakes  would  surprise 
the  driver  and  adversely  affect  his  handling  of 
the  vehicle. 

The  NHTSA  remains  convinced  that  auto- 
matic application  of  the  parking  brake  is  a 
satisfactory  means  of  providing  braking  in  the 
event  of  service  brake  failure.  The  low  pressure 
warning  signal  required  by  S5.1.5  is  considered 
adequate  to  warn  a  driver  of  impending  applica- 
tion of  the  parking  brake  to  avoid  most  of  the 
effects  of  surprise.    However,  review  of  the  peti- 


tions has  persuaded  the  agency  that  automatic 
application  of  the  parking  brake  need  not  be 
mandatory.  Accordingly,  the  standard  is 
amended  to  provide  for  an  alternative  parking 
brake  system  that  is  manually,  and  not  auto- 
matically, applied. 

To  accommodate  the  new  alternative,  the 
parking  brake  requirements  have  been  reorga- 
nized into  two  main  sections:  S5.6,  which 
specifies  requirements  for  parking  brakes  gen- 
erally, and  S5.7,  which  sets  out  the  emergency 
braking  capabilities  for  automatic  systems 
(S5.7.1)  and  manual  systems  (S5.7.2)  on  trucks 
and  buses.  A  third  section  (S5.8)  deals  with 
the  emergency  braking  of  trailers. 

The  general  requirements  of  S5.6  are  derived 
from  S5.4  of  the  original  standard,  with  some 
additions  and  amendments.  The  braking  force 
generated  by  the  parking  brakes  is  measured,  at 
the  manufacturer's  option,  either  by  a  static 
draw  bar  test,  which  must  produce  a  force  level 
of  0.28,  or  by  a  holding  test  on  a  20%  grade. 
The  tests  are  to  be  conducted  in  both  forward 
and  rearward  directions.  As  provided  in  the 
original  standard,  the  parking  brakes  must  be 
applied  by  an  energy  source  that  is  independent 
of  the  air  pressure  in  the  service  brake  system. 

Additional  changes  have  been  made  in  S5.6 
with  respect  to  the  requirements  for  the  parking 
brake  control.  The  standard  as  published  in 
February  1971  specified  the  shape  and  color  of 
the  parking  brake  control,  as  well  as  its  location, 
and  provided  that  manual  operation  and  release 
after  automatic  application  should  be  accom- 
plished by  movement  of  a  single  control.  After 
review  of  the  petitions,  it  has  been  decided  to 
allow  greater  flexibility  in  the  design  and  op- 
eration of  the  control.  Efforts  are  now  imder- 
way  within  the  industry  to  standardize  controls, 
and  it  may  be  that  a  consensus  will  be  reached 
upon  which  a  more  standardized  control  can  be 
based.  In  the  meantime,  the  standard's  specifica- 
tions have  been  reduced  to  requiring  the  control 
tc  be  separate  from  the  service  brake  control, 
operable  from  the  normal  driving  position,  and 
identifiable  as  to  its  method  of  operation.  The 
shape,  color,  and  number  of  controls,  and  the 
method  of  operation,  are  left  to  the  judgment  of 
the  manufacturer. 
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The  major  difference  between  the  emergency 
braking  performance  required  of  a  vehicle  with 
a  manual  system  and  the  performance  required 
of  a  vehicle  with  an  automatic  system  is  that  a 
vehicle  with  a  manual  parking  brake  is  required 
by  S5.7.2.3  to  meet  a  stopping  distance  test  with 
an  air  pressure  failure  in  the  service  brake  sys- 
tem. Although  a  manufacturer  may  elect  to  use 
the  parking  brakes  to  provide  this  emergency 
stopping  capacity,  he  may  use  other  components 
to  supplement  the  parking  brakes  or  he  may  use 
a  system  entirely  independent  of  the  parking 
brakes. 

A  vehicle  with  an  automatic  parking  brake 
may,  at  the  manufacturer's  option,  either  meet 
the  stopping  distance  test  of  S5.7.2.3,  or  have  a 
maximum  static  retardation  force  not  greater 
than  0.40,  measured  in  accordance  with  S5.6.1. 
Several  petitioners  requested  deletion  of  the 
maximum  retardation  force  levels  for  automatic 
brakes.  Although  the  agency  remains  concerned 
about  the  effects  on  a  vehicle's  stability  of  auto- 
matic brake  application,  it  has  determined  that 
a  vehicle  capabable  of  meeting  specified  stopping 
distance  requirements  when  the  brakes  are  auto- 
matically applied  should  not  be  held  to  the  maxi- 
mum force  level  requirement. 

With  respect  to  both  automatic  and  manual 
brakes,  provision  is  made  for  control  of  the 
parking  brakes  of  the  towed  vehicle.  It  was 
noted  by  some  petitioners  that  automatic  applica- 
tion of  a  towing  vehicle's  brakes,  without  simul- 
taneous application  of  a  towed  vehicle's  brakes, 
could  lead  to  unstable  braking  and  possibly  to 
jackknifing.  To  lessen  the  risk  of  such  in- 
stability, the  automatic  brake  requirements  are 
amended  to  require  the  venting  of  the  towed 
vehicle's  supply  line  so  that  its  brakes  will  apply 
upon  application  of  the  towing  vehicle's  brakes. 

4.  Other  provisions  amended.  In  S4  the 
definition  of  "antilock  system"  has  been  amended 
to  refer  to  "rotational  wheel  slip"  to  distinguish 
the  phenomenon  controlled  by  the  antilock  sys- 
tems from  other  types  of  wheel  slip.  The  defini- 
tions of  "gross  axle  weight  rating,"  "gross  ve- 
hicle weight  rating,"  and  "unloaded  vehicle 
weight"  have  been  omitted,  since  they  have  been 
incorporated  in  the  general  definitions  section  of 
Part  571,  49  CFR  571.3(b). 


The  equipment  requirements  have  been 
amended  in  a  number  of  minor  respects.  S5.1.1 
has  been  amended  to  include  supply  reservoir 
capacities.  The  reservoir  capacity  required  has 
not  been  changed,  but  the  requirement  is  clari- 
fied by  striking  the  words  "greater  than"  in 
S5.1.2.1  and  in  S5.2.1.1.  The  requirement  for  a 
towing  vehicle  protection  valve  (S5.1.3)  has  been 
amended  by  the  use  of  the  broader  term  "system" 
in  place  of  "valve." 

The  pressure  gauge  requirement  (S5.1.4)  has 
been  amended  to  require  a  gauge  in  each  service 
brake  system,  rather  than  to  require  a  gauge  di- 
rectly on  the  service  reservoir.  The  warning 
signal  requirement  (S5.1.6)  is  amended  in  re- 
sponse to  petitions  to  provide  that  warning 
must  be  by  means  other  than  the  pressure  gauge 
indicator.  The  antilock  warning  signal  require- 
ment (S5.1.6),  has  been  amended  to  limit  the 
warning  to  the  event  of  electrical  failure,  pend- 
ing investigation  of  other  types  of  failure  for 
which  a  warning  may  be  practicable. 

5.  Petitions  denied.  Several  requests  for 
amendment  of  the  equipment  requirements  have 
been  denied.  A  request  that  the  service  reservoirs 
be  connected  in  series  has  been  rejected  as  un- 
necessary and  design  restrictive.  Requests  for 
reduction  in  minimum  reservoir  capacity  are  also 
denied.  The  present  requirement  of  12  times  the 
combined  volume  of  service  brake  chambers  has 
been  applied  by  the  SAE  to  intracity  buses  and 
school  buses  for  some  time  and  is  considered  a 
reasonable  requirement  for  other  vehicles,  par- 
ticularly in  the  light  of  additional  demands  made 
on  air  capacity  by  antilock  systems. 

Several  petitions  requested  amendment  of  the 
vehicle  weights  specified  in  S5.3  for  the  service 
brake  tests.  Requests  were  made  for  additional 
weight  on  the  vehicle  in  its  unloaded  condition 
to  allow  for  the  weight  of  the  completed  body 
and  for  safety  equipment  such  as  roll  bars  used 
during  testing.  Since  the  vehicles  tested  by  the 
NHTSA  will  be  completed  vehicles,  however,  it 
is  not  appropriate  to  specify  an  additional 
weight.  If  an  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturer 
wishes  to  ascertain  the  performance  of  this  ve- 
hicle in  one  or  more  of  its  completed  variations, 
he  may  do  so  by  placing  weights  on  the  incom- 
plete vehicle,  by  actually  mounting  a  body  on 
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it,  or  by  any  other  means  that  are  reasonably 
calculated  to  evaluate  the  braking  performance 
of  the  completed  vehicle.  With  respect  to  safety 
equipment,  the  NHTSA  regards  the  problem  of 
weight  associated  with  safety  devices  as  easily 
surmountable.  Each  of  the  petitons  requesting 
changes  in  the  weights  specified  in  S5.3  is  ac- 
cordingly denied. 

A  number  of  petitions  requested  increases  in 
the  stopping  distance  required  by  S5.3.1.  The 
distances  specified  are  considered  reasonable  and 
well  within  the  state  of  the  art.  Greater  dis- 
tances would  increase  the  disparity  between 
trucks  and  cars  and  be  contrary  to  the  interests 
of  safety.  The  petitions  are  denied.  Similarly, 
the  petitions  for  an  increase  in  the  skid  number 
of  the  dry  surface  from  75  to  80  are  denied.  The 
75  number  is  representative  of  road  surfaces, 
and  has  been  a  part  of  the  consumer  information 
requirements  long  enough  that  the  availability 
of  skid  pads  should  not  be  a  probelm.  Similarly, 
the  requests  that  30  skid  number  tests  be  nm  on 
dry  pavement  or  that  they  be  abandoned  are 
denied.  Braking  in  wet  weather  is  an  evident 
problem  with  vehicles  of  all  types,  and  the 
NHTSA  regards  the  wet-track  test  as  an  essential 
part  of  the  standard. 

The  stopping  capability  requirement  for 
trailers  (S5.3.2)  was  the  subject  of  petitons  re- 
questing deletion  of  the  90-p.s.i.  pressui-e  level 
requirement  and  objecting  to  the  uncertainty  in- 
volved in  determining  whether  the  tractor  or  the 
trailer  is  responsible  if  the  trailer  leaves  the 
12-foot-wide  lane.  The  NHTSA  regards  a  uni- 
form service  line  pressure  specification  as  an 
appropriate  means  of  insuring  uniformity  in 
trailer  response,  even  though  some  tractors  may 
be  designed  to  modulate  air  pressure  in  the  lines. 
Since  only  the  trailer  is  to  be  braked,  the  cause 
of  deviation  from  the  lane  will  be  the  trailer's 
brakes,  not  the  tractor's.  The  petitions  are 
denied. 

The  actuation  and  release  requirements  of 
S5.3.3  and  S5.3.4  were  subject  to  a  variety  of  ob- 
jections. One  petitioner  requested  deletion  of 
both  requirements,  while  others  requested  elimi- 
nation of  the  50-cubic-inch  test  reservoir  for 
trailers  that  tow  other  trailers.  On  review,  the 
NHTSA  has  decided  to  deny  the  petitions. 
Although   the  stopping  distance  test  of  S5.3.1 


necessarily  limits  the  actuation  time  that  a  manu- 
facturer can  allow,  the  additional  constraint 
placed  on  timing  by  S5.3.3  has  the  important 
effect  of  producing  full  braking  at  a  very  early 
point  during  the  braking  maneuver  where  the 
speed  is  greatest  and  the  effects  of  a  reduction  in 
speed  most  significant  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
forces  involved  in  a  crash.  The  brake  release 
time  has  an  important  bearing  on  the  maneuver- 
ability and  directional  stability  of  vehicles  in 
emergency  situations.  It  can  sometimes  be  as 
important  for  the  brakes  to  come  off  quickly  and 
evenly  as  for  them  to  be  applied  quickly. 

The  50-cubic-inch  test  reservoir  has  been  em- 
ployed for  some  time  in  the  SAE  brake  testing. 
It  has  therefore  been  retained.  Other  sugges- 
tions in  the  petitions  for  service  reservoir  timing 
and  for  additional  test  component  specifications 
are  not  adopted  at  this  time  but  may  be  appro- 
priate subjects  for  future  amendment. 

With  respect  to  the  loading  conditions  speci- 
fied in  S6.1.1,  a  number  of  petitioners  stated  that 
the  front-rear  brake  balance  needed  to  achieve 
conforming  performance  on  a  truck-tractor 
loaded  to  GVWR  in  its  bob-tail  configuration 
would  not  be  the  best  balance  for  that  tractor 
when  towing  a  trailer.  This  appears  to  be  a 
valid  objection,  but  the  most  obvious  alterna- 
tive— testing  with  a  trailer  in  tow — involves 
complexities  that  have  not  been  fully  discussed 
in  the  petitions.  A  notice  is  therefore  being 
prepared  to  propose  that  a  truck  tractor  be  tested 
with  a  trailer  during  the  stopping  distance  tests. 

Eifective  date:  September  1,  1974.  Review  of 
the  numerous  petitions  for  extension  of  the  effec- 
tive date  from  January  1,  1973,  has  led  to  the 
conclusion  that  an  effective  date  of  September  1, 
1974,  would  permit  a  longer  period  of  fleet  test- 
ing to  evaluate  the  durability  of  the  new  systems 
and  that  the  resulting  production  systems  are 
likely  to  be  substantially  improved  by  the  addi- 
tional time  allowed.  An  effective  date  later  than 
one  year  from  the  date  of  issuance  is  therefore 
found,  for  good  cause  shown,  to  be  in  the  public 
interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  in 
§  571.21  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
is  amended  to  read  as  set  forth  below.  This 
amendment  is  issued  under  the  authority  of  sec- 
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tions  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Issued  on  February  16,  1972. 

Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407,  Douglas  W.  Toms 

and  the  delegation  of  authority  by  the  Secretary  Administrator 

of    Transportation    to    the    National    Highway  37  F.R.  3905 

Traffic  Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR  1.51.  February  24,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems — Trucks,  Buses  and  Trailers 
(Docket  No.  70-17;  Notice  No.  4) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  filed  pursuant  to  49  CFR  §  553.35,  seek- 
ing reconsideration  of  the  amendments  to  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake 
Systems,  published  February  24,  1972  (37  F.R. 
3905).  The  petitions  are  granted  in  part  and 
denied  in  part. 

I.  ATnendments 

S5.1.6  International  Harvester  stated  that  the 
operation  of  the  antilock  warning  system  should 
be  the  same  as  that  of  the  low  pressure  warning 
signal  under  S5.1.5.  S5.1.6  presently  requires 
an  audible  warning  of  at  least  10  seconds  dura- 
tion regardless  of  whether  the  visible  signal  re- 
quired by  the  section  is  within  the  driver's 
forward  field  of  view.  The  change  requested  by 
International  Harvester  would  require  an  audible 
warning  only  if  the  visual  warning  is  out  of  the 
driver's  forward  field  of  view.  On  reconsidera- 
tion, the  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  system 
requested  by  International  Harvester  will  give 
the  driver  adequate  warning  of  antilock  system 
failure.  S5.1.&  is  therefore  being  amended  to 
parallel  S5.1.5. 

S5.1.5  and  S5.1.6  In  a  letter  designated  as  a 
request  for  clarification  or  interpretation,  General 
Motors  suggested  that  because  diesel  systems  do 
not  have  an  "on"  position,  they  might  be  consid- 
ered exempt  from  the  requirement  that  the  anti- 
lock  warning  signal  must  operate  when  the  igni- 
tion is  in  the  "on"  position.  Although  the 
NHTSA  does  not  consider  it  likely  that  the  re- 
quirement will  be  understood  as  exempting 
diesels,  the  agency  has  concluded  that  amending 
the  standard  to  refer  to  the  "run"  position  as 
suggested  by  GM  would  avoid  any  possibility  of 
misinterpretation.  S5.1.5  and  S5.1.6  are  amended 
accordingly. 


55.2.1.1  Midland-Ross  requested  that  a  pres- 
sure should  be  specified  at  which  the  protected 
reservoir  should  be  capable  of  releasing  the  park- 
ing brakes.  On  reconsideration,  it  seems  appro- 
priate to  specify  a  pressure  that  corresponds  to 
the  lower  end  of  the  range  of  pressures  main- 
tained by  current  compressors.  The  section  is 
therefore  amended  to  specify  a  pressure  of  90 
p.s.i.  The  related  question  of  when  the  brake  is 
considered  to  be  released,  also  raised  by  Midland- 
Ross,  does  not  require  amendment.  The  NHTSA 
considers  a  brake  to  be  released  at  the  point 
where  it  no  longer  exerts  any  torque. 

55.2.1.2  In  response  to  a  question  in  the 
Midland-Ross  petition  and  a  related  request  for 
interpretation  by  Wagner  Electric  Corporation, 
this  section  is  amended  by  adding  the  word 
"service"  before  "reservoir",  so  that  the  section, 
as  amended,  requires  the  total  service  reservoir 
volume  to  be  at  least  eight  times  the  combined 
volume  of  all  service  brake  chambers  at  maximum 
travel  of  the  pistons  or  diaphragms.  The  amend- 
ment reflects  the  basic  intent  of  S5.2.1.2,  which 
is  to  have  a  specified  volume  of  air  available  to 
the  service  brakes. 

S5.4  Several  petitioners  stated  that  S5.4  ap- 
peared to  exempt  some  vehicles  from  the  dy- 
namometer requirements.  This  impression  is 
erroneous,  in  that  all  vehicles  are  required  to 
conform  to  S5.4.  The  source  of  the  confusion 
appears  to  be  the  sentence  in  S5.4  which  states 
that  "[a]  brake  assembly  that  has  undergone  a 
road  test  pursuant  to  S5.3  need  not  conform  to 
the  requirements  of  this  section".  The  intent  of 
the  standard  is  to  conduct  the  dynamometer  tests 
on  new  brake  assemblies,  and  the  quoted  sentence 
was  intended  to  make  it  clear  that  a  single  brake 
assembly  would  not  have  to  pass  the  road  test 
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and  the  dynamometer  test  in  succession.  The 
sentence  is  being  amended  to  clarify  its  meaning. 
S5.7.1.4  This  section  is  amended  in  response 
to  a  request  by  Wagner  Electric,  to  require 
manual  application  whenever  the  system  pressure 
prevents  automatic  application. 

II.  Provisions  not  amended 

With  respect  to  the  remaining  petitions,  no 
changes  are  being  made  in  the  standard.  In 
some  cases  this  is  because  the  petitioner  has  mis- 
interpreted the  applicable  provisions  to  his  dis- 
advantage and  needs  no  amendment  to  obtain  the 
relief  he  wants.  In  other  cases,  the  agency  has 
concluded  that  the  requested  amendments  do  not 
serve  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety.  In  one 
or  two  cases,  the  change  requested  may  prove 
desirable  but  cannot  be  fully  evaluated  without 
further  information.  The  following  discussion 
deals  with  the  petitioned  requirements  in  numeri- 
cal order. 

S3.  Clark  Equipment  Company  requested  the 
addition  of  trailer  converter  dollies  to  the  list  of 
affected  vehicles.  The  addition  is  not  necessary, 
in  that  a  converter  dolly  is  a  "trailer"  within  the 
meaning  of  that  term  in  49  CFK  571.3(b). 

S5.1  Clark  Equipment  Company  requested  an 
amendment  to  exclude  vacuum  brake  systems 
from  the  equipment  requirements  of  S5.1.  De- 
spite the  reference  to  a  vacuum  assist  in  S4,  the 
standard  does  not  apply  to  vacuum  brakes  and 
therefore  does  not  require  vacuum  systems  to 
have  the  equipment  described  in  S5.1. 

S5.1.2.2  It  was  suggested  by  Midland-Ross 
that  the  requirement  that  the  reservoir  must  be 
capable  of  "withstanding"  the  specified  pressure 
was  not  sufficiently  precise.  It  may  be  that  ex- 
perience will  show  a  need  for  quantification  of 
this  requirement,  but  the  agency  does  not  con- 
sider it  to  be  necessary  at  this  time.  A  reservoir 
will  be  considered  to  withstand  the  test  pressure 
if  it  shows  no  pressure  loss  during  the  test 
interval. 

S5.1.3  It  was  suggested  by  Midland-Ross  that 
the  requirements  for  the  towing  vehicle  protec- 
tion system  should  be  amended  to  indicate  the 
degree  of  protection  required  and  the  operating 
modes  protected.  The  agency's  response  is  much 
the  same  as  its  response  on  S5.1.2.2:  the  sugges- 
tion may  prove  to  have  merit,  if  systems  appear 


which  cause  problems  in  service.  At  this  point, 
however,  the  agency  will  retain  the  broad  re- 
quirement that  a  towing  vehicle  must  have  a 
system  to  protect  it  from  the  loss  of  air  pressure 
in  the  towed  vehicle,  without  regard  to  the  sys- 
tem's design  or  method  of  operation. 

55.1.5  Midland-Ross  requested  an  increased 
pressure  level  at  which  the  low  pressure  warning 
signal  actuates,  so  that  it  would  be  above  the 
protection  valve  trip  pressure  used  in  new  trail- 
ers. The  requested  change  is  not  necessary,  in 
that  the  standard  does  not  now  prevent  the 
manufacturer  from  setting  the  signal  actuation 
level  at  a  pressure  above  60  p.s.i.  If  Midland- 
Ross  wishes  to  set  its  level  at  80  p.s.i.,  it  may 
do  so. 

55.1.6  Clark  Equipment  Company  requested 
that  the  antilock  warning  signal  requirements  be 
expanded  to  apply  to  the  failure  of  a  towed 
vehicle's  antilock  system.  The  NHTSA  is  re- 
ceptive to  further  discussion  of  this  issue.  How- 
ever, it  has  decided  not  to  adopt  the  request  at 
this  time.  Trailers  are  not  required  to  have 
provision  for  antilock  warning  systems,  and  re- 
quiring towing  vehicles  to  accommodate  systems 
that  are  not  likely  to  exist  would  be  unjustified. 

S5.3.1  Two  petitioners  requested  amendments 
of  the  stopping  distance  requirements.  The 
Carlisle  Corporation  requested  a  longer  stopping 
distance,  and  Midland-Ross  requested  that  the 
reference  to  "controlled  lockup"  be  amended  to 
specify  a  system  that  would  provide  for  resump- 
tion of  wheel  rotation  at  some  point  before  the 
speed  falls  to  10  m.p.h.  Both  requests  are  denied. 
The  distances  specified  are  considered  to  be  ap- 
propriate and  within  the  current  state  of  the  art. 
The  requested  change  with  respect  to  wheel 
lockup  would  permit  systems  in  which  all  wheels 
could  be  completely  locked  for  substantial  periods, 
a  situation  that  S5.3.1  was  designed  to  avoid. 

S5.3.3  Midland-Ross  requested  that  Figure  1, 
referenced  by  this  section,  should  be  amended  by 
specifying  a  pressure  of  100  p.s.i.  in  both  reser- 
voirs, by  omitting  the  tractor  protection  valve 
from  the  test  rig,  and  by  employing  a  service 
brake  control  valve  rather  than  a  brake  pedal. 
Because  S5.3.3  specifies  a  pressure  of  100  p.s.i., 
it  should  be  clear  that  each  reservoir  would  be  at 
that  pressure,  and  no  amendment  is  necessary. 
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A  protection  valve  is  used  because  such  valves 
are  in  widespread  use,  even  though  they  are  not 
required  by  the  standard.  The  service  brake 
pedal  specified  in  Figure  1  is  a  service  brake  foot 
control  valve.  No  change  of  label  appears 
necessary. 

55.4.1  International  Harvester  requested  the 
deletion  of  this  section  as  unnecessary.  As  stated 
before,  the  purpose  of  the  section  is  to  promote 
compatibility  between  the  brakes  of  vehicles  used 
in  combination.  The  agency  is  of  the  opinion 
that  it  serves  the  stated  function  and  has  there- 
fore retained  it. 

55.4.2  Wagner  Electric  and  the  Carlisle  Cor- 
poration each  objected  to  certain  aspects  of  this 
section.  Wagner  Electric  requested  the  reinstate- 
ment of  the  phrase  "at  least"  before  the  decelera- 
tion of  9  f.p.s.p.s.,  and  requested  the  use  of  the 
phrase  "a  minimum"  in  S5.4.2.1,  on  the  grounds 
that  it  is  impossible  to  achieve  a  deceleration  rate 
of  exactly  9  f.p.s.p.s.  In  response,  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  manu- 
facturer to  conduct  his  tests  at  exactly  the  speci- 
fied rate,  but  only  to  test  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
assure  himself  that  if  the  brakes  were  to  be  tested 
at  that  rate  they  would  meet  the  requirements. 
It  is  to  his  advantage  to  test  under  less  favorable 
conditions  than  those  specified  in  the  standard. 
The  insertion  of  the  language  requested  by  Wag- 
ner would,  if  anything,  make  the  test  more  severe 
for  the  manufacturers,  in  that  the  government 
could  run  tests  with  average  decelerations  in  ex- 
cess of  9  f.p.s.p.s.  making  the  "worst  case"  situa- 
tion much  more  difficult  to  ascertain. 

The  Carlisle  Corporation  objected  to  proce- 
dural disparities  between  the  retardation  force 
tests  of  S5.4.1  and  the  brake  power  tests  of 
S5.4.2.  The  basic  procedural  difference  between 
the  sections  is  that  the  measurement  period  under 
55.4.1  begins  when  the  specified  air  pressure  is 
reached  whereas  the  period  under  S5.4.2  begins 
with  the  onset  of  deceleration.  Although  it  may 
be  that  different  instrumentation  will  be  required 
in  the  two  tests,  they  are  not  for  that  reason 
inconsistent  or  incompatible.  The  NHTSA  con- 
siders each  procedure  to  be  appropriate  for  the 
aspect  of  performance  that  it  measures. 

S5.4.3  The  Carlisle  Corporation  requested  a 
further  reduction  in  the  lower  limit  of  the  re- 


covery force,  from  the  current  level  of  20  p.s.i. 
to  10  p.s.i.  The  NHTSA  considers  a  brake  sys- 
tem that  produces  a  deceleration  of  12  f.p.s.p.s. 
with  a  pressure  of  only  10  p.s.i.  to  be  too  sensi- 
tive and  therefore  denies  the  petition. 

S5.5.2  Clark  Equipment  Company  objected  to 
the  use  of  the  stop  lamp  circuit  to  power  the 
antilock  system.  The  basis  for  the  requirement 
is  the  need  for  compatibility  between  trucks  and 
trailers  made  by  different  manufacturers.  The 
stop  lamp  circuit  is  the  most  suitable  electrical 
coimection  between  trucks  and  trailers  because 
it  is  always  energized  when  the  brakes  are  ap- 
plied. It  was  therefore  chosen  as  the  source  of 
jx)wer.  The  agency  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
stop  lamp  circuit  has  adequate  power  for  single 
trailer  applications.  For  multiple  trailers,  it  may 
be  necessary  to  employ  complementary  systems 
as  permitted  by  S5.5.2.  The  petition  is  therefore 
denied. 

55.6.1  In  response  to  n  request  for  interpreta- 
tion by  International  Harvester,  the  intent  of 
this  section  is  to  require  parking  brakes  on  each 
axle  other  than  steerable  front  axles. 

55.6.2  Midland-Ross  suggested  the  amendment 
of  this  section  to  specify  that  a  sliding  bogie  on 
a  semitrailer  shall  be  placed  in  its  most  favorable 
position.  As  presently  worded,  the  section  is 
silent  with  respect  to  bogies  so  that  the  NHTSA 
will  be  obliged  to  test  in  a  manner  that  favors 
the  manufacturer.  However,  if  there  are  indica- 
tions that  the  position  of  the  bogie  makes  a 
substantial  difference  in  the  braking  performance 
of  the  vehicle,  the  agency  will  consider  rule- 
making to  specify  that  the  trailer  must  meet  the 
requirements  with  the  bogie  in  any  position. 

S5.7.1.1  Wagner  Electric  requested  an  amend- 
ment to  provide  for  brake  application  when  the 
pressure  in  "any"  service  reservoir  is  less  than 
the  automatic  application  pressure  level.  The 
section  now  requires  application  when  "all"  serv- 
ice reservoirs  are  below  that  level.  The  NHTSA 
does  not  consider  the  requested  amendment  neces- 
sary to  permit  the  type  of  system  that  Wagner 
envisions.  It  is  permissible  under  the  present 
wording  for  a  manufacturer  to  have  a  system 
that  applies  the  brakes  upon  a  low  pressure  sig- 
nal from  a  single  reservoir.  To  require  operation 
in  such  a  case,  as  Wagner  requests,  would  elimi- 
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nate  systems  that  are  capable  of  fully  applying 
the  service  brakes  despite  low  pressure  in  one 
reservoir. 

S5.7.2.2  The  Clark  Equipment  Company  re- 
quested deletion  of  "brake  fluid  housing"  from 
the  list  of  items  whose  failure  must  not  affect  the 
parking  brake  system.  The  purpose  of  the  sec- 
tion is  to  make  it  clear  that  the  sharing  of  com- 
ponents by  the  service  and  emergency  braking 
systems  should  not  be  construed  as  permitting 
malfimction  of  the  parking  brake  system  despite 
the  provisions  of  S5.6.3.    The  petition  is  denied. 

S5.8  The  Clark  Equipment  Company  requested 
the  deletion  of  the  phrase  "or  S5.6.2"  from  this 
section,  on  the  grounds  that  it  converts  the  re- 
quirement into  a  parking  brake  requirement  that 
may  be  weaker  than  the  emergency  braking  per- 
formance currently  required  under  the  regula- 
tions of  the  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety. 
However,  despite  the  use  of  .20  rather  than  the 
value  of  .28  specified  in  S5.6.1,  the  trailer  under 
S5.6.2  is  loaded  to  its  GVWR  and  the  supporting 
dolly  is  unbraked  so  that  the  braking  perform- 
ance required  by  the  two  sections  is  nearly  iden- 
tical. The  NHTSA  has  therefore  decided  to 
retain  the  option  of  S5.6.2  under  S5.8. 

S6.1.1  Midland-Ross  requested  that  the  loading 
of  a  trailer  be  based  on  the  sum  of  its  GAWR's 
rather  than  on  its  GVWR.  A  GVWR  designa- 
tion for  trailers  is  required  by  Part  567,  and  the 
agency  considers  it  appropriate  to  specify  GVWR 
as  the  test  condition  imder  this  section. 

S6.1.7  International  Harvester  again  ques- 
tioned the  appropriateness  of  using  a  skid  number 
of  75  for  road  tests.    This  issue  has  been  raised 


a  niunber  of  times  in  the  course  of  the  various 
braking  standard  rulemakings.  Although  the 
NHTSA  is  not  prepared  at  this  time  to  state 
that  a  number  higher  than  75  ought  to  be  se- 
lected, the  agency  intends  to  collect  additional 
data  concerning  road  surfaces  with  a  view  to 
possible  future  changes. 

S6.1.9  Midland-Ross  stated  that  parking  brake 
tests  for  semitrailers  should  be  conducted  with 
the  trailer  front  end  supported  by  the  trailer 
landing  gear.  The  use  of  the  parking  brakes  as 
part  of  the  emergency  braking  system  and  the 
unknown  effect  of  the  friction  in  the  landing 
gear  system  weigh  against  the  adoption  of  this 
requirement.    The  petition  is  denied. 

S6.2.1  The  Carlisle  Corporation  requested 
that  a  5%  tolerance  be  specified  in  the  dyna- 
mometer loading.  The  request  is  denied,  for  the 
reasons  given  in  the  preceding  discussion  of 
Wagner  Electric's  petition  on  S5.4.2. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  121,  49  CFR  §  571.121 
is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  September  1, 1974. 

This  rule  is  issued  imder  the  authority  of  sec- 
tions 103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  June  21, 1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  12495 
June  24,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 

(Docket  No.  73-13;  Notice  3) 


This  notice  amends  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  121,  Air  brake  systems,  by  modify- 
ing the  emergency  stopping  distance  require- 
ments for  truck-tractors,  the  parking  brake  re- 
quirements for  trailer  converter  dollies,  and  the 
recovery  requirements  for  antilock  equipped 
brakes,  and  by  establishing  a  new  test  condition 
for  loaded  truck-tractors,  special  test  conditions 
for  certain  drive  and  axle  configurations,  and  a 
new  burnish  condition  for  road  tests. 

The  amendments  adopted  by  this  notice  repre- 
sent a  partial  adoption  of  the  changes  proposed 
in  Docket  No.  73-13,  Notice  1  (38  F.R.  14963; 
June  7,  1973).  The  comments  to  the  proposal 
were  divided  as  to  the  merits  of  most  of  the 
changes  proposed.  Running  throughout  the 
comments,  however,  was  an  overriding  concern 
with  lead  time.  Although  a  manufacturer  might 
favor  a  change,  such  as  the  proposed  change  in 
the  burnish  condition,  he  may  find  himself  un- 
able to  adjust  to  it  within  the  time  remaining 
before  the  standard  becomes  effective  on  Septem- 
ber 1,  1974.  The  NHTSA,  for  its  part,  does  not 
consider  the  proposed  changes  significant  enough 
to  warrant  postponing  the  effective  date  of  the 
standard.  The  agency  has  therefore  adopted  two 
provisions  for  which  lead  time  appears  to  be  a 
problem — the  new  burnish  condition  and  the  new 
truck-tractor  test  condition — as  options  for  the 
period  between  September  1,  1974,  and  Septem- 
ber 1,  1976.  Of  the  remaining  changes  proposed 
in  Docket  73-13,  some  are  adopted  effective 
September  1,  1974,  others  are  not  being  adopted 
and  will  not  be  further  considered  for  adoption, 
and  others  remain  as  candidates  for  adoption. 
If  the  latter  are  adopted,  they  will  become  effec- 
tive at  some  date  beyond  September  1,  1974. 
The  treatment  accorded  each  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  set  out  in  order  below. 


S4.  Definitions  were  proposed  for  "isolated 
reservoir"  and  "service  reservoir".  Insofar  as 
the  principal  use  of  these  definitions  was  to  be 
in  proposed  amendmMits  which  are  not  being 
adopted  at  this  time,  there  is  little  purpose  in 
adding  them  to  S4  at  this  time.  They  are  there- 
fore not  adopted. 

S5. 1.2.5  This  new  section  was  to  have  been 
added  to  prevent  the  diversion  of  air  from  the 
service  reservoirs  into  other  reservoirs  when  the 
service  reservoir  pressure  is  below  60  psi.  In 
addition  to  questions  of  lead  time,  several  com- 
ments stated  that  the  equipment  served  by 
auxiliary  reservoirs,  such  as  windshield  wipers, 
often  plays  a  role  in  safety  as  significant  as  that 
of  the  brake  system.  In  consideration  of  these 
factors,  the  section  is  not  being  adopted  at  this 
time,  and  if  subsequently  adopted  will  take  into 
account  both  lead  time  and  the  effects  on  other 
safety  systems. 

S5.1.3  The  amendment  proposed  to  the  towing 
vehicle  protection  system  requirements  was  to 
have  accompanied  the  amended  emergency  brak- 
ing requirements  of  S5.7,  and  would  have  desig- 
nated the  protection  system  as  the  system 
enabling  the  vehicle  to  meet  the  emergency  stop- 
ping requirements  of  S5.7.2.2  and  S5.7.2.3.  The 
agency  has  decided  to  defer  action  on  the  amend- 
ments to  S5.7,  as  discussed  below,  and  accord- 
ingly takes  no  final  action  on  S5.1.3  at  this  time. 

S5.1.6  An  amendment  was  proposed  to  the 
antilock  failure  signal  requirements  in  response 
to  a  petition  by  Berg  Manufacturing  Company. 
Berg  has  subsequently  withdrawn  its  petition, 
and  in  the  absence  of  compelling  reasons  to  adopt 
the  proposed  change,  the  NHTSA  has  decided 
not  to  amend  S5.1.6. 
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S5.2.1.1  The  requirement  for  the  reservoir 
used  to  release  the  parking  brakes  was  to  be 
amended  to  specify  two  brake  releases,  rather 
than  one,  and  to  specify  the  initial  pressure  from 
which  these  releases  were  to  be  accomplished. 
The  agency  continues  to  regard  these  changes 
favorably,  but  has  decided  to  defer  final  action 
until  the  issuance  of  amendments  concerning  the 
parking  and  emergency  systems,  as  discussed 
under  sections  S5.6  and  S5.7. 

S5.3.1  and  S5.3.2.  Rather  than  amend  the 
general  language  of  these  sections  concerning  the 
circumstances  under  which  lockup  is  permitted 
during  a  stop,  the  agency  has  decided  to  leave 
the  sections  essentially  unaltered.  In  response 
to  requests  to  clarify  the  treatment  accorded 
liftable  axles,  the  section  is  amended  to  permit, 
in  effect,  liftable  axles  without  antilock  on  ve- 
hicles with  more  than  two  nonsteerable  axles. 
Liftable  axles  on  vehicles  with  two  nonsteerable 
axles  would  continue  to  be  subject  to  the  no- 
lockup  requirement  except  for  controlled  lockup 
allowed  by  an  antilock  system. 

The  principal  change  proposed  for  S5.3.1  and 
S5.3.2  had  been  a  change  in  the  description  of 
permissible  lockup  from  "controlled  lockup  al- 
lowed by  an  antilock  system"  to  "lockup  of 
wheels  controlled  by  an  antilock  system  that  does 
not  permit  more  than  half  the  wheels  on  any 
controlled  axle  to  lock  more  than  momentarily." 
The  intent  of  the  proposed  revision  was  to  fore- 
stall systems  whose  "control"  over  the  lockup  of 
wheels,  although  nominally  within  the  meaning 
of  the  language,  might  be  so  marginal  as  to  per- 
mit more  than  half  the  wheels  on  a  tandem  axle 
to  lock  throughout  the  duration  of  a  stop.  The 
proposed  amendment,  however,  was  read  by  some 
manufacturers  as  expressly  permitting  systems 
in  which  half  the  wheels  on  each  axle  would  not 
be  sensed  or  monitored  by  the  antilock  controller 
or  cycled  by  the  antilock  system.  Such  was  not 
the  intent  of  the  proposal.  It  appears,  on  fur- 
ther review,  that  such  systems  are  not  currently 
in  prospect.  The  agency  has  concluded  that  the 
better  course  is  not  to  amend  the  "controlled 
lockup"  language  at  this  time,  but  to  observe 
developments  in  the  industry,  with  a  view  toward 
amending  the  requirements  if  subsequent  events 
indicate  a  safety  need. 


S5.3.4  The  notice  had  proposed  increasing  the 
release  time  for  trailers  from  0.50  second  to  0.60 
second.  In  the  face  of  several  objections  to  the 
proposal  on  the  grounds  that  it  ran  counter  to 
the  need  for  coordination  of  braking  between 
vehicles  in  combination,  and  on  the  basis  of  in- 
formation indicating  that  the  timing  problem  is 
solvable  for  trailers,  the  proposal  is  being  with- 
drawn. 

S5.4.1  The  notice  had  proposed  deleting  the 
retardation  force  requirement,  leaving  it  ap- 
plicable only  to  towed  vehicles.  The  change  had 
been  proposed  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment to  the  tractor  test  conditions  whereby  the 
tractor  would  be  tested  with  a  trailer.  In  the 
light  of  the  comments,  and  of  the  continuance 
of  the  current  tractor  test  conditions  as  an  op- 
tion, the  NHTSA  has  decided  not  to  adopt  the 
proposed  change. 

S5.4.3  The  notice  proposed  to  delete  the  mini- 
mum recovery  pressure  requirement  for  brakes 
equipped  with  antilock  systems,  leaving  the  20 
psi  minimum  force  level  for  other  brakes.  Upon 
further  consideration,  the  agency  has  concluded 
that  a  minimum  recovery  force  requirement 
should  be  retained  for  antilock  equipped  brakes, 
but  at  a  level  below  20  psi.  The  agency  has 
determined  that  12  psi  is  a  minimum  level  that 
permits  a  greater  variety  of  brake  linings  while 
retaining  a  residual  protection  against  over- 
sensitive brakes  in  the  event  of  antilock  failure. 
Accordingly,  the  agency  adopts  12  psi  as  the 
minimum  recovery  force  for  antilocked  brakes. 

S5.6  The  parking  brake  requirements  of  S5.6 
had  been  one  of  the  principal  areas  affected  by 
the  proposal.  In  addition  to  changes  in  the 
parking  brake  application  requirements  and  de- 
letion of  the  optional  static  pull  test  for  parking 
brake  holding  ability,  the  notice  had  proposed 
new  requirements  for  parking  brake  stopping 
capability.  This  latter  proposal  received  almost 
unanimous  criticism.  Although  the  agency  has 
not  concluded  that  the  proposal  is  without  merit, 
the  issues  raised  by  the  comments  and  the  evident 
lead  time  problems  associated  with  the  proposal 
have  led  the  agency  to  conclude  that  no  further 
action  should  be  taken  without  additional  notice 
and  opportunity  for  comment  and  that  the  ef- 
fective date  for  any  such  requirement  should  lie 
beyond  September  1,  1974. 
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Of  the  remaining  changes  to  S5.6  proposed  by 
the  notice,  only  the  exemption  of  converter 
dollies  from  the  parking  brake  requirements  is 
being  adopted  at  this  time.  The  proposed  dele- 
tion of  the  optional  static  pull  test  of  S5.6.2  has 
not  been  carried  out,  and  the  options  of  S5.6.1 
and  S5.6.2  will  be  retained.  The  proposed  park- 
ing brake  application  requirements  of  S5.6.6  and 
S5.6.7,  which  had  reflected  amendments  proposed 
to  the  emergency  braking  requirements  of  S5.7 
are  not  being  adopted  at  this  time,  pending  fur- 
ther rulemaking  on  S5.7. 

S5.7  The  notice  had  proposed  substantial  re- 
visions to  the  emergency  braking  requirements 
of  S5.7,  principally  in  response  to  a  petition  by 
ATA  and  to  an  earlier  petition  by  Ford.  The 
majority  of  the  changes  proposed  in  response  to 
the  ATA  petition  continue  to  be  viewed  favor- 
ably by  the  NHTSA.  However,  review  of  the 
comments  suggests  both  that  further  refinements 
are  necessary  and  that  the  proposed  changes  will 
require  additional  time  for  implementation.  The 
agency  is  therefore  deferring  final  rulemaking 
action  on  the  aspects  of  S5.7  addressed  by  the 
ATA  to  a  later  date  and  will  issue  such  changes 
as  it  may  decide  upon  with  an  effective  date 
beyond  September  1,  1974. 

Amendinents  to  the  emergency  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements,  presently  contained  in 
S5.7.2.3  of  the  standard,  were  proposed  by  two 
successive  notices.  In  Docket  73-4,  Notice  1  (38 
F.R.  6831),  the  agency  proposed  a  favorable  re- 
sponse to  a  petition  by  Ford  concerning  the 
emergency  stopping  distances  for  short-wheelbase 
two-axle  truck-tractors  in  the  unloaded  condi- 
tion. When  tested  in  this  weight  condition, 
truck-tractors  are  driven  without  a  trailer — a 
condition  in  which  they  are  seldom  operated  over 
the  road.  The  effect  of  the  proposed  amendment 
would  have  been  to  permit  a  limited  number  of 
truck-tractors  equipped  with  modulated  emer- 
gency braking  systems  to  stop  in  a  somewhat 
longer  distance  than  that  permitted  other  ve- 
hicles with  modulated  emergency  braking. 

Comments  to  Docket  73-4  indicated  that  there 
were  other  vehicles  whose  braking  systems  were 
complicated  by  the  shorter  emergency  stopping 
distance.  In  response  to  these  comments,  the 
agency  proposed  in  Docket  No.  73-13,  Notice  1, 
to  apply  the  longer  stopping  distances  to  other 


vehicles  in  the  imloaded  condition  provided  they 
were  capable  of  stopping  within  the  shorter  dis- 
tance with  the  assistance  of  the  parking  brakes. 
The  comments  to  Docket  No.  73-13  objected  to 
the  use  of  the  parking  brake  in  this  fashion,  and 
some  asserted  that  if  the  longer  distance  were 
appropriate  for  some  vehicles  it  should  be  ap- 
propriate for  all.  Upon  review  of  the  comments, 
the  agency  has  decided  against  a  general  length- 
ening of  emergency  stopping  distances.  Upon 
weighing  the  rarity  of  truck-tractor  operation 
without  a  trailer  against  the  potential  costs  of 
modifying  truck-tractors  to  meet  the  shorter 
stopping  distance  in  that  configuration,  however, 
the  agency  has  concluded  that  the  longer  stop- 
ping distances  specified  in  Column  4  of  Table  II 
should  be  applicable  to  truck-tractors,  regardless 
of  weight  distribution  or  number  of  axles,  but 
that  other  vehicles  should  continue  to  meet  the 
emergency  stopping  distances  of  Column  3  of 
Table  II.  Section  S5.7.2.3  is  amended  accord- 
ingly. 

S5.8  The  notice  had  proposed  to  transfer  the 
emergency  braking  capability  requirement  for 
trailers  from  S5.8  to  S5.6.7.  Until  such  time  as 
the  agency  decides  to  adopt  S5.6.7,  S5.8  will  be 
retained.  To  provide  emergency  capability  for 
converter  dollies,  in  the  absence  of  mandatory 
parking  brakes  for  them,  the  NHTSA  has 
amended  the  section  to  provide  for  application 
of  the  dolly's  service  brakes  in  the  event  of  com- 
plete air  pressure  loss  in  the  control  lines.  This 
system  is  presently  installed  in  virtually  all 
dollies,  as  a  result  of  regulations  issued  by  the 
Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety  (49  CFR  393.43) 
and  is  considered  to  be  a  practicable  substitute 
for  the  parking  brakes  in  emergency  situations. 

S6.1  A  number  of  revisions  to  the  test  condi- 
tions of  S6.1  were  proposed.  These  revisions 
are  adopted  in  substance,  with  some  changes  in 
structure  and  in  section  numbering.  The  new 
truck-tractor  test  condition,  whose  insertion  as 
S6.1.2  had  caused  confusion  as  to  the  fate  of  the 
old  S6.1.2,  has  been  adopted  as  S6.1.10,  thereby 
leaving  the  current  sections  S6.1.2  to  S6.1.9  with 
their  present  numbering. 

S6.1.8  The  road  test  burnish  procedures  pro- 
posed in  the  notice  are  being  adopted  as  an  op- 
tional procedure  for  the  period  September  1. 
1974,  to  September  1,  1976.    After  September  1, 
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1976,  the  new  burnish  procedure  will  replace  the 
older  procedure  as  the  only  burnish  prescribed 
for  road  tests.  This  two-step  arrangement  ap- 
pears necessary  to  permit  manufacturers  whose 
testing  to  date  has  been  conducted  with  the  cur- 
rent burnish  procedure,  and  who  need  additional 
time,  to  phase  in  the  new  procedure. 

S6.1.10  A  similar  phase-in  has  been  found 
necessary  for  the  new  tractor  test  conditions. 
Several  manufacturers  had  stated  that  their 
evaluation  programs  had  been  conducted  without 
trailers  and  that  retesting  would  be  necessary  in 
order  to  certify  their  vehicles  under  the  new 
conditions.  The  new  conditions  are  therefore 
adopted  as  an  option  for  the  period  September  1, 
1974,  to  September  1,  1976.  During  this  period 
a  manufacturer  may  choose  to  test  his  vehicles 
under  either  loading  condition,  and  such  tests  as 
the  NHTSA  conducts  will  be  in  the  loading 
condition  chosen  by  the  manufacturer  for  the 
vehicle  under  test. 

56. 1.10.1  The  control  trailer  to  be  used  under 
S6.1.10  is  specified  as  conforming  to  Standard 
No.  121. 

56.1.10.2  The  center  of  gravity  of  the  loaded 
trailer  is  specified  as  being  at  a  height  of  66  ±3 
inches  above  the  ground.  There  was  a  variety 
of  opinion  in  the  comments  as  to  how  high  the 
center  of  gravity  should  be,  but  upon  reviewing 
the  comments  the  agency  has  concluded  that  the 
66±3  inch  range  originally  proposed  is  reason- 
ably representative  of  loading  conditions.  Axle 
load  shift  due  to  the  rake  angle  of  the  trailer  bed 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  problem  in  that  each 
axle  of  the  trailer  is  loaded  to  its  GAWR  when 
the  trailer  is  connected  to  the  tractor. 

56. 1.10.3  and  S6. 1.10.4  In  response  to  com- 
ments suggesting  that  the  lengths  and  weight 
ratings  of  the  trailers  specified  in  the  proposal 
were  not  those  in  most  general  use,  the  agency 
has  increased  the  length  of  the  trailer  specified 
in  S6.1.10.3,  reduced  the  length  of  the  trailer 
specified  in  S6.1.10.4,  and  lowered  the  gross  axle 
weight  rating  for  each  trailer. 

S6. 1.10.5  The  loading  condition  of  the  trailer 
for  tests  of  the  tractor's  brakes  is  substantially 
the  same  as  that  proposed  in  the  notice.  The 
tractor's  fifth  wheel  does  not  have  to  be  adjust- 
able, as  some  comments  inferred,  but  if  it  hap- 


pens to  be  adjustable  it  must  be  adjusted  to 
produce  the  specified  weight  distribution.  The 
axle  loads  are  to  be  measured  at  the  tire-ground 
interfaces,  in  response  to  comments  that  the  for- 
mer reference  to  the  "force  transmitted  to  the 
tractor  axles  through  the  kingpin"  was  not  clear 
as  to  the  method  of  measurement. 

S6. 1.1 0.6  and  S6.1.10.7  These  sections  are  de- 
signed to  establish  performance  specifications  for 
the  trailers  to  be  used  for  truck-tractor  testing. 
They  are  not  intended  as  performance  require- 
ments for  trailers,  but  only  as  test  equipment 
specifications  for  the  tractor  tests.  The  trailer 
loading  condition  specified  is  somewhat  different 
from  that  used  in  testing  the  performance  of  the 
tractor,  because  the  tests  are  aimed  at  isolating 
the  performance  of  the  trailer  brakes.  The  lo- 
cation of  the  fifth  wheel  is  specified  as  the  posi- 
tion determined  under  S6.1.10.5,  but  the  trailer 
is  loaded  so  that  its  axle  is  at  its  gross  axle 
weight  rating  and  its  kingpin  is  at  unloaded 
weight. 

The  actuation  and  release  times  specified  for 
the  trailer  in  the  evaluation  tests  were  questioned 
by  several  comments.  It  may  be  necessary,  in 
some  cases,  for  a  special  valve  to  be  installed  on 
the  tractor  if  the  tractor's  system  is  too  slow  to 
actuate  the  trailer's  brakes  in  the  time  specified. 
The  purpose  of  the  timing  specification  is  simply 
to  remove  the  tractor's  performance  as  a  factor 
in  the  trailer  brake  evaluation.  AVhen  the  trailer 
is  used  in  tests  of  a  tractor  pursuant  to  S5.3.1  it 
will,  of  course,  be  connected  to  the  tractor's  nor- 
mal control  system. 

In  addition  to  specifying  the  same  loading  in 
S6.1.10.7  as  in  S6.1.10.6,  the  ratio  applied  to 
determine  the  trailer's  stopping  distance  under 
S6.1.10.7  has  also  been  revised  to  conform  to  that 
used  in  S6. 1.10.6.  To  accommodate  tractors  that 
are  not  capable  of  60-mph  speeds,  each  section 
now  specifies  that  the  trailer  is  tested  at  the 
speed  at  which  the  tractor  for  which  it  will  be 
used  is  tested. 

S6.1.11  and  S6.1.12  These  sections  relate  to 
special  drive  conditions  and  the  position  of  lift- 
able  axles,  and  are  adopted  as  proposed. 

S6.1.13  This  new  section  was  proposed  to  es- 
tablish performance  requirements  for  the  trailer 
timing  test   rig  specified   in   Figure   1.     In   the 
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light  of  objections  in  the  comments  to  the  per- 
formance levels  specified,  the  agency  is  deferring 
final  rulemaking  at  this  time  and  will  issue  such 
clianges  as  it  may  decide  upon  with  an  effective 
date  beyond  September  1,  1974. 

The  tables  and  figures  proposed  for  adoption 
or  amendment  by  the  notice  are  adopted  as  pro- 
posed, except  for  the  omission  of  the  parking 
brake  dynamic  test  from  Table  I. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  121,  Air  brake  sys- 
tems (49  CFR  571.121),  is  amended  .... 


EffKtIv*:   S«pt«mb*r   1,    1974 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1974. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  December  20,  1973. 


James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  804 
January  3,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  A/r 
brake  systems,  49  CFR  571.121,  in  response  to 
several  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  amend- 
ments to  the  standard  published  January  3,  1974 
(39  F.R.  804),  and  after  consideration  of  com- 
ments on  a  proposal  published  March  1,  1974 
(39  F.R.  7966).  A  notice  of  proposed  rulemak- 
ing has  been  issued  separately  to  propose  modi- 
fication of  the  standard  as  it  applies  to  trailers. 

Reconsideration  of  Amendments — 73-13;  Notice  3 
The  amendments  under  reconsideration  concern 
emergency  stopping  distance  requirements  for 
truck  tractors,  parking  brake  requirements  for 
trailer  converter  dollies,  recovery  requirements 
for  antilock-equipped  brakes,  a  new  test  condition 
for  loaded  truck-tractors,  special  test  conditions 
for  certain  drive  and  axle  configuration,  and  a 
new  burnish  condition  for  road  tests.  Several 
manufacturers  commented  on  issues  which  lie 
beyond  the  scope  of  those  amendments  and  are 
therefore  inappropriate  for  treatment  in  this  re- 
sponse. Wagner  Electric  and  Midland-Ross' 
petitions  to  amend  S5.1.2.1  and  S5.2.1.2  (Midland 
also  petitioned  on  S5.1.2.2  and  S5.2.1.3)  and 
AVagner's  petition  to  modify  Table  III  retarda- 
tion values  will  therefore  be  considered  as  peti- 
tions for  new  rulemaking  to  be  answered  in  a 
separate  notice. 

The  American  Trucking  Association  (ATA) 
requested  reconsideration  of  NHTSA's  decision 
to  permit  either  automatic  or  modulated  emer- 
gency brake  systems  as  options  while  further 
consideration  of  the  modulated  system  takes 
place.  As  sUted  in  Notice  3,  the  NHTSA  has 
concluded  that  some  aspects  of  the  system  may 
need  refinement  and  that  all  vehicle  manufactur- 
ers cannot  in  any  case  make  all  their  vehicles 
conform  to  modulated  brake  system  requirements 


by  the  standard's  effective  date.  Accordingly, 
while  the  majority  of  the  changes  proposed  in 
response  to  the  ATA  petition  continue  to  be 
viewed  favorably,  for  the  present  ATA's  petition 
is  denied. 

Wagner  Electric  and  General  Motors  objected 
to  the  retention  of  brake  retardation  force  re- 
quirements for  towing  vehicles  as  redundant  in 
view  of  the  stopping  distance  requirements  which 
also  apply  to  them.  The  NHTSA  proposed  de- 
letion of  these  dynamometer  requirements  pre- 
viously and,  having  considered  the  latest  sub- 
missions and  information,  hereby  amends  S5.4.1 
to  delete  towing  vehicles  from  the  standard's 
requirements.  The  NHTSA  has  tentatively  con- 
cluded that  the  stopping  distance  requirements 
can  establish  satisfactory  brake  balance  between 
towed  and  towing  vehicles,  and  that  the  cost  of 
dynamometer  testing  is  not  justified  by  corre- 
sponding safety  benefits.  It  should  be  noted  that 
the  dynamometer  test  may  be  reinstituted  if  ex- 
perience demonstrates  its  need. 

Fruehauf,  in  a  late  submission  to  this  docket 
and  in  other  docket  comments,  has  emphasized 
the  importance  to  lateral  stability  of  a  slower 
release  time  for  trailers.  A  0.60-sec  maximum 
release  time  proposed  in  Notice  1  was  not  acted 
on  in  Notice  3  in  the  belief  that  it  ran  counter  to 
the  need  for  coordination  of  braking  between 
vehicles  in  combination,  but  further  study  has 
persuaded  this  agency  that  a  slightly  slower  re- 
lease time  for  trailers  is  not  detrimental  to  safe 
operation  of  combination  vehicles.  S5.3.4  has 
been  amended  accordingly. 

General  Motors  and  the  Motor  Vehicle  Manu- 
facturers Association  (MVMA)  petitioned  for 
deletion  of  the  12  Ib/in^  minimum  pressure  re- 
quirement for  brakes  controlled  by  an  antilock 
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system.  The  purpose  of  the  minimum  pressure 
is  to  eliminate  oversensitive  brakes  because  of 
the  difficulty  in  modulating  them.  The  lower 
value  was  established  for  antilock-controlled 
brakes  on  the  assumption  that  a  functioning 
antilock  would  normally  compensate  for  over- 
eensitivity.  A  residual  value  was  retained  in  the 
event  of  antilock  failure,  not  to  compensate  for 
driver  surprise,  as  assumed  by  the  MVMA,  but 
rather  to  aid  the  driver  in  his  efforts  to  carefully 
modulate  a  sensitive  brake.  The  NHTSA  has 
seen  no  evidence  to  support  the  assertions  made 
by  MVMA  that  this  requirement  could  down- 
grade stopping  performance.  Except  for  Gen- 
eral Motors'  request  to  clarify  antilock  "control" 
in  this  section,  the  petitions  to  amend  S5.4.3  are 
accordingly  denied.  S5.4.3  is  modified  to  substi- 
tute "subject  to  the  control  of"  in  place  of  "con- 
trolled" to  make  clear  that  the  antilock  need  not 
be  activated. 

General  Motors  and  the  MVMA  objected  to 
the  test  condition  where  a  vehicle  "is  loaded  to 
its  gross  vehicle  weight  rating,  distributed  pro- 
portionately to  its  gross  axle  weight  ratings", 
arguing  that  this  distribution  formula  could  lead 
to  overload  of  one  or  more  axles.  The  General 
Motors  illustration  indicates  a  misunderstanding 
of  the  section's  wording.  The  phrase  "is  loaded 
to  its  gross  vehicle  weight  rating"  describes  a 
weight  condition,  that  of  the  fully  loaded  vehicle, 
and  the  provision  requires  that  this  weight  be 
distributed  in  proportion  to  the  gross  axle  weight 
ratings.  General  Motors  and  the  MVMA  appar- 
ently interpreted  the  phrase  to  describe  only  that 
portion  of  the  gross  vehicle  weight  rating  which 
"is  loaded"  on  an  unloaded  truck  to  bring  its 
weight  up  to  GV^VR.  The  condition  states  that 
what  is  distributed  proportionately  is  the  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating  (i.e.  the  weight  of  the 
loaded  vehicle),  and  not  just  that  portion  of  the 
rating  that  constitutes  the  "load."  There  is  no 
mathematical  possibility  of  overloading  an  axle 
under  this  condition,  since  the  GV^VR  must  be 
no  more  than  the  sum  of  the  GAWR's. 

Ford  stated  with  respect  to  S6.1.10.5  that  "on 
some  vehicles,  it  may  not  be  possible  to  adjust 
the  fifth  wheel  to  a  position  in  which  the  tractor 
can  be  loaded  to  GVIVR  without  exceeding  the 
GAWR  of  one  axle."  It  may  be  that  Ford's 
problem  arises  from  the  same  misunderstanding 


described  above  with  respect  to  GM  and  MVMA. 
To  the  extent,  however,  that  the  Ford  petition 
implies  that  a  manufacturer  can  establish  a 
GWVR  for  a  truck  tractor  which  can  not  be 
attained  without  axle  overload,  the  petition  is 
based  on  a  misconception  of  GVWR  and  is  there- 
fore denied. 

Wagner  Electric  requested  that  the  loadings 
in  S6.1.10.6  be  made  uniform  with  S6.1.10.5  and 
S6.1.10.7.  These  loadings  are  not  intended  to  be 
uniform,  however,  because  the  first  condition 
specifies  loading  for  purposes  of  truck-tractor 
testing,  while  the  latter  two  conditions  only  es- 
tablish test  equipment  specifications  for  the 
"control  trailer  test  device"  which  is  used  in 
testing  the  truck-tractor.  S6.1.10.6  and  S6.1.10.7 
loadings  differ  so  that  the  service  brake  and 
emergency  brake  capabilities  of  the  control  trailer 
are  separately  designed  to  place  greater  demands 
on  the  truck  tractor's  service  braking  system  than 
its  emergency  braking  system.  The  calculations 
are  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the  capacity  of  the 
brakes  that  are  expected  to  be  placed  on  produc- 
tion trailers  in  accordance  with  the  dynamometer 
test  requirements. 

For  the  benefit  of  manufacturers  who  mistak- 
enly consider  these  test  conditions  to  be  minimum 
performance  requirements,  it  should  be  empha- 
sized that  the  S6.1.10.6  and  S6.1.10.7  values  are 
conditions,  i.e.,  characteristics  of  the  control 
trailer  test  device  which  must  be  duplicated  as 
closely  as  possible  for  testing.  As  with  any  other 
test  device  characteristic,  to  the  degree  that  the 
control  trailer  can  not  produce  exactly  the  right 
stopping  distance,  the  certifying  manufacturer 
should  ascertain  conformity  of  his  vehicles  under 
slightly  more  adverse  conditions  than  those 
specified,  in  this  case  by  slightly  reducing  the 
trailer  brakes'  capacity  (to  stop  in  the  specified 
distance). 

General  Motors  objected  that  the  lighter  con- 
trol trailer  capacities  (18,000  and  32,000  pounds 
in  place  of  20,000  and  40,000  pounds)  specified 
in  the  amendment  would  lower  control  trailer 
performance  and  thereby  increase  the  perform- 
ance required  of  truck  tractors.  The  change  was 
made  to  specify  commonly  used  trailers,  to  aid 
manufacturers  in  meeting  the  September  1,  1974, 
effective  date.  The  NHTSA  continues  to  con- 
sider the  increased  availability  of  test  devices  to 
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be  more  significant  to  promulgation  of  a  fully 
satisfactory  final  rule  than  the  small  quantitative 
change  noted  by  General  Motors,  and  their  peti- 
tion is  therefore  denied. 

General  Motors  and  the  MVMA  requested 
specification  of  test  load  density  to  resolve  diffi- 
culties in  establishment  of  the  "worst  case"  center 
of  gravity  height  when  testing  trucks.  Specifi- 
cation of  a  test  load  density,  however,  is  unneces- 
sary. The  manufacturer  of  a  truck  or  incomplete 
vehicle  should  establish  the  limits  of  placement 
of  the  load  center  of  gravity  as  a  part  of  his 
design  considerations,  to  be  specified  in  the  Part 
568  document  for  an  incomplete  vehicle  or  in  his 
instructions  to  users  in  the  case  of  a  completed 
one.  This  establishes  an  envelope  within  which 
the  vehicle  is  certified  to  comply  with  Standard 
121  under  full  load.  Once  that  envelope  is  estab- 
lished, the  appropriate  load  densities  to  test  the 
vehicle's  conformity  can  be  derived  from  it. 

Several  petitions  were  received  with  regard  to 
brake  burnish  procedures.  The  M"\rMA  and 
Ford  requested  reinclusion  of  language  found  in 
the  proposal  that  specified  an  acceleration  pro- 
cedure for  vehicles  unable  to  reach  the  specified 
speed  in  one  mile.  General  Motors  submitted 
minor  changes  of  an  editorial  nature  and  new 
language  to  specify  an  increased  deceleration  rate 
for  vehicles  unable  to  reach  the  specified  speed 
in  one  mile.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that 
language  which  appeared  in  the  proposal  and 
reflects  current  SAE  procedure  should  be  adopted. 
The  General  Motors  increased  deceleration 
method  represents  a  new  procedure  which  has  not 
been  evaluated  by  the  NHTSA  or  proposed  in 
any  previous  rulemaking.  The  suggestion  of  50 
snubs  before  allowing  a  cooling  period  is  also  a 
new  General  Motors  proposal  which  the  NHTSA 
has  not  had  the  opportunity  to  evaluate.  With 
the  exception  of  one  recommendation,  General 
Motors'  editorial  suggestions  are  adopted  to  be 
consistent  with  the  titles  in  Table  IV.  The  word 
"maximum"  was  deleted  from  S6.1.8.1  at  the  re- 
quest of  several  manufacturers  because  it  was 
inappropriate  to  the  specification  of  temperature 
range. 

Ford  requested  the  addition  of  a  burnish  pro- 
cedure for  parking  brakes  which  do  not  utilize 
the   service   brake   components.     Language   has 


been  added  to  specify  a  burnish  procedure  for 
these  brakes  in  accordance  with  the  manufactur- 
er's recommendations. 

Two  other  issues  were  raised  with  regard  to 
the  road  test  conditions.  To  answer  Wagner 
Electric's  petition  for  clarification  of  S6.1.10.7, 
the  "valve  controlling  the  trailer  brakes"  may  or 
may  not  be  part  of  the  normal  commercial  system 
of  the  tractor  depending  on  whether  or  not  the 
normal  system  can  provide  the  timing  specified. 
The  purpose  of  standardizing  timing  specifica- 
tions is  simply  to  remove  the  tractor's  perform- 
ance as  a  factor  in  the  test  trailer  brake  evalua- 
tion. 'WTien  the  trailer  is  used  in  tests  of  a 
tractor  pursuant  to  S5.3.1,  it  will,  of  course,  be 
connected  to  the  tractor's  normal  control  system. 

Greneral  Motors  questioned  the  safety  benefit 
of  wheel  lockup  requirements  for  liftable  axles 
on  buses  equipped  with  two  non-steerable  axles 
if  other  axles  other  than  the  liftable  axle  can 
themselves  meet  the  stopping  distance  require- 
ments. The  agency  considers  the  controlled  per- 
formance of  the  liftable  axle  to  be  of  considerable 
benefit  for  added  stability  under  braking  condi- 
tions other  than  straight  ahead  braking  required 
by  the  standard,  and  on  this  basis  it  denies  the 
GM  petition. 

In  other  areas  of  the  standard.  General  Motors 
petitioned  for  longer  emergency  stopping  dis- 
tances for  all  vehicles,  reasoning  that  an  excep- 
tion to  the  values  for  truck-tractors  in  an 
unloaded  condition  (based  on  rarity  of  opera- 
tion) could  be  as  easily  justified  for  the  rare 
emergency  stop  situation  of  any  vehicle.  The 
rationale  ignores  the  fact  that  the  emergency 
values  were  established  in  the  first  place  with  the 
rarity  of  such  occurrences  in  mind,  and  that  the 
exception  is  posited  on  the  combined  rarity  of 
unladen  truck-tractor  operation  involved  in  an 
emergency  situation.  The  problem  of  testing 
chassis-cabs  can  be  met  by  specifying  conformity 
to  S5.7.2.3  with  a  specified  weight  on  the  rear 
axle  representing  the  vehicle  body  weight.  Gen- 
eral Motors'  petition  to  apply  column  i  values 
to  all  vehicle  emergency  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements is  therefore  denied. 

Wagner  Electric  petitioned  to  modify  the 
wording  of  S5.8  concerning  emergency  applica- 
tion of  trailer  converter  dolly  ser\ice  brakes  so 
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that  the  wording  would  be  identical  to  Bureau 
of  Motor  Carrier  Safety  regulations  (49  CFR 
393.43).  Wagner's  proposed  wording,  however, 
applies  to  towing  vehicle  performance,  where  the 
triggering  signal  is  a  low,  fixed  air  pressure,  and 
the  wording  would  not  be  appropriate  for  trailer 
performance,  where  the  triggering  signal  is  a 
venting  of  the  supply  line  to  the  atmosphere. 
The  So. 8  language  is  actually  compatible  with 
§  393.43(b),  in  that  BMCS  calls  for  towing  ve- 
hicles to  have  an  automatic  means  of  activating 
the  emergency  features  of  the  trailer  air  brakes, 
and  S5.8  calls  for  compatible  automatic  features 
on  the  trailers.  Wagner's  petition  is  therefore 
denied. 

General  Motors  asked  whether  the  S5.4  require- 
ment that  brake  assemblies  meet  tests  in  sequence 
actually  exempts  some  brakes  from  all  three  tests 
if  they  are  elsewhere  exempted  from  the  first. 
Paragraph  So.4  does  not  exempt  any  brake  as- 
semblies from  any  requirement.  The  brakes  on 
a  vehicle  which  does  not  have  to  comply  with 
S5.4.1  must  comply  with  S5.4.2  and  S5.4.3. 

Several  comments  requested  correction  of  the 
omission  of  the  words  "in  the  service  brake 
system"  from  S5.7.2.3  as  published  in  Xotice  3. 
The  omission  was  inadvertent  and  has  been 
corrected. 

Greneral  Motors  requested  an  indication  that 
stopping  sequence  steps  2  and  3  in  Table  I  apply 
only  to  truck-tractors.  The  steps  have  been 
changed  to  indicate  that  these  steps  apply  only 
to  truck-tractor  testing  by  means  of  a  control 
trailer.  As  for  the  objection  that  S6.1.10.7  im- 
plies the  emergency  system  of  a  truck-tractor 
must  control  the  trailer  spring  brakes,  S6.1.10.7 
has  been  clarified  by  the  addition  of  a  qualifying 
phrase.  S6.1.10.6  and  S6.1.10.7  have  been  further 
clarified  by  adding  headings  to  indicate  that  they 
are  test  equipment  specifications. 

In  a  separate  submission  to  Docket  73-13, 
Wagner  Electric  requested  clarification  of  the 
trailer  test  rig  timing  issue,  which  had  been  re- 
served in  Notice  3  as  a  candidate  for  adoption 
at  some  later  date.  Midland-Ross  also  raised  the 
issue  with  regard  to  a  requested  modification  of 
Figure  1.  The  petitions  pointed  out  tliat  an 
NHTSA  test  showing  a  failure  would  be  incon- 
clusive   if    it    were   compared    to   manufacturer 


testing  conducted  on  a  faster  rig,  and  showing 
conformity.  The  remedy  is  to  specify  "legal 
baseline"  actuation  and  release  times,  so  the 
manufacturer  will  know  the  precise  conditions 
under  which  his  equipment  must  meet  the  re- 
quirements, and  both  government  and  industry 
testing  can  be  conducted  so  as  to  produce  conclu- 
sive results.  The  NHTSA  therefore  establishes 
the  actuation  and  release  values  proposed  in 
Notice  1  with  minor  modification.  They  will  not 
become  effective  until  September  1,  1975,  to 
maintain  the  validity  of  testing  already  con- 
ducted. The  values  are  set  at  two-significant- 
figure  accuracy  in  agreement  with  Wagner  that 
the  values  should  match  the  actual  trailer  per- 
formance values.  Because  the  actuation  time  is 
lowered  to  0.06  seconds,  the  NHTSA  may  find  it 
necessary  to  improve  its  test  rig's  speed  by  re- 
moving the  tractor  protection  valve.  Therefore, 
the  valve  has  been  made  optional.  The  perform- 
ance of  the  test  device  had  been  modified  from 
the  original  proposal  so  that  initiating  signal 
points  are  the  same  as  for  the  actual  performance 
tests,  and  so  that  initial  release  pressure  agrees 
with  the  95-psi  requirement  of  the  performance 
tests. 

Other  issues  raised  by  Wagner  and  Midland- 
Ross  in  petitions  to  Notice  3  will  be  answered  in 
a  later  notice. 

March  1,  l^'^h  Proposals 

The  NHTSA  proposed  modification  of  the 
standard's  effective  date,  brake  actuation  times, 
and  road  and  dynamometer  tests  as  they  apply 
to  the  service  brake  system  and  emergency  stop- 
ping performance  of  all  vehicles  subject  to  the 
standard  except  trailers  (39  F.R.  7966,  March  1, 
1974).  The  proposals  would  have  affected  ve- 
hicle types  separately  to  reflect  the  particular 
problems  faced  by  fire  fighting  \ehicles.  "special 
permit"  vehicles,  on/off-highway  vehicles,  and 
standard  highway  trucks  and  buses.  Manufac- 
turer concern  centered  on  the  availability  of 
components  to  meet  the  standard  by  September  1, 
1974,  and  tlie  reliability  of  the  antilock  systems 
which  will  be  utilized  by  most  manufacturers  to 
meet  the  requirements.  Having  carefully  con- 
sidered the  comments  submitted  in  response  to 
this  proposal,  the  NHTSA  hereby  delays  the 
standard's  effective  date  for  trucks  and  buses  to 
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March  1,  1975,  and  establishes  interim  require- 
ments for  particular  categories  of  vehicles  essen- 
tially as  they  were  proposed. 

The  limited  delay  of  effective  date  does  not 
satisfy  the  requests  of  Ford  and  General  Motors, 
who  argued  for  a  complete  delay  of  the  standard 
for  one  year,  followed  by  limited  implementation 
of  the  standard.  Other  comments,  including 
those  of  Chrysler  and  Rockwell  International, 
asked  foi'  significant  delays  of  one  year  or  more 
based  primarily  on  component  shortages  which 
will  be  discussed  separatelj'  with  regard  to  the 
specific  problems  of  separate  vehicle  types. 

Ford  argued  that  the  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements mandated  high-torque  front  brakes 
that  could  degrade  suspension  and  steering  char- 
acteristics of  some  vehicles  to  an  unsafe  level. 
Their  submission  to  the  docket  and  materials 
submitted  in  conjunction  with  a  presentation  to 
the  NHTSA  on  March  28,  1974,  included  evi- 
dence of  erratic  handling  and  suspension  distor- 
tion in  high-  and  low-speed  spike  stops  on  the 
proving  ground  by  short  wlieelbase  trucks.  The 
American  Trucking  Association  joined  Ford  in 
questioning  vehicle  handling  under  the  stand- 
ard's requirements. 

Review  of  the  Ford  submission  indicates  that 
unmanageable  suspension  problems  of  this  nature 
are  generally  encountered  in  short-wheelbase 
trucks  with  suspensions  that  have  not  been  ade- 
quately modified  for  Standard  121  brakes.  Other 
manufacturers  have  indicated  in  some  cases  that 
their  solution  to  such  severe  instability  has  been 
a  major  redesign  of  the  front  axle  and  suspension 
system,  or  a  decision  to  withdraw  vehicles  with 
especially  short  wheelbases  from  their  product 
line.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that  sufficient  lead- 
time  has  been  made  available  to  all  manufactur- 
ers to  correct  the  steering  and  suspension  prob- 
lems of  reasonably-designed  short-wheelbase 
vehicles,  and  that  vehicles  with  wheelbases  that 
are  so  short,  and  centers  of  gravity  that  are  so 
high,  that  they  cannot  stop  safely  in  the  stop- 
ping distances  specified  should  not  be  on  the 
highway. 

Genera]  Motors  and  other  truck  manufacturers 
argued  for  delay  of  the  standard's  effective  date 
for  one  year  to  permit  additional  field  testing  of 
the  reliability  of  current  antilock  devices.  The 
likely  effect  of  such  a  delay,  however,  would  be 


further  delay  in  the  availability  of  production 
antilock  components.  One  air  brake  equipment 
supplier  believes  "continued  development  will 
eventually  improve  their  (antilock  systems)  over- 
all performance  but  most  of  these  changes  for 
refinement  in  electronics,  improved  pneumatic/ 
electronic  response,  durability,  sensor  standardi- 
zation and  design  standards  require  the  normal 
evolution  of  field  experience  under  real  life  con- 
ditions, using  mass  produced  parts  for  a  genuine 
field  history." 

The  reliability  of  antilock  systems  can  pres- 
ently be  judged  on  the  basis  of  the  performance 
of  systems  that  are  already  in  fleet  test  programs 
(and  to  a  lesser  extent  by  evaluation  of  antilock 
systems  used  for  many  years  in  passenger  cars). 
One  truck  manufacturer  has  reported  average 
miles  between  failures  on  fleet  testing  to  be 
89,000  miles  (176,000  miles  in  operations  within 
the  continental  United  States).  A  manufacturer 
of  antilock  equipment  reported  in  February  1974 
that  over  8,000  of  its  air  brake  skid  control  sys- 
tems are  in  field  use,  with  excellent  reliabilitj- 
experienced.  Neither  this  manufacturer  nor  any 
other  has  reported  any  highway  accident  which 
was  attributed  to  a  malfunction  of  the  antilock 
system. 

General  Jlotors  included  in  its  list  of  antilock 
failures  incorrect  test  procedures,  missing  fuses, 
and  warning  light  malfunctions.  "While  these 
are  not  insignificant  concerns,  they  are  an  indi- 
cation that  unfamiliarity  v.-ith  the  new  system 
accounts  for  some  of  the  malfunctions  experi- 
enced in  test  programs.  In  addition,  other  mal- 
functions reported  by  General  Motors  are  believed 
to  be  the  result  of  systems  being  "added  on" 
instead  of  being  designed  into  the  vehicles. 

General  Motors  and  Ford  reported  accidents 
in  their  proving  ground  tests,  which  they  believe 
illustrate  what  might  happen  if  an  antilock  syF- 
tem  malfunctions  in  service.  The  NHTSA  has 
studied  the  accident  information  which  was  sub- 
mitted and  has  concluded  that  these  accidents 
occurred  as  a  result  of  rear  wheel  lockup  during 
panic-type,  full  brake  application  and  would  also 
have  occurred  if  the  vehicles  were  not  equipped 
with  antilock  systems.  The  NHTSA  concludes 
that  the  reliability  of  antilock  systems  is  such 
that  their  introduction  will  contribute  to  motor 
vehicle  safety. 
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Both  the  Ford  and  General  Motors  recom- 
mendations, as  well  as  the  other  petitions  which 
requested  delays  substantially  greater  than  those 
proposed  by  the  NHTSA,  are  excessively  broad 
in  that  they  would  postpone  all  the  safety  bene- 
fits of  the  standard,  because  of  specific  problems 
in  limited  areas.  The  NHTSA  proposal,  by 
comparison,  proposes  only  those  modifications 
which  are  essential  to  implement  the  standard 
as  rapidly  and  fully  as  possible. 

Because  there  was  only  a  short  interval  be- 
tween the  latest  proposal  and  the  effective  date 
of  the  standard  in  which  to  implement  any  modi- 
fication of  the  standard,  the  proposal  included  a 
blanket  4-month  delay  of  the  standard's  effective 
date  for  all  affected  vehicles.  International 
Harvester,  the  largest  manufacturer  of  air-braked 
vehicles  that  commented  on  the  proposal,  indi- 
cated agreement  with  the  4-month  delay  and 
stated  their  intention  to  build  vehicles  which 
comply  with  the  standard  after  tJiat  date.  Gen- 
eral Motors  noted  the  possibility  that  axles  and 
the  larger  foundation  brakes  necessary  to  meet 
the  standard  would  be  available.  The  major 
supplier  of  axles  to  the  truck  and  bus  industry 
has  estimated  that,  with  no  margin  for  error, 
some  axles  could  be  ready  for  January  1,  1975. 
The  NHTSA  has  evaluated  the  current  industrial 
shortage  and  leadtime  problems  precipitated  by 
factors  beyond  manufacturer  control  and  has 
concluded  that  a  March  1,  1975,  effective  date  as 
it  applies  to  powered  vehicles  is  necessary  to 
allow  the  orderly  implementation  of  Standard 
No.  121.  The  NHTSA  cannot  agree  with  Blue 
Bird  Body  Company  that  smaller  manufacturers 
should  automatically  be  granted  a  year  to  meet 
the  standard  following  the  availability  of  produc- 
tion components  for  Standard  No.  121. 

The  NHTSA  has  also  determined  that  the  pro- 
posed requirement  that  the  test  reservoir  pressure 
reach  60  psi  in  0.25  sec  cannot  be  implemented 
prior  to  this  effective  date,  and  the  proposal  is 
therefore  withdrawn.  The  modification  of  sys- 
tems to  achieve  this  requirement  could  negate  the 
compliance  test  data  which  has  been  accumulated 
by  many  manufacturers. 

Most  comments  which  requested  a  longer  delay 
of  the  effective  date  or  more  specific  relief  were 
addressed  to  the  problems  of  specific  vehicle 
types.     There  were  no  specific  comments,  how- 


ever, on  the  proposed  1-year  delay  in  the  ap- 
plicability of  the  standard  to  fire  fighting 
vehicles.  Accordingly,  the  standard  is  amended 
to  apply  to  fire  fighting  vehicles  only  after 
September  1,  1975. 

The  comments  on  "special  permit"  vehicles 
(defined  in  the  proposal  liaving  a  108-inch  over- 
all width  or  a  24,000-pound  gross  axle  weight 
rating  (GAWR),  centered  on  the  inadequacy  of 
the  definition  when  applied  to  "heavy  hauler" 
trailers.  Trailers  are  dealt  with  in  a  separate 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  published  in  to- 
day's Federal  Register.  The  few  comments  ad- 
dressed to  "special  permit"  trucks  favored  the 
September  1,  1976,  effective  date,  but  suggested 
more  time  might  be  necessary  to  acquire  the 
necessary  components  because  of  their  low  prior- 
ity in  suppliers'  engineering  programs.  At  this 
time  the  NHTSA  amends  the  standard  to  grant 
these  vehicles  a  September  1,  1976,  effective  date. 
Any  supply  problems  beyond  that  will  be  consid- 
ered at  a  later  time  as  they  arise. 

On/ Off -Highway  Vehicles:  Comments  on  the 
proposal  to  substitute  dynamometer  requirements 
for  stopping  distance  requirements  until  Septem- 
ber 1,  1975,  for  trucks  that  have  a  front  steerable 
axle  with  a  GAWR  of  16,000  pounds  or  more, 
or  a  front  steerable  drive  axle,  fell  into  two 
groups.  Comments  either  argued  tliat  the  delay 
was  insufficient,  particularly  with  regard  to  front 
steerable  drive  axles,  or  they  objected  to  par- 
ticular aspects  of  the  relaxed  interim  require- 
ments. 

The  NHTSA  has  decided  to  maintain  the 
September  1,  1975,  date  for  the  full  stopping 
distance  requirements.  An  evaluation  of  all 
available  information  in  this  area  indicate  that 
air  brake  components  will  be  available  to  meet 
the  required  level  of  performance  for  vehicles  in 
this  category. 

Manufacturers  raised  objections  to  the  pro- 
posed interim  requirements  as  they  were  ex- 
pressed in  S5.3.1.2  and  S5.7.2.3.1.  Wagner 
Electric,  General  Motors,  White,  and  Diamond 
Reo  requested  clarification  that  the  S5.3.1.2  re- 
quirement would  apply  to  "straight"  trucks  as 
well  as  towing  vehicles.  The  language  of  S5.3.1.2 
makes  clear  that  any  trucks  in  the  described 
category  need  not  meet  certain  stopping  distance 
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requirements    if    their    brakes    conform    to    the 
formula  in  S5.4.1. 

Wagner,  Mack,  and  Abex  questioned  the  pro- 
posed requirement  that  the  dynamometer  vahies 
be  applied  to  each  axle  system  separately,  instead 
of  being  summed  for  the  entire  vehicle  braking 
system.  The  axle-by-axle  dynamometer  approach 
was  specifically  included  in  the  proposal  to  ensure 
that  brakes  would  be  provided  on  the  front  axle 
and  not  to  minimize  braking  on  the  rear  axle. 
Therefore  this  section  is  modified  to  require  a 
certain  level  of  performance  for  the  front  axle 
and  a  sum  total  of  performance  overall.  If  a 
specific  value  were  not  required  for  the  front 
axle,  manufacturers  would  be  tempted  to  make 
minor  modifications  of  2)resent  front  axle  systems 
and  thereby  avoid  the  opportunity  to  gain  ex- 
perience with  the  newer,  stronger  foundation 
brakes  and  axles. 

The  language  "the  brakes  on  each  wheel"  in 
S5.3.1.2  confused  Abex  with  regard  to  the  dyna- 
mometer test  requirements.  To  clarify  the  re- 
quirement while  in  no  way  changing  it,  the 
wording  is  amended  to  ''its  brakes." 

In  answer  to  AVagner's  request  for  a  definition 
of  "axle  system",  the  term  is  used  in  the  same 
sense  as  it  is  used  in  the  definition  of  GAWR 
found  at  49  CFR  §  571.3.  "Axle  system"  is  used 
instead  of  "axle"  to  avoid  confusion  in  situations 
where  a  suspension  system  does  not  employ  an 
axle.  The  term  has  not  created  difficulty  in  the 
GAWR  definition. 

The  S5.7.3.2.1  requirement  for  dynamometer 
testing  in  place  of  emergency  stopping  perform- 
ance testing  parallels  the  S5.3.1.2  requirement. 
General  Motors  has  pointed  out,  however,  that 
dynamometer  testing  of  spring  brakes  often 
found  in  emergency  brake  systems  is  imprac- 
ticable. Wagner  also  points  out  that  the  re- 
quirement can  be  viewed  as  redundant  in  view 
of  S5.3.1.2.  In  view  of  these  objections,  the 
NHTSA  concludes  that  retention  of  the  emer- 
gency stopping  requirement  (except  for  the 
stopping  distance)  would  be  preferable  to  a 
dynamometer  requirement.  For  tlie  interim 
period,  therefore,  the  vehicle  will  be  required  to 
come  to  a  stop  within  the  12  foot  lane  using  its 
emergency  braking  system. 


Highway  Trucks  and  Buses:  For  powered  ve- 
hicles that  do  not  fall  in  the  categories  treated 
above,  the  proposal  would  have  lengthened  stop- 
ping distance  requirements  5  percent  to  com- 
pensate for  the  variations  expected  in  early 
production  components  that  affect  stopping  per- 
formance. Most  manufacturers  argued  that  the 
5  percent  longer  distances  would  be  required  for 
the  indefinite  future,  because  production  varia- 
tions would  continue  to  affect  performance  sig- 
nificantly. The  NHTSA  established  the  stopping 
distances  on  the  basis  of  the  ability  of  available 
equipment,  and  expects  that  experience  in  the 
production  of  these  components  will  lead  to  pre- 
dictable quality  and  the  assurance  that  a  vehicle 
will  in  fact  perform  as  well  as  it  is  designed  to. 

AVhite  Motor  Company  suggested  a  clarifica- 
tion of  S5.3.1.3  and  S5.7.2.3.2  to  make  clear 
that  the  test  procedures  for  the  proposed  Table 
V  stops  are  identical  to  those  in  S5.3.1  for  the 
Table  III  stops.  The  change  has  been  made 
without  in  any  way  changing  the  requirements. 

Other  Issues:  Two  proposals  which  affected 
most  trucks  and  buses  were  the  brake  actuation 
time  of  0.35  sec  and  the  option  of  a  manual  pres- 
sure reduction  valve  to  limit  air  pressure  to  the 
front  axle.  Nearly  all  manufacturers  supported 
the  0.35-sec  actuation  time  for  trucks  and  buses 
and  requested  tliat  it  also  be  extended  to  trailers. 
The  NHTSA  amends  the  standard  as  proposed 
for  truck  and  bus  brake  actuation.  Trailer 
brake  actuation  requirements  will  not  be  changed, 
however,  in  light  of  the  inuninence  of  the  effec- 
tive date  and  the  consequent  need  for  stability  in 
the  standard. 

The  manual  pressure  reduction  vlve  proposal 
was  not  supported  as  expected.  Even  Ford  and 
General  Motors,  who  questioned  the  safety  of 
high-torque  front  brakes,  did  not  agree  that  the 
valve  would  have  a  positive  safety  benefit.  In 
view  of  the  sharp  disagreement  in  the  comments 
over  the  usefulness  of  the  valve  in  the  hands  of 
different  drivers,  the  proposal  is  withdrawn. 

In  the  course  of  their  comments  on  the  pro- 
posal, several  manufacturers  and  suppliers  indi- 
cated uneasiness  about  the  policy  of  the  NHTSA 
with  regard  to  isolated  failures  of  components 
that  have  been  certified  as  complying  with  Stand- 
ard No.  121.     Some  comments  expressed  a  belief 
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that  the  NHTSA  was  adopting  or  announcing  a 
new  policy  regarding  compliance,  with  reference 
to  a  panel  discussion  at  the  February  25,  1974, 
meeting  of  the  SAE  in  Detroit.  The  remarks 
in  question,  by  an  NHTSA  Assistant  Chief 
Counsel,  were  to  the  effect  that  the  agency  ex- 
pects that  each  manufacturer  will  design  his  ve- 
hicles and  his  test  program  so  as  to  constitute 
due  care  that  each  of  his  vehicles  complies  with 
the  standard.  That  is  not  a  new  policy,  however, 
but  merely  a  statement  of  the  requirements  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act,  which  has  been  followed  continuously  by 
this  agency.  The  NHTSA  has  avoided  a  rigid 
position  that  each  failure  necessarily  constitutes 
a  violation  of  the  Act,  just  as  it  has  the  position 
that  some  percentage  of  failures  is  automatically 
"allowable."  What  constitutes  due  care  in  a 
particular  case  depends  on  all  relevant  facts,  in- 
cluding such  things  as  the  time  to  elapse  before 
a  new  effective  date,  the  availability  of  test 
equipment,  the  limitations  of  current  technology, 


and   above  all   the   diligence   evidenced  by   the 
manufacturer. 

All  interested  persons  should  note  that,  al- 
though a  proposal  was  necessary  with  regard  to 
changes  for  trailer  manufacture,  the  NHTSA 
does  not  intend  to  make  any  other  amendments 
of  Standard  121  before  its  effective  dafe. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  121  (49  CFE  571.121)  is  amended 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1974,  for  trailers; 
March  1,  1975,  for  trucks  and  buses. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718; 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  May  14,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  17550 
May  17,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;  Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
brake  systems,  49  CFR  571.121,  to  delay  the 
effective  date  of  the  standard  as  it  applies  to  air 
brake-equipped  trailers  until  January  1,  1975. 

The  January  1,  1975,  effective  date  was  pro- 
posed in  a  notice  published  May  17,  1974  (39 
F.R.  17563)  which  invited  comments  on  the  pro- 
posal until  June  17,  1974.  On  the  basis  of  urgent 
requests  by  manufacturers  and  the  Truck  Trailer 
Manufacturers  Association,  a  new  comment  clos- 
ing date  of  June  4,  1974,  was  established  for  the 
effective  date  issue  (39  F.R.  18664,  May  29,  1974). 
The  separate  issue  of  a  new  "heavy  hauler  trailer" 
category  is  still  subject  to  the  June  17  date  for 
comments,  and  further  action  will  be  decided  on 
after  that  date. 

Only  three  commenters,  out  of  the  fifty  who 
responded,  opposed  the  4-month  postponement. 
These  three  were  suppliers  to  the  trailer  indus- 
try who  claimed  that  they  were  ready  to  provide 
the   needed   components   by  September   1,   1974, 


and  stated  that  a  delay  in  the  effective  day  would 
entail  additional  costs  to  them.  The  NHTSA 
finds,  however,  that  the  September  1,  1974,  date 
does  not  provide  sufficient  time  for  an  orderly 
transition  to  production  of  the  trailers  with  the 
new  components,  and  that  a  delay  until  January 
1,  1975,  is  therefore  in  the  interest  of  motor  ve- 
hicle safety. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  effective 
date  of  Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is 
changed  from  September  1,  1974,  to  January  1, 
1975,  as  it  applies  to  trailers. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  June  6,  1974. 

Robert  L.  Carter 
Acting  Administrator 

39  F.R.  20380 
June  10,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;  Notice  5) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
brake  systems,  49  CFR  571.121,  to  delay  the  ef- 
fective date  for  a  category  of  specialized  trailers 
whose  configuration  makes  compliance  with  the 
standard  particularly  difficult  until  September  1, 
1976.  A  new  definition  is  added  to  the  standard 
to  define  the  specialized  "heavy  hauler  trailer" 
category. 

The  definition  and  effective  date  were  proposed 
in  a  notice  published  May  17,  1974  (39  F.R. 
17563).     The  proposed  definition  read: 

"Heavy  hauler  trailer"  means  a  trailer  with 

one  or  more  of  the  following  characteristics: 

(1)  Its  brake  lines  are  designed  to  adapt 
to  separation  or  extension  of  the  vehicle 
frame;  or 

(2)  Its  body  consists  of  a  platform  whose 
primary  cargo-carrying  surface  is  not  more 
than  40  inches  above  the  ground  in  an  un- 
loaded condition. 

None  of  the  comments  directly  addressed  to 
specialized  trailers  objected  to  the  1976  date. 

Wagner  Electric  suggested  that  the  definition 
could  be  misconstrued  to  include  trailers  with 
bodies  that  consist  of  a  cargo-carrying  surface 
and  sides  and  a  header.  It  does  appear  that  the 
definition  can  be  more  specifically  stated,  per- 
mitting only  a  header  for  safety  purposes,  and 
sides  of  a  temporary  nature.  The  definition  has 
been  modified  accordingly. 

Some  comments  recommended  broadening  the 
reach  of  the  definition  to  higher  trailers.  Nabors 
suggested  a  specific  exemption  for  pole  trailers. 
Kornylak  requested  exemption  of  its  Stradolift 
vehicle,  and  Bankhead  requested  exemption  of 
auto-hauling  trailers. 

The  suggestions  to  expand  the  definition  to 
specific  trailer  types  would  broaden  the  exemp- 


tion beyond  what  is  necessary  to  implement  the 
standard.  The  definition  presently  reflects  the 
necessary  design  characteristics  of  specialized 
trailers  which,  as  a  whole,  require  more  develop- 
ment before  they  can  comply  with  the  standard. 
Hauling  automobiles,  for  example,  does  not  re- 
quire 15-inch  wheels.  A  pole  trailer  which  is 
not  extendable  does  not  require  longer  brake 
actuation  and  release  times  than  the  standard 
highway  van. 

Other  comments  recommended  raising  the  40- 
inch  bed  limit  to  accommodate  more  vehicles. 
The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  trailers  with 
beds  higher  than  40  inches  (including  trailers 
whose  beds  are  below  40  inches  over  the  wheels 
but  higher  than  40  inches  over  the  fifth  wheel) 
can  accommodate  the  new  larger  brake  packages 
available  at  this  time. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  121  (49  CFR  §571.121)  is  amended  by  a 
modification  of  the  paragraph  on  the  applicabil- 
ity of  the  standard  and  by  the  addition  of  a  new 
definition.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1975.  It  is  found 
that  this  amendment  causes  no  additional  burden 
to  manufacturers  and,  because  the  general  effec- 
tive date  of  the  standard  for  all  trailers  is 
January  1,  1975,  this  delay  of  effective  date  for 
certain  trailers  must  be  effective  sooner  than  180 
days  of  issuance  and  no  later  than  January  1, 
1975. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  July  30,  1974. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 
39  F.R.  28161 
August  5,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;  Notice  6) 


This  notice  responds  to  six  petitions  for  re- 
consideration of  recent  amendments  to  Standard 
No.  121,  Air  brake  systems,  49  CFR  571.121, 
which  established  a  March  1,  1975,  effective  date 
for  trucks  and  buses,  and  optional  interim  re- 
quirements until  September  1,  1975,  for  trucks 
with  certain  heavy  or  front  steerable  drive  axles. 
In  addition,  this  notice  also  responds  to  several 
questions  on  the  burnish  procedure  recently 
raised  by  International  Harvester. 

The  NHTSA  established  the  March  1,  1975, 
effective  date  for  trucks  and  buses  after  compre- 
hensive consideration  of  numerous  petitions  from 
manufacturers  and  users  of  air  brake-equipped 
vehicles  (39  F.R.  17550,  May  17,  1974).  Manu- 
facturer concerns  centered  on  the  availability 
and  reliability  of  components  involved  in  the 
new  brake  systems,  particularly  antilock  devices, 
and  on  leadtime  necessary  to  modify  vehicles  to 
accept  these  components. 

Ford  Motor  Company  is  the  only  manufac- 
turer of  air  brake-equipped  trucks  which  peti- 
tioned for  reconsideration  of  the  March  1,  1975, 
implementation  date  for  the  standard's  basic 
provisions.  After  the  time  for  petitions  for  re- 
consideration had  closed,  Chrysler  Corporation 
reported  on  an  accident  which  occurred  during 
certification  testing  of  a  vehicle  equipped  with 
antilock  devices,  and  urged  the  delay  of  Stand- 
ard No.  121  for  an  indefinite  period.  The  Amer- 
ican Institute  of  Merchant  Shipping  also 
requested  an  indefinite  delay  in  the  standard's 
implementation. 

Ford  petitioned  for  a  further  6-month  delay 
in  the  standard  as  it  applies  to  truck-tractors, 
and  a  one  and  one-half  year  delay  as  the  stand- 
ard applies  to  other  trucks  and  buses.  Ford 
asserts  that  the  suspension  and  brake  modifica- 


tions necessary  to  meet  the  dry-stopping  distance 
requirements  will  compromise  vehicle  handling 
and  stability,  increase  the  danger  of  load  shifts, 
and  force  the  introduction  of  antilock  devices 
before  Ford  considers  them  reliable.  The  re- 
quested extension  would  be  used  to  evaluate  the 
effect  of  the  new  componentry  on  overall  safety. 

The  issues  in  the  Ford  petition  have  been  care- 
fully considered  by  the  NHTSA  in  the  process 
of  rulemaking  and,  with  the  exception  of  load 
shifting,  were  addressed  in  the  preamble  to  the 
amendments  which  established  the  March  1, 
1975,  date.  The  NHTSA  has  reviewed  each  of 
Ford's  concerns,  and  concludes  that  implementa- 
tion of  the  standard  as  scheduled  for  trucks  and 
buses  is  reasonable,  practicable,  and  meets  the 
need  for  motor  vehicle  safety. 

With  regard  to  the  handling  and  stability 
problems  experienced  by  some  short-wheel-based 
vehicles  in  meeting  the  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements, the  NHTSA  maintains  its  determi- 
nation that  adequate  time  has  been  made 
available  to  make  the  major  redesign  necessary 
in  some  vehicles,  or  to  make  the  decision  to  dis- 
continue the  production  of  models  which  are 
simply  too  short  to  meet  the  requirements  despite 
design  changes.  International  Harvester,  in  its 
comments  on  the  rulemaking,  indicated  that  it 
had  been  ready  to  meet  the  proposed  January  1, 
1975,  effective  date  and  would  actually  suffer 
economic  losses  in  waiting  for  the  March  1,  1975, 
implementation. 

The  availability  and  reliability  of  antilock 
systems  which  will  be  used  by  many  manufac- 
turers in  meeting  the  requirements  was  ques- 
tioned by  Ford  in  its  petition.  In  response  to 
Ford's  assertion  that  a  manufacturer's  report  on 
field  experience   with   8,000  antilock  units  does 
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not  appear  in  the  record,  a  letter  from  Kelsey- 
Hayes  (February  1,  1974)  containing  this  infor- 
mation was  placed  in  the  NHTSA  Docket 
Section  before  March  1,  1974.  The  NHTSA 
continues  to  monitor  antilock  production  and 
testing  and  cannot  agree  that  the  evidence  indi- 
cates antilocks  will  decrease  the  safety  of  the 
new  trucks  in  highway  operation.  Since  May, 
the  NHTSA  engineering  staff  has  visited  six  of 
the  seven  major  antilock  manufacturers  to  dis- 
cuss antilock  reliability  and  availability.  At 
least  half  of  these  manufacturers  pointed  out 
that  their  plants  were  prepared  for  full  produc- 
tion to  meet  the  September  1,  1974,  date,  and 
that  they  had  had  to  delay  production  schedules 
because  of  the  six-month  delay.  Low  volume 
production  is  presently  available  to  vehicle 
manufacturers  for  their  testing  and  evaluation. 

Concerning  antilock  reliability,  a  substantia! 
amount  of  proprietary  information  was  reviewed 
as  well  as  the  publicly-known  information  that 
no  highway  accident  has  been  attributed  to  the 
failure  of  antilock  devices.  Kelsey-Hayes 
pointed  out  that  it  is  selling  approximately  250 
axle  units  each  month  for  retrofit.  Following 
these  visits,  the  NHTSA  sent  the  seven  major 
antilock  manufacturers  requests  for  reliability 
data  under  its  investigatory  authority,  which 
will  become  part  of  the  record  although  it  may 
be  of  a  proprietary  nature  which  would  justify 
not  making  it  public.  This  data  will  show  mil- 
lions of  axle  miles  of  antilock  operation  with  a 
malfunction  rate  comparable  to  other  equipment 
presently  in  highway  service,  and  no  highway 
accidents  attributable  to  the  device. 

Chrysler  Corporation  reported  on  a  proving- 
ground  accident  on  May  16,  1974,  in  which  an 
antilock-equipped  truck  rolled  over  after  its  rear 
wheels  locked  and  caused  skidding  during  a  stop 
from  60  mph.  The  manufacturer  of  the  antilock 
system  reported  that  the  device  functioned  as  it 
was  designed  to  but  in  respon-se  to  a  false  signal. 
The  important  point,  however,  as  noted  in  the 
May  rulemaking,  is  that  the  accident  occurred 
as  a  result  of  rear-wheel  lockup  during  a  panic- 
type,  full  brake  application  that  would  also  have 
occurred  if  the  vehicle  had  not  been  equipped 
with  antilock.  In  other  words,  a  panic  stop 
always  involves  the  risk  of  uncontrolled  skid  due 


to  lockup,  and  the  presence  of  the  antilock  only 
improves  the  chances  of  a  safe  stop  in  the  vast 
majority  of  instances  in  which  it  functions 
properly. 

Ford  requested  an  interpretation  of  S5.5.1  of 
the  standard  that  would  permit  use  of  a  pressure 
limiting  valve  to  the  front  axle  that  operates 
when  it  senses  electrical  failure  of  the  antilock 
system.  The  NHTSA  has  advised  Ford  (and 
Bendix  Corporation)  that  S5.5.1  does  not  pro- 
hibit use  of  such  a  valve  designed  to  operate  in 
the  event  of  electrical  failure. 

Ford  also  raised  the  problem  of  load  shift 
under  heavy  braking.  The  NHTSA  has  consid- 
ered the  effects  of  the  standard  and  notes  that, 
under  normal  circumstances,  stops  will  continue 
to  be  made  at  the  same  deceleration  as  in  the 
past,  consistent  with  driver  comfort  and  load 
stability.  Only  in  emergency  situations  will  the 
full  torque  of  the  new  brakes  be  utilized  and  in 
this  event,  the  NHTSA  concludes  that  the 
shorter  stopping  distances  outweigh  the  possible 
safety  problem  of  load  shift. 

The  Ford  petition  pointed  out  that  any  failure 
of  component  manufacturers  to  supply  the  new 
121  components  would  make  compliance  with 
the  standard  impossible.  As  of  this  date  the 
NHTSA  finds  that  supplier  production  is  on 
schedule  and  will  provide  components  on  time. 
As  recently  as  July  26,  1974,  Rockwell  Interna- 
tional assured  the  NHTSA  that  its  production 
is  on  schedule. 

For  these  reasons  the  Ford  petition  and 
Chrysler  request  are  denied.  The  NHTSA 
would  like  to  establish  the  issuance  of  this  notice 
as  the  final  form  of  Standard  No.  121  with  re- 
gard to  its  effective  date  and  the  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements,  for  i)urposes  of  review  under 
§  105(a)(1)  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  §1394). 
Thus,  while  several  areas  treated  later  in  this 
notice  will  be  subject  to  further  reconsideration, 
the  effective  dates  and  stopping  distance  require- 
ments will  be  final  as  to  any  person  who  will  be 
adversely  affected  by  them. 

While  International  Harvester  supported  the 
March  1,  1975,  date  for  standard  highway  trucks 
and  buses  (it  would  have  preferred  a  January  1, 


PART  571;  S  121— PRE  34 


EfFective:   March    1,    1975 


1975,  date),  they  did  petition  for  reconsideration 
of  the  NHTSA  decision  to  apply  the  full  stop- 
ping distances  to  vehicles  equipped  with  front 
steerable  drive  axles  after  September  1,  1975. 
White  Motor  Company  and  Diamond  Reo 
Trucks,  Inc.,  also  petitioned  for  1  year's  delay  in 
implementation  of  the  full  requirements  for 
these  axles. 

The  majority  of  front  stserable  drive  axles  are 
found  on  vehicles  which  use  the  road  regularly 
at  highway  speeds  and  which  require  the  same 
stopping  capability  as  lighter  vehicles.  In  most 
cases,  their  non-planetary  construction  permits 
an  uncomplicated  adaptation  to  the  standard's 
torque  requirements.  Furthermore,  one  vehicle 
manufacturer  indicates  that  it  has  successfully 
redesigned  steerable  drive  axles  in  the  18,000- 
to  23,000-pound  GAWR  range  to  meet  Standard 
No.  121.  White,  International  Harvester,  and 
Diamond  Reo  state  that  the  lighter  axles  in  this 
category  are  unavailable,  but  not  technically  un- 
feasible. The  unavailability  stems  from  supplier 
decisions  to  concentrate  on  the  more  common 
non-driving  axles  found  on  standard  highway 
vehicles  in  great  numbers.  An  August  8,  1974, 
letter  from  Rockwell  Standard  to  Docket  74—10 
supports  the  conclusion  that  the  axles  can  be 
manufactured,  but  will  not  be  available  until 
September  1,  1976.  Accordingly,  the  NHTSA 
has  reconsidered  the  present  effective  date  of 
September  1,  1975,  for  full  requirements  ap- 
plicable to  front  steerable  drive  axles  and  delays 
for  one  year  the  full  requirements  for  those  axle 
sizes  which  are  not  available  until  September  1, 
1976. 

Diamond  Reo  and  White  also  requested  recon- 
sideration of  the  implementation  of  full  require- 
ments for  vehicles  equipped  with  a  front  steerable 
non-driving  axle  with  a  GAWR  of  16,000  pounds 
or  more,  which  are  subject  to  interim  dynamom- 
eter requirements  from  March  1,  1975,  to  Sep- 
tember 1,  1975.  The  manufacturers  base  their 
requests  for  a  1-year  delay  on  difficulties  in  se- 
curing a  proven  brake  assembly  capable  of  han- 
dling the  higher  torque  levels.  B.  F.  Goodrich 
recently  dropped  development  of  its  heavy  air- 
over-hydraulic  disc  brake  system,  to  which  at 
least  one  truck  manufacturer,  White  Trucks,  was 
committed.     "WTiite   states  that   disc  brakes   are 


necessary  for  heavy  front  axles  and  has  encoun- 
tered severe  axle-to-axle  imbalance  problems  in 
its  attempts  to  use  other  disc  brake  assemblies 
at  this  date.  A  major  axle  supplier  has  notified 
the  NHTSA  that  the  axle  itself  can  be  ready  by 
September  1975. 

The  NHTSA  has  evaluated  the  foundation 
brake  assemblies  available  to  this  vehicle  group 
and  concludes  that  a  year's  field  testing  and  ex- 
perience is  necessary  and  desirable  to  assure  that 
the  new  components  will  perform  as  designed 
when  placed  in  highway  service.  For  this  reason 
the  full  requirements  of  Standard  No.  121  will 
become  effective  for  vehicles  with  a  front  steer- 
able axle  of  16,000  pounds  GAWR  or  more  on 
September  1,  1976. 

With  regard  to  this  vehicle  grouji.  Interna- 
tional Harvester  claimed  that  the  requirement 
that  the  brakes  be  "fully  applied"  was  unfairly 
introduced  into  the  interim  requirements  and 
interferes  with  braking  action.  Apparently  full 
pressure  applications  may  cause  erratic  behavior 
in  some  large  vehicles  with  very  light  bodies, 
during  dry  stoj^s  in  the  unloaded  condition. 

Full  application  is  required  to  ensure  that  ve- 
hicles provide  the  lateral  tractive  capability  of 
an  unlocked  wheel  during  panic  braking.  This 
interim  requirement  was  proposed  in  March  1974 
as  relief  from  full  requirements  which  have  been 
in  effect  since  February  1971.  The  NHTSA 
does  not  consider  it  unfair  to  propose  and  make 
final  an  optional  stopping  requirement  which 
represents  relief  from  more  stringent  require- 
ments. More  important,  the  NHTSA  considers 
it  crucial  to  maintain  complete  directional  sta- 
bility in  a  panic  stop,  loaded  or  unloaded,  if  the 
vehicle  is  unable  to  meet  the  stopping  distance 
requirements  in  that  condition.  Accordingly, 
the  International  Harvester  petition  is  denied. 

Diamond  Reo  also  requested  that  the  interim 
stopping  distances  for  standard  highway  vehicles 
be  adopted  as  the  full  requirements.  Their  ve- 
hicles meet  the  shorter  distances  but  not  by  a 
sufficient  margin  to  absolutely  assure  them  that 
every  one  of  their  vehicles  will  pass.  The  fact 
that  the  vehicles  are  capable  of  stopping  well 
within  the  shorter  distances  persuades  the 
XHTSA  that  this  safety  level  can  and  should 
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be  maintained.  Manufacturers  are  required  by 
the  Safety  Act  to  "exercise  due  care"  in  certify- 
ing that  vehicles  comply  with  the  applicable 
standards  (15  U.S.C.  §  1397(b)  (2)).  In  view 
of  the  statutory  language,  Diamond  Reo's  re- 
quest for  reconsideration  is  denied. 

In  a  related  matter,  the  NHTSA  has  been 
asked  by  the  Federal  Register  to  redesignate  the 
present  Table  V  as  Table  Ila,  which  is  accom- 
plished in  this  notice. 

Manufacturers  raised  several  matters  which 
were  not  addressed  by  Notice  2  and  are  not, 
therefore,  properly  raised  as  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration. The  NHTSA  finds  it  desirable,  how- 
ever, to  respond  to  them  in  this  notice,  in  view 
of  the  standard's  imminent  effective  date. 

Most  important  was  a  question  by  Interna- 
tional Harvester  in  a  July  27,  1974,  visit  by 
NHTSA  engineers  to  their  plant.  They  indi- 
cated that  some  121  vehicles  may  have  difficulty 
in  achieving  the  required  burnish  temperatures 
because  of  the  use  of  the  automatic  pressure  lim- 
iting valve  that  tailors  the  torque  at  the  front 
axle.  The  burnish  conditions  of  Standard  No. 
121  essentially  standardize  the  preparation  of 
new  truck,  bus,  and  trailer  brakes  for  testing 
under  the  standard. 

In  the  absence  of  a  specification  for  these 
valves,  it  appears  that  manufacturers  have  in- 
stituted various  practices  to  assure  uniformly 
good  burnishes.  It  is  apparent  that  different 
vehicles  respond  to  the  burnish  procedure  with 
distinctive  problems  and  require  solutions  tail- 
ored to  their  particular  brake  packages. 

From  a  regulatory  standpoint,  however,  an 
optional  procedure  complicates  enforcement  of  a 
standard,  particularly  where  a  manufacturer  has 
tested  one  way  and  the  NHTSA  tests  the  other. 
Test  results  with  the  limiting  valve,  for  example, 
may  not  be  easily  comparable  with  test  results 
in  which  the  valve  was  bypassed.  Both  the 
manufacturer  and  the  NHTSA  need  a  specifica- 
tion that  permits  flexibility  in  achieving  a  uni- 
form burnish  in  different  vehicles,  but  does  not 
permit  two  burnish  options. 

To  end  this  confusion,  the  NHTSA  further 
specifies  the  burnish  procedure  to  require  that  a 
limiting  valve  be  in  use  except  in  the  event  the 
temperature  of  the  hottest  brake  on  a  rear  axle 


exceeds  the  temperature  of  the  hottest  brake  on 
the  front  axle  by  125°  F.  In  this  way  the  manu- 
facturer and  the  NHTSA  will  follow  the  same 
test  procedure.  It  should  be  emphasized  that 
this  specification  in  no  way  invalidates  the  test- 
ing undertaken  to  date.  Such  data  can  be  the 
basis  of  certification. 

In  answer  to  another  International  Harvester 
question,  brake  adjustments  can  be  made  during 
the  burnishing  to  control  brake  temperatures. 
It  should  be  noted  that  NHTSA  is  considering 
a  limit  on  adjustments  to  three,  to  be  made  only 
during  the  first  250  snubs.  Finally,  the  NHTSA 
has  indicated  to  Kelsey-Hayes  that  it  would  add 
"after-stop"  to  the  burnish  procedures  to  de- 
scribe the  specified  temperatures  more  precisely. 
The  NHTSA  intends  to  measure  the  tempera- 
tures within  30  seconds  of  brake  release,  but  will 
not  reject  manufacturer  readings  taken  at  any 
time  if  they  are  reasonably  related  to  the  tem- 
peratures actually  generated  by  the  snubs.  This 
latitude  is  necessary  to  avoid  invalidation  of 
manufacturer  testing  up  to  this  time. 

International  Harvester  asked  that  the  park- 
ing brake  requirements  of  S5.6.2  be  modified  to 
require  20  percent  grade  holding  ability  "to  the 
limit  of  traction".  The  NHTSA  has  determined 
that  the  present  grade  holding  capability  is  de- 
sirable, and  it  has  already  provided  an  alterna- 
tive requirement  in  the  standard  that  brakes  with 
a  specified  static  retardation  force  be  provided 
on  all  axles.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that  the 
option  makes  a  reduction  of  the  grade-holding 
requirements  imnecessary. 

Diamond  Reo  requested  that  air  reservoir 
volume  on  trucks  and  buses  be  reduced  from 
present  requirements.  The  NHTSA  has  already 
reduced  the  volume  from  16  times  the  combined 
service  brake  chamber  volumes  to  12  times  that 
volume,  and  concludes  that  a  further  reduction 
is  not  in  the  interests  of  motor  vehicle  safety. 
The  Diamond  Reo  request  concerning  the  anti- 
lock  electrical  circuit  has  already  been  answered 
by  a  letter  denial  of  June  28,  1974. 

Wagner  Electric  requested  a  minor  revision 
of  Figure  1,  Trailer  Test  Rig,  which  the  NHTSA 
makes  in  the  interests  of  consistency  of  terminol- 
ogy. The  word  "control"  is  substituted  for 
"pedal". 
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Finally,  the  NHTSA  has  been  receiving  some 
indications  that  manufacturers  may  arbitrarily 
specify  a  higher  GAWR  than  normal  simply  to 
avoid  requirements  of  the  standard.  The 
NHTSA  therefore  takes  this  opportunity  to  ex- 
plain the  manufacturer's  responsibility  to  spec- 
ify the  GAWR  of  axle  systems  on  his  products. 

The  NHTSA  defines  gross  axle  weight  rating 
as  follows: 

"Gross  axle  weight  rating"  or  "GAWR" 
means  the  value  specified  by  the  manufacturer 
as  the  load-carrying  capacity  of  a  single  axle 
system,  as  measured  at  the  tire-ground  inter- 
faces. 

Because  the  GAWR  is  measured  at  the  tire- 
ground  interfaces,  it  means  that  the  tires,  wheels, 
brakes,  and  suspension  components  are  included 
in  the  determination.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
GAWR  of  the  whole  system  cannot  exceed  the 
rating  of  any  one  component,  such  as  tires.  Both 
the  NHTSA  in  its  compliance  tests  and  defects 
investigations,  and  the  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier 
Safety  on  the  road,  will  judge  the  vehicle  on  the 


basis  of  the  values  assigned.  Therefore  it  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  manufacturer  to  assign  values 
which  accurately  reflect  the  load-bearing  ability 
of  the  vehicle  and  its  tires  and  suspension. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  March  1,  1975.  Because  the 
Standard's  effective  date  for  trucks  and  buses 
occurs  sooner  than  180  days  and  because  these 
amendments  create  no  additional  burden,  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  earlier  ef- 
fective date  than  180  days  from  the  date  of 
publication  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  November  6,  1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  39880 
November  12,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;   Notice   11) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
brake  systems,  49  CFR  571.212,  to  establish  a  new 
test  category  (and  an  effective  date)  for  highly 
specialized  tractor-trailer  vehicle  combinations, 
and  to  specify  modified  brake  retardation  force 
requirements  for  trailers  until  September  1,  1976. 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA)  proposed  these  actions, 
along  with  other  actions  that  deal  with  special- 
ized trucks,  in  a  notice  published  November  14, 
1974  (39  F.R.  40168).  The  NHTSA  is  acting  as 
soon  as  possible  on  the  retardation  force  and  in- 
tegral tractor-trailer  issues  because  they  directly 
affect  the  manufacture  of  trailers,  which  will  be 
subject  to  the  standard's  requirements  on  Jan- 
uary 1,  1975.  The  issue  of  exemption  for  over- 
size and  specialized  trucks  (which  have  a  March 
1,  1975,  effective  date)  will  be  addressed  in  the 
near  future  by  a  separate  notice. 

The  NHTSA  takes  note  of  its  recent  proposal 
and  request  for  comments  on  a  postponement  of 
this  standard  (39  F.R.  43639,  December  17,  1974). 
The  NHTSA  is  preceding  with  this  rulemaking 
action  independently  of  that  proposal  to  maintain 
as  much  continuity  as  possible  in  the  regulation 
as  presently  issued. 

The  manufacturers  and  users  of  auto  trans- 
porter combination  vehicles  and  the  Truck 
Trailer  Manufacturers  Association  supported  the 
proposal  to  exempt  "integral  tractor-trailers" 
from  applicability  of  the  standard  until  Septem- 
ber 1,  1976,  because  of  their  particular  testing 
difficulties.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  term 
"integral  tractor-trailer"  should  be  replaced  by 
a  more  descriptive  designation  of  the  combination 
vehicles  in  question.  The  NHTSA  agrees  and 
modifies  the  definition  to  refer  to  the  transporta- 
tion of  motor  vehicles,  and  to  change  the  defined 


term  to  "auto  transporters."  The  comments  re- 
quested deletion  of  a  requirement  in  the  defini- 
tion which  limited  these  vehicles  to  those 
designed  "by  a  single  manufacturer,  or  person 
who  alters  a  certified  vehicle."  The  comments 
expressed  concern  that  the  phrase  would  eliminate 
the  manufacture  of  tractor  and  trailer  portions 
separately.  Some  manufacturers  also  believed 
that  the  reference  to  "certified  vehicles"  meant 
that  any  incomplete  truck  tractor  equipped  with 
121-type  equipment  would  have  to  be  certified 
upon  completion  by  the  manufacturer  of  auto 
transporters. 

The  cited  requirement  does  not  exclude  manu- 
facture by  separate  individuals  of  the  two  por- 
tions of  the  combination,  although  the  preamble 
inadvertently  referred  to  "trucks  and  trailers 
manufactured  by  a  single  manufacturer  for  use 
in  combination."  It  is  possible  that  one  or  more 
persons  other  than  a  vehicle  manufacturer  or 
alterer  may  be  responsible  for  the  integral  de- 
sign. The  NHTSA  therefore  deletes  the  phrase 
in  question  to  permit  continued  flexibility  in  the 
design  of  these  vehicles. 

The  reference  to  alteration  of  a  "certified  ve- 
hicle" confused  some  businesses  which  modify 
stock  truck-tractors  for  use  in  auto  transporters. 
They  believed  that  a  completed  vehcile  that  had 
been  certified  to  meet  Standard  No.  121,  or  an 
incomplete  vehicle  with  documents  referring  to 
Standard  No.  121,  could  not  qualify  for  an  ex- 
emption as  a  portion  of  an  auto  transporter.  In 
actuality,  a  complete  and  certified  vehicle,  or  an 
incomplete  vehicle,  can  be  modified  to  become  a 
portion  of  an  auto  transporter,  which  would 
thereby  qualify  for  exemption  whatever  its  pre- 
vious status. 
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Bankhead  Transportation  requested  clarifica- 
tion with  regard  to  manufacture  of  new  auto 
transporter  trailers  to  be  fitted  to  existing  truck 
tractors  that  are  modified  to  accept  the  new 
trailer,  These  trailers  constitute  a  portion  of  an 
auto  transporter  and  as  such  are  exempt  until 
September  1,  1976.  The  NHTSA  has  modified 
the  language  of  S5.3  in  one  respect  from  tliat 
proposed,  to  make  clear  that  a  transporter  trailer 
manufactured  without  an  equivalent  transporter 
tractor  would  be  tested  separately  under  the  re- 
quirements of  S5.3.2  after  September  1,  1976. 

The  NHTSA  also  proposed  that  the  retarda- 
tion force  requirements  of  the  standard,  which 
apply  to  trailers  (and,  of  an  optional  basis,  to  a 
small  category  of  large  trucks  until  September  1, 
1967),  be  somewhat  reduced  because  of  the  degree 
of  variability  being  experienced  in  brake  lining 
performance.  The  NHTSA  requested  comments 
on  lower  values  and  on  whether  such  new  values 
should  be  permanent,  or  only  temporary  while 
further  information  is  developed  on  variability. 

With  the  exception  of  General  Motors  Cor- 
poration and  Automotive  Research  Associates, 
Incorporated  (which  suggested  changes  in  dyna- 
mometer procedures  instead  of  values),  the  com- 
mentors  supported  the  reduction  of  retardation 
force  values  for  trailers.  General  Motors  argued 
that  brake  force  reductions  of  the  trailer  should 
not  be  undertaken  without  similar  reductions  in 
stopping  distance  requirements  for  trucks,  and  is 
particular  towing  vehicles. 

The  NHTSA,  in  an  amendment  published  May 
17,  1974  (39  F.R.  17750),  has  already  acknowl- 
edged the  variability  of  production  brake  assem- 
blies on  trucks  and  buses  by  establishing  longer 
stopping  distances  for  an  interim  period  until 
September  1,  1975.  The  NHTSA  recently  denied 
a  petition  by  Diamond  Reo  to  make  these  longer 
distances  the  permanent  values  of  the  standard 
(39  F.R.  39880).  A  Paccar  Corporation  petition 
presently  under  consideration  on  the  subject  of 
stopping  distances  also  raises  the  issue  of  relaxed 
stopping  requirements.  The  NHTSA  concludes 
that  its  decision  on  that  petition  will  be  respon- 
sive to  the  points  raised  by  General  Motors. 

Several  comments  on  the  proposed  lower  re- 
tardation forces  included  data  that  further  sub- 
stantiate  the   determination   that   variability  of 


brake  linings  is  not  sufficiently  small  to  permit 
100  percent  compliance  of  every  brake  assembly 
at  the  present  values.  Wagner  Electric  Corpora- 
tion, which  originally  petitioned  for  use  of  the 
values  proposed  by  the  NHTSA,  has  submitted 
new  data  which  support  a  slightly  lower  minima 
force  level  to  support  the  desired  mean  perform- 
ance of  approximately  60  pounds.  Data  supplied 
by  Raybestos  Manhattan  demonstrate  a  varia- 
bility to  the  3-sigma  limit  of  slightly  more  than 
20  percent  calculated  by  the  NHTSA  on  earlier 
testing.  Molded  Materials  Company  disagreed 
that  compatibility  of  combination  vehciles  re- 
quired 60  percent  mean  retardation  values,  but 
supported  the  proposed  lower  minimum  force 
levels  as  a  means  to  achieve  compatibility.  Abex 
Corporation  supported  the  lower  values  so  that 
actual  production  experience  could  be  accumulated 
as  a  basis  for  future  changes. 

The  NHTSA  concludes  on  the  basis  or  sub- 
mitted data  that  values  slightly  lower  than  those 
proposed  will  better  accommodate  the  demon- 
strated variability  of  brake  lining  material. 
Therefore,  values  of  0.06,  0.13,  0.20,  0.27,  0.34, 
0.41,  and  0.47  will  replace  the  present  values  for 
trailers. 

Manufacturers  and  users  of  brake  lining 
differed  on  whether  the  new  values  should  per- 
manently replace  the  previous  values.  The 
NHTSA  did  not  receive  conclusive  information 
indicating  that  the  variability  in  performance 
will  remain  in  production  units.  The  NHTSA 
concludes,  therefore,  that  interim  values  will 
permit  the  accumulation  of  significant  field  ex- 
perience on  vehicle  compatibility  and  lining 
variability,  and  that  a  judg:nent  will  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  that  data  in  the  future. 

Only  Kelsey-Hayes  commented  on  the  proposal 
to  apply  these  new  retardation  force  values  to 
trucks  with  heavy  (or  driving)  front  axles  dur- 
ing their  interim  requirements.  As  a  manufac- 
turer of  front  axle  brake  assemblies  for  this 
vehicle  category,  Kelsey-Hayes  pointed  out  that 
the  revision  was  not  supported  for  truck  front 
axle  brake  assemblies  and  would  require  an  un- 
justified retooling  for  a  period  of  no  more  than 
18  months.  The  NHTSA  agrees  that  the  data 
underlying  the  proposal  supports  a  modification 
for  trailer  brake  assemblies  only.     Accordinglv 
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the  NHTSA  does  not  reduce  the  optional  interim 
retardation  force  requirements  for  trucks  speci- 
fied in  S5.1.3.2. 

In  a  separate  matter,  Rockwell  International 
Corporation  asked  whether  the  discussion  of  100 
percent  compliance  with  Standard  No.  121's  re- 
tardation force  requirements  was  a  modification 
of  earlier  NHTSA  discussion  on  the  "due  care" 
responsibility  of  each  manufacturer  to  ensure 
that  each  of  his  products  meets  the  requirements 
of  the  standard  (39  F.R.  17750,  May  17,  1974). 
The  requirement  to  exercise  "due  care"  that  each 
vehicle  comply  with  Standard  No.  121  is  a  statu- 
tory requirement  (15  U.S.C.  1397),  and  the 
above-cited  discussion  remains  the  NHTSA 
position. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
No.  121  (49  C.F.R.  571.  121)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  Januarj'  1,  1975.  Because  of 
the  imminent  eflFective  date  of  the  standard  for 
trailers  (January  1,  1975),  the  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  finds,  for  good 
cause  shown,  that  an  effective  date  sooner  than 
30  days  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
C.F.R.  1.51) 

Issued  on  December  31,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  1246 
January  7,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

(Docket  No.  74-10;   Notice   12) 
Air  Brake  Systems 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
brake  systems,  49  C.F.R.  571.121,  to  delete  as  of 
September  1,  1976,  the  emergency  brake  option 
that  for  trucks  and  buses  permits  automatic  ap- 
plication of  the  parking  brakes  in  place  of  a 
modulated  emergency'  brake  system.  A  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  to  be  issued  shortly  pro- 
poses modification  of  the  air  brake  system  park- 
ing brake  requirements  and  the  trailer  emergency 
braking  requirements. 

Based  on  a  December  1972  petition  from  the 
American  Trucking  Associations  (ATA),  the 
NHTSA  proposed  elimination  of  the  automatic 
parking  brake  for  use  as  an  emergency  braking 
capability  (38  F.R.  14963,  June  7,  1973).  In 
response  to  comments  on  that  proposal  which 
stated  that  leadtime  was  insufficient  to  implement 
the  proposal  by  September  1,  1974,  the  NHTSA 
indicated  it  would  defer  final  action  to  a  later 
date  and  issue  any  changes  with  an  effective  date 
beyond  September  1,  1974  (39  F.R.  804,  January 
3,  1974).  The  NHTSA  again  indicated  in  May 
1974  that  "the  majority  of  the  changes  proposed 
in  response  to  the  ATA  petition  continue  to  be 
viewed  favorably."  (39  F.R.  17550,  May  17, 
1974).  The  NHTSA  has  now  completed  its  con- 
sideration of  the  modulated  braking  provision 
and  hereby  amends  the  standard  as  proposed  in 
June  1973,  with  an  effective  date  of  September  1, 
1976,  to  permit  adequate  time  for  engineering 
necessary  changes.  It  appears,  in  fact,  that  the 
majority  of  new  brake  systems  are  designed  to 
meet  generally  the  modulated  emergency  brake 
requirements. 

The  fundamental  change  is  elimination  of  the 
option  that  permits  automatic  application  of  the 
parking  brakes  in  place  of  a  modulated  emer- 
gency brake  system.     The  NHTSA  agrees  with 


the  ATA  that  a  driver  should  not  be  forced  to 
use  two  different  methods  of  applying  the  emer- 
gency brakes,  depending  on  what  vehcile  he  is 
driving  at  the  time. 

In  the  parikng  brake  system  proposal  to  be 
published  shortly,  it  is  proposed  that  the  parking 
brake  provisions  found  as  options  in  the  present 
S5.7  be  made  mandatory  in  a  revised  S5.6  park- 
ing brake  section.  Thus  the  present  S5.7  require- 
ment that  a  vehicle  with  a  modulated  brake 
capability  also  have  a  parking  brake  capable  of 
manual  application  at  any  service  reservoir  pres- 
sure level  would  be  found  in  the  parking  brake 
section.  Also  the  requirement  that  the  parking 
brake  be  capable  of  application  in  the  event  of  a 
failure  of  specific  components  common  to  the 
service  brake  and  emergency  braking  systems 
would  be  moved  to  the  revised  parking  brake 
section.  Finally  the  requirement  that  a  parking 
brake  be  releasable  only  if  it  can  be  reapplied 
would  be  found  in  the  new  parking  brake 
provisions. 

Several  other  requirements  proposed  in  June 
1973  for  the  modulated  emergency  brake  system 
are  found  in  this  amendment.  The  modulated 
emergency  brake  must  be  applied,  released,  and 
be  capable  of  modulation,  by  means  of  the  service 
brake  control.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that 
the  driver  is  most  likely  to  maintain  the  best  con- 
trol of  his  vehicle  when  he  can  modulate  any 
braking  available  to  him  througd  a  single  control. 
The  emergency  system  must  be  capable  of  two 
full  applications  and  releases  in  the  event  the 
service  brake  system  fails.  This  ensures  that  a 
disabled  vehicle  can  be  safely  moved  off  the 
roadway. 

As  proposed  in  June  1973  and  made  final  in 
this   notice,   the   emergency   brake   system   of   a 
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towing  vehicle  must  operate  in  the  event  the 
trailer  air  control  line  or  the  trailer  supply  and 
control  lines  fail.  These  requirements  ensure 
that  a  loaded  combination  vehicle  can  stop  in 
specified  distances  with  a  failed  control  line,  and 
that  a  loaded  straight  truck  (capable  of  towing) 
or  "bobtail"  tractor-trailer  is  capable  of  stopping 
in  the  event  a  trailer  breaks  away.  Additionally, 
the  service  brake  control  of  a  towing  vehicle  must 
be  capable  of  modulating  the  brakes  on  a  towed 
vehicle  following  a  failure  on  the  towing  vehicle. 
Also,  the  emergency  stopping  distance  require- 
ment presently  in  the  standard  becomes  the  only 
permissible  test  of  a  truck  or  bus  emergency  brak- 
ing system. 

A  new  test  condition  has  been  added  to  specify 
when  to  vent  the  control  and  supply  lines  to 
atmosphere  for  test  purposes. 


As  noted  above,  the  majority  of  these  changes 
appear  to  be  incorporated  in  large  measure  in  the 
design  of  the  new  brake  systems.  The  NHTSA 
concludes  that  truck  and  bus  manufacturers  are 
capable  of  meeting  these  modulated  brake  re- 
quirements by  September  1,  1976. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
No.  121  (49  C.F.R.  571.121)  is  amended 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1976. 

(Sec.  103,  119  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407),  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
C.F.R.  1.51  and  49  C.F.R.  501.8). 

Issued  on  January  10,  1975. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  2989 
January  17,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;   Notice   14) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
brake  systems,  49  C.F.R.  571.121,  to  exempt  a 
small  category  of  oversize  and  construction  ve- 
hicles from  the  applicability  of  the  standard. 
The  exemption  criteria  were  proposed  in  a  Jan- 
uary 28,  1975,  notice  (40  F.R.  4153),  which  ex- 
panded the  criteria  for  this  specialized  vehicle 
category  in  response  to  comments  on  an  earlier 
exemption  proposal  (39  F.R.  40168,  November  14, 
1974). 

In  making  the  proposal,  the  NHTSA  tenta- 
tively determined  that  the  specialized  configura- 
tion of  this  small  category  makes  compliance 
with  the  standard  so  difficult  and  expensive  that 
an  exemption  from  the  standard  would  be  justi- 
fied. It  was  noted  that  the  vehicle  function  in 
these  cases  generally  results  in  restricted  opera- 
tion on  the  highway  (e.g.,  at  low  speed,  in  permit 
operation,  or  during  daylight  hours)  and  that  as 
a  result,  vehicle  exposure  on  the  highway  is 
limited. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  a  series  of  criteria  in- 
tended to  comprehensively  identify  vehicles  with 
these  characteristics.  Permanent  exemption  would 
be  granted  to  any  vehicle  that  has  (1)  an  overall 
vehicle  width  of  108  inches  or  more,  (2)  a  speed 
attainable  in  two  miles  of  not  more  than  33  mph, 
(3)  a  speed  attainable  in  two  miles  of  not  more 
than  45  mph,  all-wheel  drive,  and  no  cargo-  or 
passenger-carrying  capacity,  (4)  an  axle  that  has 
a  GAWR  of  29,000  pounds  or  more,  (5)  two  or 
more  front  steerable  axles  with  a  GAWR  of 
16,000  pounds  or  more  for  each  axle;  or  (6)  a 
steerable  drive  axle  driven  through  gear  reduc- 
tion contained  within  the  wheel. 

Three  of  the  numbered  criteria  ((3),  (5),  and 
(6) )  were  intended  to  describe  the  lighter  and 
more  maneuverable  vehicles  whose  drive  axle  con- 


figuration or  high  center  of  gravity  make  con- 
formity with  the  standard  expensive  and  difficult. 
An  example  of  this  vehicle  type  is  the  large, 
carrier-moimted  mobile  crane.  Based  on  sub- 
mitted comments,  it  appears  that  these  criteria 
should  be  combined  as  a  single  compound  cri- 
terion in  order  to  avoid  inequities  in  the  applica- 
bility of  the  standard.  Specifically,  either  of  the 
criteria  numbered  (5)  or  (6)  could,  of  itself, 
permit  heavy  or  cargo-carrying  vehicles  on  the 
highway  at  unlimited  speed  without  121-type 
brakes  while  far  smaller  vehicles  would  be  sub- 
ject to  the  regulation.  To  accomplish  the  re- 
arrangement, the  exception  criteria  numbered 
(3),  (5),  and  (6)  are  combined  in  a  new  category 
(d)  to  require  for  this  exception  that  an  expected 
vehicle  have  a  speed  attainable  in  two  miles  of 
not  more  than  45  mph,  no  cargo-  or  passenger- 
carrying  capacity,  and  either  ( 1 )  all-wheel  drive, 
(2)  a  steerable  drive  axle  driven  through  gear 
reduction  contained  within  the  wheel,  or  (3)  two 
or  more  front  steerable  axles. 

It  is  recognized  that  total  withdrawal  of  the 
16,000-pound  tandem  steerable  axle  exemption 
would  make  those  vehicles  with  an  unlimited 
highway  speed  unavailable  until  the  axles  are 
developed  or  the  vehicle  speed  is  reduced  to  45 
mph.  Therefore  the  NHTSA  will  make  final  its 
proposed  16,000-pound  exemption,  but  only  for 
the  interim  period  until  September  1,  1976. 

With  regard  to  the  45-mph  maximum  speed 
criterion,  FMC  Corporation  suggested  that  the 
speed  be  raised  somewhat  to  ensure  that  vehicles 
excepted  on  this  criterion  can  use  the  interstate 
highway  system.  The  NHTSA  does  not  agree 
that  it  should  encourage  use  on  the  interstate 
system  of  large,  high-center-of-gravity  vehicles 
that  are  not  subject  to  a  minimum  braking  stand- 
ard.    Accordingly,  FMC's  request  is  denied. 
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Little  comment  was  received  on  the  other  cri- 
teria. Ford  Motor  Company  suggested  a  24,000- 
pound  figure  in  place  of  the  29,000-pound  pro- 
posal. For  reasons  cited  in  the  January  proposal 
in  response  to  an  identical  request  by  Mack  this 
request  is  denied. 

To  the  degree  that  this  amendment  does  not 
grant  the  requests  for  exemption  raised  by 
Marmon  Transmotive  in  its  December  23,  1974, 
letter  to  the  Administrator,  that  petition  is 
denied. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
No.  121   (49  C.F.R.  571.121)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  March  1,  1975.  Because  these 
amendments  relieve  a  restriction  and  because  of 


the  imminence  of  the  standard's  effective  date,  it 
is  found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective 
date  sooner  than  30  days  from  the  date  of  their 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Sec,  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  C.F.R.  1.51.) 

Issued  on  February  28,  1975. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  8953 
March  4,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;   Notice   15) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
brake  systems,  49  C.F.R.  •§  571.121,  in  response  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  requirements 
established  for  trucks  and  buses,  by  revision  of 
the  retardation  force  requirements  applicable  to 
on/ofF  highway  vehicles  until  September  1,  1975, 
or  September  1,  1976. 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA)  established  the  final  form 
of  Standard  No.  121  for  purposes  of  judicial  re- 
view in  November  1974  (39  F.R.  39880,  Novem- 
ber 21,  1974)  (Notice  6).  Notice  6  established 
interim  stopping  distance  requirements  for  stand- 
ard highway  vehicles,  and  retardation  force  re- 
quirements for  some  on/ofT  highway  vehicles. 
Petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the  decision  were 
received  from  White  Motor  Corporation,  Mack 
Trucks,  International  Harvester,  PACCAR  Cor- 
poration, Diamond  Reo,  and  Breeze  Corporations. 
General  Motors  effectively  requested  reconsidera- 
tion in  its  response  to  a  separate  November 
notice  (39  F.R.  40168,  November  14,  1974)  (No- 
tice 7)  by  supporting  reduced  trailer  require- 
ments only  with  corresponding  reduction  of  truck 
stopping  distance  requirements. 

General  Motors,  in  its  response  to  Notice  7, 
indicated  that  similar  121  vehicles  can  register 
as  much  as  a  20-percent  difference  in  stopping 
distances  as  a  result  of  uncontrolled  variability 
in  brake  component  performance.  International 
Harvester,  which  until  recently  had  supported 
5-percent  longer  stopping  distances  on  an  interim 
basis,  now  points  to  certain  variables,  including 
brake  linings,  in  requesting  longer  distances  on 
a  permanent  basis.  Diamond  Reo  reported  the 
same  experience  in  its  comments  to  Notice  2  of 
Docket  No.  74-10.  PACCAR  requested  that  S5.3 
(stopping   distance)    be   "temporarily   repealed" 


and  that  longer  stoping  distances  be  considered 
for  the  future.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that 
PACCAR's  request  is  essentially  a  petition  for 
rulemaking  to  increase  the  stopping  distances  on 
a  permanent  basis. 

These  positions  raise  issues  which  can  arise 
whenever  a  standard  is  first  implemented:  (1) 
that  production  \ariables  are  so  great  that  in- 
ordinate compilance  margins  are  required  and 
(2)  that  the  brake  packages  necessarj'  to  achieve 
these  compliance  margins  are  so  aggressive  that 
the  handling  qualities  and  durability  of  affected 
vehicles  are  significantly  degraded.  The  NHTSA 
is,  of  course,  interested  in  receiving  on  a  con- 
tinuing basis  any  new  technical  information  (par- 
ticularly test  data  on  production  vehicles)  that 
bears  on  these  important  safety  issues.  Based  on 
the  information  submitted  to  date,  however, 
NHTSA  is  not  prepared  to  grant  the  outstanding 
petitions  at  this  time. 

PACCAR  also  requested  that  the  stopping 
distance  requirements  be  delayed  until  the  per- 
formance of  antilock  systems  and  certain  test 
procedures,  conditions,  and  the  control  trailer 
test  device  are  specified  in  areas  considered  de- 
ficient by  PACCAR.  While  these  issues  might 
appropriately  be  considered  for  future  rulemak- 
ing, the  NHTSA  does  not  agree  that  change  of 
these  important  elements  of  the  standard  should 
delay  orderly  implementation  of  the  standard. 
Accordingly,  the  PACCAR  request  in  these  areas 
is  denied. 

The  second  area  of  the  standa  rd  in  which  man- 
ufacturers seek  reconsideration  is  limited  relaxa- 
tion of  requirements  for  vehicles  with  front 
steerable  drive  axles  (S5.3.1.2).  Based  on  un- 
availability of  this  axle  design,  vehicles  manu- 
factured before  September  1,  1975,  with  a  front 
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steerable  drive  axle  of  any  size  may  meet  retarda- 
tion force  requirements  in  place  of  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements.  Because  of  unavailability  of 
the  lighter  front  driving  axles  for  a  greater 
period,  vehicles  manufactured  before  September 
1,  1976,  with  a  front  steerable  drive  axle  with  a 
gross  axle  weight  rating  (GAWR)  of  less  than 
18,000  pounds  may  meet  retardation  force  re- 
quirements in  place  of  stopping  distance  require- 
ments. 

Diamond  Reo,  International  Harvester,  and 
Mack  Trucks,  Inc.,  now  request  that  the  heavier 
axles  also  be  permitted  relaxed  requirements  un- 
til September  1,  1976.  "White  Motor  Company 
in  its  response  to  Notice  10  of  Docket  No.  74-10 
requested  the  relaxed  requirements  imtil  Septem- 
ber 1,  1977.  The  NHTSA  indicated  in  Notice  6 
that  this  axle  type  is  available  and  has  been 
offered  by  Oshkosh  Truck  Company  to  the  other 
manufacturers  of  this  vehicle  class.  While  Dia- 
mond Reo  does  not  indicate  it  considered  the 
Oshkosh  axle,  the  other  manufacturers  indicate 
that  redesign  of  their  limited  vehicle  output  in 
this  area  to  accept  the  Oshkosh  axle  would  be 
unjustified  because  of  cost.  Oshkosh,  on  the 
other  hand,  has  offered  to  provide,  at  cost,  tech- 
nical assistance  in  the  installation  of  Oshkosh 
axles  to  non-Oshkosh  pilot  test  vehicles,  and 
consultation  and  review  of  test  data  obtained 
from  truck-manufacturer-conducted  tests. 

The  NHTSA  concludes,  based  on  all  informa- 
tion available,  that  the  axle  is  available  at  this 
time  and  that  sufficient  leadtime  has  been  made 
available  for  the  location  and  testing  of  an  axle 
of  this  type.  The  manufacturers  who  request 
further  delay  do  not  claim  that  the  installation 
is  technologically  unfeasible  or  otherwise  imprac- 
ticable. Although  they  cite  adverse  economic  con- 
sequence for  the  limited  numbers  of  vehicles  they 
produce  in  this  category,  this  argument  does  not 
consider  the  major  economic  consequences  for  the 
Oshkosh  Company,  who  state  that  72  percent  of 
their  vehicle  production  would  be  adversely  af- 
fected by  any  further  delay.  The  petitions  of 
White,  International  Harvester,  Diamond  Reo, 
and  Mack  are  accordingly  denied. 

Due  to  unavailability  until  September  1,  1976, 
front  steerable  non-driving  axles  with  a  GAWR 
in  excess  of  16,000  pounds  are  permitted  the  same 


relaxed  requirements  as  the  driving  axles  just 
discussed.  White  Motor  Corporation,  in  its  com- 
ments to  Notice  10  of  Docket  No.  74-10,  requested 
the  relaxed  requirements  be  extended  to  Septem- 
ber 1,  1977,  because  of  the  long  leadtime  asso- 
ciated with  manufacture  of  these  vehicles.  The 
NHTSA  will  monitor  the  availability  of  these 
axles  to  ensure  their  readiness  for  September  1, 
1976,  and  will  consider  a  later  effective  date  for 
them  if  they  are  not  available  as  presently  sched- 
uled. At  this  time,  however,  it  appears  that  the 
axles  will  be  ready  sufficiently  in  advance  of  Sep- 
tember 1,  1976,  to  permit  satisfaction  of  the  full 
requirements  on  that  date.  Accordingly  White's 
petition  is  denied. 

As  earlier  noted,  both  the  vehicles  equipped 
with  certain  driving  or  non-driivng  front  steer- 
able axles  are  permitted  to  meet  retardation  force 
requirements  in  place  of  distance  requirements 
for  an  interim  period.  A  reduction  of  these  re- 
tardation force  requirements  was  the  subject  of  a 
proposal  in  Notice  7,  which  was  acted  on  for 
trailers  in  Notice  11  (40  F.R.  1246,  January  7, 
1975).  It  was  concluded  that  no  argument  had 
been  made  for  a  temporary  reduction  of  retarda- 
tion forces  on  the  front  axle  of  heavy  trucks, 
most  of  which  are  integral  trucks  which  ex- 
perience high  levels  of  dynamic  load  shift  during 
braking.  Comments  by  PACCAR  to  Notice  6, 
however,  emphasized  that  retardation  force  re- 
quirements at  the  rear  axle  could  be  reduced  be- 
cause the  load  shift  off  the  rear  axle  effectively 
results  in  over-torque  of  that  axle. 

The  NHTSA's  intent  in  substituting  retarda- 
tion force  requirements  for  stopping  distance  is 
to  ensure  the  best  braking  that  is  presently  avail- 
able, and  it  appears  that  rear  brake  retardation 
requirements  may,  in  some  cases,  inhibit  the  tai- 
loring of  brake  systems  on  different  vehciles  to 
achieve  this  goal.  The  most  satisfactory  means 
to  reduce  rear  axle  requirements  while  maintain- 
ing front  axle  requirements  is  to  eliminate  re- 
quirements for  the  vehicle  as  a  whole,  to  permit 
the  manufacturer  latitude  in  selecting  retardation 
force  requireemnts  at  the  rear  axle.  The  present 
requirements  for  front  axle  retardation  forces 
remain  in  the  standard,  and  by  this  notice,  the 
NHTSA  deletes  the  requirement  for  retardation 
force  values  for  the  vehicle  as  a  whole. 
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PACCAR  requested  complete  withdrawal  of 
the  retardation  force  requirements,  as  well  as  the 
brake  power  and  fade  requirements  as  they  affect 
all  trucks.  The  NHTSA,  of  course,  considers 
these  characteristics  of  a  brake  system  funda- 
mental, and  does  not  agree  that  the  requirements 
are  impracticable  or  should  be  withdrawn. 
PACCAR's  request  is  therefore  denied. 

With  regard  to  the  vehicles  that  may  meet  re- 
tardation force  requirements  in  place  of  stopping 
distances.  International  Harvester  requested  con- 
firmation that  S6.3.1.2  is  an  option  that  the  man- 
ufacturer may  choose  to  ignore  in  the  loaded  or 
unloaded  condition  if  the  vehcile  in  question  meets 
the  stopping  distance  requirements  in  that  condi- 
tion. This  agency  stated  in  the  preamble  to 
Notice  6  that  "the  NHTSA  considers  it  crucial 
panic  stop,  loaded  or  unloaded,  if  the  vehicle  is 
to  maintain  complete  directional  stability  in  a 
unable  to  meet  the  stopping  distance  require- 
ments in  that  condition."  International  Har- 
vester's understanding  of  this  language  is  correct. 

PACCAR  requested  deletion  of  brake  actua- 
tion requirements  as  redimdant  in  view  of  stop- 
ping distance  requirements.  The  NHTSA  has 
considered  elimination  of  the  requirements  pre- 
viously, and  concluded  at  that  time  that  the  re- 
quirement should  be  maintained  (37  F.R.  3905, 
February  24,  1972).  At  this  time  the  actuation 
requirements  ensure  fast  braking  on  the  vehicles 
under  S5.3.1.2  which  need  not  meet  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements.  The  NHTSA  will  consider 
this  PACCAR  request  for  future  rulemaking  but 
does  not  act  on  the  petition  for  amendment  at 
this  time. 


Finally,  PACCAR  requested  specification  of 
antilock  performance  characteristics.  The  stand- 
ard does  not  require  antilock  systems,  and  the 
NHTSA  has  concluded  that  specification  for  man- 
ufacturers who  utilize  these  devices  would  be 
design  restrictive,  without  a  corresponding  safety 
benefit.  No  manufacturer  other  than  PACCAR 
indicates  that  a  safety  need  exists  to  specify  the 
cycling  of  antilocks,  and  the  NHTSA  is  unable 
to  determine  from  the  PACCAR  petition  what 
evidence  exists  that  antilock  specification  would 
improve  vehicle  handling.  PACCAR's  petition 
is  accordingly  denied. 

In  areas  unrelated  to  the  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration, the  NHTSA  corrects  an  error  in 
S6.1.8.1  and  adds  a  clarifying  word  to  S5.7.1.2, 
without  in  any  way  changing  the  requirements 
of  those  paragraphs. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  121  (49  C.F.R.  §  571.121)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  March  21,  1975.  Because  of 
Standard  No.  121's  March  1,  1975,  effective  date 
and  because  this  order  relieves  a  restriction,  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date 
sooner  than  30  days  from  the  date  of  publication 
of  that  order  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  C.F.R. 
1.51). 

Issued  on  March  14,  1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  12797 
March  21,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-10;  Notice   16) 


This  notice  responds  to  three  petitions  for  re- 
consideration of  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration's  December  31,  1974,  deci- 
sion to  implement  Standard  No.  121,  Air  brake 
systems,  as  scheduled  on  January  1,  1975,  for 
trailers  and  on  March  1,  1975,  for  trucks  and 
buses.  The  petition  of  American  Fire  Apparatus 
Company  for  reconsideration  of  the  September  1, 
1975,  effective  date  for  fire  fighting  apparatus  is 
granted  for  a  period  of  six  months.  The  petitions 
of  the  Milk  Industry  Foundation  and  of  Repre- 
sentative James  H.  Quillen  for  delay  of  the  stand- 
ard as  a  whole  are  denied.  The  petition  of  White 
Motor  Corporation  has  already  been  responded 
to  by  Notice  15  of  Docket  No.  74-10  (40  F.R. 
12797,  March  21,  1975). 

The  Milk  Industry  Foundation  (the  Founda- 
tion) requested  delay  of  the  standard  as  it  applies 
to  trucks  and  buses  until  March  1,  1976,  to  permit 
further  testing  of  the  new  braking  systems  (and 
redesign  as  necessary)  and  to  conduct  an  analysis 
of  the  economic  impact  of  the  standard.  The 
Foundation  believes  that  insufficient  time  has  been 
allowed  for  vehicle  testing. 

The  NHTSA  has  evaluated  the  readiness  of 
manufacturers  to  meet  the  standard  throughout 
the  four  years  since  issuance.  The  original  Jan- 
uary 1,  1973,  effective  date  was  delayed  until 
September  1,  1974.  In  early  1974,  the  vehicle  and 
component  test  programs  involved  in  implemen- 
tation were  again  evaluated,  and  the  NHTSA  pro- 
posed delay  of  the  effective  date  to  January  1, 1975 
(39  F.R.  7966,  March  1,  1974)  (.39  F.R.  17563, 
May  17,  1974).  Based  on  submitted  comments, 
it  was  determined  that  a  March  1,  1975,  effective 
date  for  trucks  and  buses,  and  a  January  1,  1975, 
date  for  trailers  would  permit  adequate  time  to 
complete  preparations  for  the  standard's  imple- 


mentation (39  F.R.  17750,  May  17,  1974)  (39  F.R. 
20380,  June  10,  1974).  These  delays  were  under- 
taken although  one  manufacturer  expressed 
readiness  to  meet  the  September  1974  date,  and 
International  Harvester,  the  largest  manufacturer 
of  air-braked  vehicles,  expressed  readiness  to 
meet  the  January  1,  1975,  effective  date.  This 
decision  was  reevaluated  in  November  1974  and 
found  to  remain  valid,  although  a  few  larger 
vehicle  types  were  permitted  a  later  date  (39  F.R. 
39880,  November  12,  1974). 

The  Foundation  also  requested  that  the  stand- 
ard be  delayed  until  its  economic  impact  is  eval- 
uated. The  NHTSA  conducted  an  evaluation  of 
economic  impact  shortly  before  implementation 
of  the  standard  (39  F.R.  43639,  December  17, 
1974)  and,  based  on  several  hundred  comments, 
concluded  tliat  the  standard  should  be  imple- 
mented (40  F.R.  1248,  January  7,  1975).  The 
NHTSA  disagrees  with  tlie  Foundation  that  the 
evaluation  should  ha\e  been  conducted  in  accord- 
ance with  Executive  Order  11821  (on  inflation 
impact  studies)  when  the  final  criteria  and  pro- 
cedures for  implementation  of  the  Order  were 
not  yet  established.  The  NHTSA  has  committed 
itself  to  continue  monitoring  the  effectiveness  of 
its  standard  in  accordance  with  its  statutory 
mandate,  with  a  view  to  identifying  any  modifica- 
tions that  would  lower  costs  while  achieving  com- 
parable levels  of  safety. 

As  indicated  by  the  submissions  of  the  Milk 
Industry  Foundation,  there  has  evidently  been 
much  confusion  among  user  groups  such  as  the 
dairy  industry  over  the  effect  of  the  braking 
standards  on  their  operations.  In  order  to  meet 
tlie  requirements  that  a  vehicle  stop  in  a  specified 
distance  when  tested  by  the  government,  chassis 
manufacturers  have  in  some  cases  specified  center 
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of  gravity  heights  for  conformity  purposes  that 
are  lower  than  the  loaded  center  of  gravity  of 
trucks  that  these  operators  are  accustomed  to 
using.  The  body  builders  who  complete  and 
certify  the  trucks  have  passed  these  center  of 
gravity  specifications  on  to  the  user  groups.  This 
has  given  rise  to  fears  on  the  part  of  the  dairy 
industry  and  others  that  they  must  reduce  the 
loads  carried  on  their  trucks. 

Actually,  this  is  neither  the  legal  effect  nor 
the  intended  policy  effect  of  the  standard.  The 
standard  does  not  regulate  the  manner  in  which 
trucks  are  loaded  or  used  on  the  road,  and  users 
are  free  to  use  their  own  judgment  in  loading 
their  trucks,  as  they  have  been  in  the  past.  The 
standard  is  designed  so  that  a  properly-designed 
vehicle  which  satisfies  its  performance  require- 
ments under  the  conditions  stipulated  for  com- 
pliance testing  will  perform  safely  under  all 
reasonable  conditions  or  real  world  use.  Trucks 
equipped  with  the  stronger  and  better-modulated 
brakes  required  by  the  standard,  when  loaded 
similarly  to  those  in  the  past,  should  in  fact  be 
much  safer  both  for  their  occupants  and  for  the 
rest  of  the  driving  public  than  comparable  ve- 
hicles were  before.  If  the  NHTSA  should  dis- 
cover vehicles  being  produced  that  do  not  perform 
safely  when  loaded  in  a  normal  manner  and  can 
establish  that  this  condition  is  attributable  to 
deficiencies  in  vehicle  manufacture  or  design,  it 
can  proceed  against  their  manufacturers  under 
its  safety-related  defect  jurisdiction. 

Representative  Quillen  requested  consideration 
of  a  significant  postponement  of  the  standard, 
believing  that  a  delay  would  increase  truck  sales. 
An  examination  of  the  truck  market  indicates  that 
several  months'  inventory  of  trucks  manufactured 
without  the  new  systems  remained  unsold  on 
March  1, 1975,  suggesting  that  the  economic  down- 
turn, rather  than  the  new  systems,  accounts  for 
many  lost  sales.  The  American  Trucking  Asso- 
ciations statistics  on  general  freight  tonnage  in- 
dicate a  steady  decline  in  highway  tonnage  from 
the  high  figure  reached  in  November  1973.  It 
does  appear  that  some  of  the  slowdown  is  at- 


tributable to  "pre-buying"'  of  trucks  to  avoid 
Standard  No.  121,  but  this  effect  would  occur 
wliatever  the  date  of  implementation.  Accord- 
ingly the  petitions  of  the  Milk  Industry  Founda- 
tion and  Representative  Quillen  are  denied. 

American  Fire  Apparatus  Company  has  re- 
quested that  the  NHTSA  reconsider  its  decision 
to  implement  the  standard  as  scheduled,  so  far  as 
it  applies  to  fire  fighting  vehicles.  NHTSA  policy 
has  been  to  grant  fire  fighting  vehicles  a  mini- 
mum of  two  years  from  the  issuance  of  any 
standard  to  achieve  compliance  because  of  the 
unique  leadtime  i^roblems  associated  with  the 
industry.  (49  CFR  §571.8).  On  this  basis,  the 
NHTSA  granted  a  delay  of  the  effective  date 
from  September  1,  1974,  to  September  1,  1975, 
for  these  vehicles  at  the  request  of  American  Fire 
Apparatus  (39  F.R.  17750,  May  17,  1974).  At 
tlie  same  time  the  general  implementation  date 
was  extended  six  months.  The  NHTSA  agrees 
that  fire  fighting  apparatus  is  entitled  to  a  full 
year's  delay  because  of  its  long  leadtime  problems. 

By  this  notice,  the  NHTSA  denies  all  out- 
standing petitions  for  reconsideration  of  Stand- 
ard No.  121's  effective  dates,  with  the  exception 
of  the  date  for  fire  fighting  vehicles. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard  No. 
121  (49  CFR  §571.121)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  June  16,  1975.  Because  the  pre- 
viously established  effective  date  for  fire  fighting 
apparatus  was  less  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  publication  of  this  amendment  in  the  Federal 
Register,  it  is  found  for  good  cause  shown  that 
an  effective  date  less  than  180  days  from  the  date 
of  publication  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51). 

Issued  on  May  12,  1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  21031 
May  15,  1975 
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Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.   74-10;   Notice    17) 


This  notice  responds  to  six  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  a  recent  amendment  of  Standard 
No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  49  CFR  571.121. 
That  amendment  deleted  as  of  September  1, 
1976,  the  emergency  brake  option  that  permits 
automatic  application  of  parking  brakes  in  place 
of  a  modulated  emergency  brake  system  on  trucks 
and  buses  (40  FR  2989,  January  17,  1975).  In 
addition,  that  notice  standardized  the  operation 
of  the  emergency  brake  control,  specified  a  mini- 
mum number  of  emergency  brake  applications 
and  releases,  and  provided  for  the  integrity  of 
the  towing  vehicle  braking  system  in  the  event 
of  failure  of  the  air  lines  to  the  towed  vehicle. 
On  the  basis  of  information  and  arguments  pre- 
sented by  several  petitioners,  the  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  (XHTSA) 
hereby  withdraws  the  amendment  that  specified 
a  minimum  number  of  emergency  brake  applica- 
tions and  releases. 

None  of  the  petitions  for  reconsideration  ob- 
jected to  the  NHTSA's  deletion  of  automatic 
parking  brake  application  as  a  means  of  provid- 
ing emergency  braking  capability.  There  were 
no  objections  to  the  specification  that  the  emer- 
gency brake  system  control  be  the  same  control 
as  that  for  the  service  brake  system.  These  pro- 
visions remain  unchanged,  and  will  become  effec- 
tive September  1,  1976. 

The  standard  tests  the  emergency  braking 
capability  of  a  vehicle  by  introducing  a  ''single 
failure  in  the  service  brake  system."  Bendix 
Corporation  requested  that  this  requirement  be 
replaced  by  a  requirement  for  emergency  brak- 
ing capability  "with  either  circuit's  reservoir  at 
zero  psi."  Presumably  Bendix  is  suggesting  that 
the  "split  system"  design  found  on  today's  air- 
braked  trucks  be  tested  by  draining  either  side 


of  the  system.  Standard  No.  121  does  not  specify 
a  particular  type  of  emergency  brake  system  and 
cannot  therefore  specify  failing  any  particular 
component.  The  NHTSA  believes  a  vehicle 
should  be  capable  of  making  stable  in-line  stops 
within  the  specified  distance  with  a  failure  in  any 
hose  or  reservoir  in  the  service  brake  system. 
For  instance,  a  failure  in  the  air  hose  to  the  right 
front  wheel  should  not  make  it  impossible  for 
a  driver  to  keep  the  vehicle  within  a  12  foot  wide 
lane.  The  agency  does  intend  to  clarify  the 
status  of  various  air  lines  in  powered  vehicles, 
particularly  towing  vehicles,  to  answer  questions 
raised  by  International  Harvester  and  the  State 
of  California  concerning  service  brake  system 
failure.  These  clarifications  will  appear  in  an 
upcoming  notice  on  parking  brake  systems. 

International  Harvester,  Ford,  Midland-Ross, 
and  Bendix  objected  to  the  requirement  of  So.7.3 
that  requires  the  emergency  brake  system  to  be 
capable  of  not  less  than  two  applications  and 
releases,  as  determined  by  brake  chamber  air 
pressure  of  60  psi  or  more  during  the  pressure 
phase  of  operation,  and  brake  chamber  air  pres- 
sure of  not  more  than  1  psi  during  the  pressure 
release  phase  of  operations.  The  manufacturers 
(and  the  American  Trucking  Associations)  were 
concerned  that  the  specification  of  1-  to  60-psi 
values  was  design-restrictive  and  would  force 
substantial  redesign  of  vehicles  before  the  exist- 
ing new  designs  can  be  thoroughly  tested.  Some 
of  the  petitions  questioned  whether  the  test  would 
be  conducted  statically  or  dynamically. 

The  NHTSA  is  concerned  that  manufacturers 
not  be  upduly  burdened  with  modifications  to' 
their  systems  during  the  initial  introduction  pe- 
riod of  the  standard.  The  agency  has  regularly 
indicated  in  its  correspondence  that  it  is  monitor- 
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ing  implementation  of  the  standard  to  minimize 
disruption  and  costs  wliile  maintaining  the  stand- 
ard's safety  benefits.  The  maximum  and  mini- 
mum pressure  values  in  question  were  specified 
simply  as  objective  testing  criteria  and  are  not 
intended  as  design  restrictions  that  fulfill  a  safety 
function. 

In  view  of  the  redesign  problems  noted  and 
their  accompanying  disruption,  the  NHTSA 
withdraws  the  application-and-release  specifica- 
tion and  will  not  reestablish  it  without  further 
notice  and  opportunity  to  comment.  (In  answer 
to  Bendix's  question,  it  is  noted  that  the  60  psi 
value  in  the  pressure  release  phase  was  not  in- 
tended to  replace  the  "zero-torque"  criterion  for 
release  of  spring  brakes.) 

Midland-Ross,  International  Harvester,  and 
Ford  expressed  several  objections  to  the  three 
requirements  of  S5.7.4  and  the  related  test  con- 
ditions of  S6.1.14.  The  requirements  are  intended 
to  assure  that  a  combination  vehicle  remains 
capable  of  emergency  braking  performance  in  the 
event  of  hose  failure  between  the  towed  and  tow- 
ing vehicles,  including  failure  of  both  hoses  due 
to  trailer  breakaway. 

Comments  incorrectly  assumed  that  the  re- 
quirements specify  modulation  of  the  trailer 
braking  system  in  the  event  of  hose  failure  under 
S5.7.4(b)  and  (c).  In  fact,  section  85.7.4  does 
not  require  trailer  braking  requirements,  but  only 
specifies  that  a  towing  vehicle  meet  the  enu- 
merated requirements  under  certain  conditions. 

To  eliminate  confusion  about  the  role  of 
trailers  in  these  tests,  sections  S5.7.4(a)  and  (b) 
are  hereby  revised  to  make  it  clearer  that  the 
vented  line(s)  to  the  trailer  are  only  test  con- 
ditions under  which  the  towing  vehicle  must 
demonstrate  emergency  braking  stopping  distance 
capability.  To  eliminate  a  sepai'ate  source  of 
confusion  in  section  S5.7.4(a),  which  is  intended 
to  simulate  trailer  breakaway,  the  section  is  also 
revised  to  eliminate  an  incorrect  requirement  for 
testing  with  a  failed  control  line  and  an  intact 
trailer  supply  line. 

Midland-Ross  and  International  Harvester  ob- 
jected to  the  test  conditions  of  S6.1.14,  which 
underlie  S5.7.4(a)  and  (b).  The  S6.1.1.4  proce- 
dure is  intended  to  simulate  a  trailer  breakaway 
or,  in  the  alternative,  a  failed  control  line  on  a 


loaded  combination  vehicle.  International  Har- 
vester expressed  the  belief  that  five  new  tests 
were  thereby  added  to  the  standard.  It  is  now 
made  clear  that  only  one  additional  test  of  a 
single-unit  vehicle  capable  of  towing  is  required, 
and  two  additional  tests  of  a  truck  tractor  are 
required.  These  tests  are  conducted  in  the  test 
sequence  at  steps  4(e)  (loaded)  and  6(e)  (un- 
loaded). 

International  Harvester  questioned  as  un- 
realistic the  criterion  in  S6.1.14  that  specifies  a 
1-minute  delay  in  braking  following  rupture  of 
a  brake  line.  The  NHTSA  recognizes  that  the 
towing  vehicle  protection  system  is  expected  to 
act  in  much  less  than  1-minute  to  protect  the 
air  pressure  in  the  towing  vehicle  from  the  effects 
of  a  loss  of  air  pressure  in  the  towed  vehicle. 
The  1-minute  interval  is  intended  only  to  permit 
adverse  "testing-to-failure"  of  an  inadequately 
designed  system.  As  a  practical  matter,  the 
NHTSA  will  test  when  air  pressure  is  lowest 
during  the  1-minute  period. 

Midland-Ross  implied  in  its  comments  on 
S6.1.14  that  the  S5.7.4(a)  test  would  be  con- 
ducted with  a  trailer  attached  whose  emergency 
brake  system  is  activated  during  testing.  As 
noted  earlier,  S5.7.4  applies  only  to  a  towing 
vehicle  and  only  its  brakes  are  tested.  In 
S5.7.4(a),  no  trailer  is  attached  to  the  towing 
vehicle  (simulating  a  breakaway).  In  S5.7.4(b), 
a  trailer  is  attached  (simulating  a  failure),  but 
only  tractor  brake  activation  is  permissible. 

Midland-Ross  expressed  the  belief  that  S5.7.4 
(c)  I'equires  modulation  of  the  trailer  brakes 
in  the  event  of  a  failed  air  control  or  supply 
line.  In  fact,  the  section  only  requires  that  a 
towing  veliicle  be  capable  of  modulating  the  air 
in  the  supply  or  control  line  following  a  single 
failure  in  the  service  brake  system  on  the  tow- 
ing vehicle,  but  does  not  require  modulation  of 
the  towed  vehicle  emergency  brake  system  under 
any  circumstances  (including  control  line  fail- 
ure). The  requirement  ensures  that  a  single 
failure  in  the  truck  itself  will  not  prevent  modu- 
lation of  an  unimpaired  system  from  the  towing 
vehicle  protection  system  rearwards.  A  clarifica- 
tion has  been  added  to  limit  the  single  failure 
to  the  service  brake  system  of  the  towing  vehicle, 
not  including  either  of  the  air  lines  to  the  towed 
vehicle. 


PART  571;  S  121— PRE  54 


Because  several  modifications  are  being  made 
to  the  requirements  of  S5.7  as  previously  pub- 
lished, the  NHTSA  is  republishing  the  entire 
provisions  of  S5.7  as  they  will  become  effective 
September  1,  1976,  although  paragraphs  S5.7, 
S5.7.1,  S5.7.2,  and  S6.1.14  remain  unchanged. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S5.7  of 
Standard  No.  121  (49  CFK  §  571.121)  is  amended, 
effective  September  1,  1976.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  September  1, 1976. 


(Sec.   103,  119,  Pub 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ; 
at  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  July  23,  1975 


Effective:   September   1,    1976 

L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
delegation  of  authority 


James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  31771 
July  29,  1975 
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Air  Brake   Systems 
(Docket  No.  75-16;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems,  49  CFR  571.121,  to  establish  new 
service  brake  system  stopping  distances  until 
January  1,  1978,  and  increase  brake  actuation 
and  release  times  on  trucks,  buses,  and  trailers. 
This  notice  also  excludes  from  the  standard 
trailers  with  an  imloaded  vehicle  weight  that  is 
not  less  than  95  percent  of  the  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  (GVWR),  and  any  other  vehicle 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  that  is  not  less 
than  95  percent  of  the  GVWR  and  which  has  a 
maximum  speed  of  45  mph. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  reduction  of  Standard 
No.  121's  stopping  distance  requirements  (40  FR 
24915,  June  11,  1975),  because  data  submitted 
by  manufacturers  of  air-braked  vehicles  and  air 
brake  components  indicated  that  variability  of 
performance  of  certain  braking  and  related  com- 
ponents could  in  some  vehicles  necessitate  more 
aggressive  brake  packages  than  are  desirable  to 
achieve  the  stopping  distances  contemplated  in 
development  of  the  standard.  The  agency  also 
proposed  increases  in  permissible  brake  actuation 
times  to  promote  optimum  cycling  of  the  anti- 
lock  systems  used  by  most  manufacturers  in  meet- 
ing the  stopping  distances.  At  the  same  time, 
the  agency  denied  the  petitions  of  the  American 
Trucking  Associations  (ATA)  and  Consolidated 
Freightways  (Consolidated)  for  extension  of  the 
required  stopping  distances  as  necessary  to  elimi- 
nate the  necessity  of  high-torque  brakes  and  anti- 
lock  systems,  and  for  suspension  in  whole  or  part 
of  the  standard's  requirements.  The  denials  were 
based  on  NHTSA's  view  that  increased  direc- 
tional stability  is  critical  to  improvement  of  brake 
system  performance  on  heavy  vehicles,  particu- 
larly articulated  vehicles,  that  share  the  highway 
with  passenger  cars  and  other  light  vehicles. 


Vehicle  manufacturers  and  component  sup- 
pliers supported  without  exception  the  increase 
in  stopping  distances.  Additional  discussions 
and  data  submitted  by  some  manufacturers  in- 
dicate that  substantial  effort  is  being  made  to 
identify  and  control  all  of  the  variables  which 
affect  compliance  of  air-braked  vehicles  with 
Standard  No.  121.  Most  manufacturers  recom- 
mended that  the  proposed  extended  distances  be 
made  permanent,  but  the  NHTSA  concludes  that 
insufficient  data  exist  at  this  time  on  which  to 
base  such  a  decision.  Accordingly,  the  stopping 
distances  are  modified  as  proposed  for  a  period 
that  ends  January  1,  1978.  The  NHTSA  does 
not,  therefore,  accept  the  recommendations  of 
Freightliner  and  Mack  for  longer  distances,  or 
the  Freightliner  recommendation  for  testing  at 
55  mph. 

The  proposed  language  has  been  modified  to 
specify  correctly  the  NHTSA's  intent  to  extend 
service  brake  stopping  distances  on  a  skid  number 
75  surface  for  all  vehicles  under  S5.3.1.2  and 
S5.3.1.3.  Also,  the  additional  sentence  proposed 
for  S5.3.1.3  was  essentially  redundant  in  view 
of  the  modifications  to  Table  Ila,  and  that  sen- 
tence has  been  deleted. 

Manufacturers  also  supported  the  proposed 
increase  in  permissible  brake  actuation  timing 
from  0.35  to  0.40  seconds  for  trucks  and  buses, 
from  0.25  to  0.35  seconds  for  trailer  converter 
dollies,  and  from  0.25  to  0.30  seconds  for  trailers 
other  than  trailer  converter  dollies.  The  ATA 
i-ecommended  establishment  of  a  minimum  as 
well  as  maximum  limit.  While  this  suggestion 
may  have  merit,  the  NHTSA  does  not  have  suf- 
ficient time  at  this  point  to  fully  consider  the 
suggestion,  and  will  therefore  treat  it  as  a  peti- 
tion for  rulemaking. 


PART  571;  S  121— PRE  57 


Effective:   August  27,    1975 


Bendix  supjjested  that  tlie  increased  actuation 
be  permitted  only  for  an  interim  period,  bnt  the 
NHTSA  has  evidence  of  dejrraded  performance 
fienerated  by  tlie  present  timinf;  which  justifies 
a  permanent  chanpe.  Bendix  is  requested  to  sub- 
mit any  data  for  consideration  that  support  its 
view  that  superior  systems  will  exist  by  January 
1,  1978,  that  provide  both  a  faster  and  smoother 
response. 

Freiphtliner  Corporation  repeated  its  view  that 
actuation  and  release  times  are  desijjn-restrictive 
without  correspondinff  safety  benefit.  While  the 
NHTSA  is  willin*;  to  consider  Freifrhtliner's 
view  for  future  action,  it  is  noted  that  the  ATA 
sufjpestion  of  mininnun  and  maximum  limits 
conflicts  directly  with  Freightliner's  point  of 
view.  In  any  case,  elimination  of  these  require- 
ments was  not  contemplated  by  the  scope  of  the 
proposal  and  will  not  be  undertaken  at  this  time. 

Several  manufacturers  indicated  that  the  peti- 
tions for  lonnjer  actuation  time  implied  the  need 
for  an  increase  in  brake  release  times  as  well. 
Wliite  Motor  Corporation  supplied  data  sub- 
stantiating: the  view  that  optimization  of  in- 
creased brake  actuation  times  depends  in  part 
on  design  freedom  to  increase  the  release  time 
in  the  necessary  valvinjj.  Althou<jh  increased  re- 
lease times  were  not  proposed  by  the  Jime  notice, 
an  increase  in  release  times  comparable  to  actua- 
tion times  was  contemplated  by  the  intent  of  the 
modifications  to  permit  somewhat  slower  valve 
action.  To  accomplish  the  intended  revision,  the 
NHTSA  concludes  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest 
to  modify  both  the  actuation  and  release  time 
of  S5.3.3  and  S5.3.4  by  an  increase  in  permis- 
sible timing  of  0.05  seconds.  Fruehauf's  sujr- 
gested  increase  in  trailer  timino;  to  O.&R  will  be 
further  considered,  but  the  NHTSA  does  not 
believe  it  necessary  to  act  on  this  level  of  increase 
without  benefit  of  comments  by  interested  persons. 

The  ATA,  Consolidated,  the  Milk  Industry 
Foundation,  and  Hackney  Brothers  submitted 
arguments  that  the  stopping  distance  and  brake 
timing  modifications  were  insufficient  to  solve 
fundamental  cost  and  reliability  problems  attri- 
buted by  them  to  Standard  No.  121.  The  ATA 
cited  recall  campaigns  of  antilock  systems  as 
evidence  that  the  presence  of  high-torque  front 
brakes  on  some  trucks  creates  safety  problems 
in  the  event  of  antilock  malfunction.    The  ATA 


also  asserted  that  "no  lockup"  performance  on 
trailers  contributes  insignificantly  to  highway 
safety,  and  asked  that  antilock,  if  mandated,  be 
required  only  on  a  vehicle's  drive  axles. 

Consolidated  relied  on  a  manufacturer's  state- 
ments of  vehicle  instability  with  the  121  brake 
systems  as  a  ground  for  suspension  of  the  stand- 
ard. The  company  also  cited  cost  estimates  for 
the  standard,  and  requested  that  they  be  sub- 
stantially reduced  by  dropping  the  "no  lockup" 
requirement  entirely,  or  requiring  it  only  on  the 
vehicle's  drive  axles,  and  by  extending  stopping 
distances  to  eliminate  the  requirement  for  front 
axle  121-type  brakes. 

The  NHTSA  has  undertaken  an  extensive 
evaluation  of  the  standard's  effect  on  truck  brak- 
ing characteristics.  One  element  of  that  evalua- 
tion is  testing  by  the  NHTSA's  Safety  Research 
Laboratory  of  pre-121  and  121-equipped  truck 
tractors.  One  series  of  tests  (on  a  dry  surface 
with  a  skid  number  somewhat  higher  than  75) 
included  a  stop  from  60.8  mph  in  231.2  feet  by 
a  121-equipped  International  Harvester  tractor 
(with  front  axle  antilock  disconnected  and  a  full 
brake  application)  and  a  121-equipped  trailer 
in  which  the  front  wheel  brakes  never  locked  up. 
This  experience  indicates  that  121-type  front 
brake  package  need  not  be  so  aggressive  as  to 
create  a  safety  hazard  in  the  event  of  an  antilock 
malfunction  which  escapes  the  notice  of  the 
driver. 

The  NHTSA's  monitoring  of  the  standard's 
implementation  also  supports  NHTSA's  position 
that  the  malfunctions  experienced  in  initial  anti- 
lock  production  and  installation  are  an  inevitable 
consequence  of  the  introduction  of  a  new  system 
in  high  production.  Those  malfimctions  that 
have  been  determined  to  be  safety-related  and 
that  could  result  in  unsafe  highway  operation 
have  been  recalled  for  remedy  by  the  manufac- 
turers concerned. 

The  NHTSA  has  evaluated  Consolidated's  re- 
vised cost  objections  to  the  standard.  The  in- 
formation submitted  does  not  modify  the 
NHTSA's  earlier  conclusions.  Accordingly,  the 
NHTSA  reaffirms  its  decisions  not  to  revise  or 
revoke  the  standard  as  requested  by  the  ATA, 
Consolidated,  the  Milk  Industry  Foundation,  or 
Hackney  Brothers. 
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Consolidated  characterized  its  comments  as 
both  a  petition  for  reconsideration  and,  in  the 
alternative,  as  a  petition  to  modify  the  standard. 
A  petition  for  reconsideration  may  under  49 
CFR  553.35  be  submitted  in  response  to  a  "rule" 
issued  by  the  agency,  but  the  denial  of  a  peti- 
tion is  not  itself  a  "rule"  within  the  meaning  of 
that  section.  Therefore  Consolidated's  "petition 
for  reconsideration"  is  invalid.  Considered  in 
the  alternative  as  a  petition  for  rulemaking  to 
modify  the  standard,  the  \HTSA  denies  the 
petition  for  the  reasons  noted. 

Other  comments  to  the  docket  requested 
changes  to  the  standard  wliich  the  XHTSA  will 
consider  further  but  cannot  dispose  of  at  this 
time.  The  revisions  in  this  notice  must  be  issued 
prior  to  September  1,  1975,  so  tliat  manufacturers 
are  not  required  to  meet  the  245-foot  stopping 
distance  which  becomes  effective  September  1, 
1975.  The  issues,  in  addition  to  others  noted 
earlier,    that    will    be    further    considered    are: 

(1)  Freightliner's  request  for  deletion  of  the 
dynamometer   requirements  for  the   front   axle; 

(2)  PACCAR's  request  for  modification  of  dyna- 
mometer requirements  on  the  drive  axles;   and 

(3)  several  manufacturers'  requests  for  a  de- 
creased grade  in  the  parking  brake  requirement. 
The  NHTSA  does  not  agree  witli  Freightliner 
that  the  test  surface  and  control  trailer  specifica- 
tions are  insufficiently  objective,  or  that  the  wet 
surface  and  emergency  brake  stopping  distances 
need  to  be  increased.  Testing  by  the  NHTSA 
Safety  Research  Laboratory  does  not  indicate  a 
need  to  increase  these  distances.  The  agency  will, 
of  course,  continue  to  evaluate  any  new  data  that 
indicate  more  objective  specifications  can  be  rea- 
sonably implemented,  or  that  longer  distances  are 
advisable. 

The  third  proposal  for  modification  of  the 
standard  was  revision  of  the  standard's  appli- 
cability to  exclude  trailers  with  a  GVWR  of 
10,000  pounds  or  less,  trailers  with  an  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  that  is  not  less  than  95  percent 
of  its  GVWR,  and  any  other  vcliicle  that  has  a 
maximum  speed  of  45  mph,  an  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  that  is  not  less  than  95  percent  of  its 
GV^VR,  and  no  passenger-carrying  capacity. 

No  comments  opposed  the  exclusion  of  trailers 
whose  unloaded  vehicle  weight  is  not  less  than 


95  percent  of  the  G\^VR,  and  the  standard  is 
accordingly  amended  to  exclude  this  vehicle 
group. 

The  State  of  California  objected  to  exclusion 
of  light  trailers  (GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less)  on  several  grounds.  Their  comments  point 
out  that  a  light  trailer  built  for  low  density 
loads  can  be  dangerously  overloaded.  The  State 
also  cited  that  ease  with  which  higher  GVWR 
trailers  could  be  derated  in  order  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  exclusion  for  lighter  vehicles.  Cali- 
fornia also  noted  the  increased  complexity  of 
enforcement  of  the  standard  with  added  exclu- 
sions of  this  type.  Altec  Industries,  which  peti- 
tioned for  the  exclusion,  argued  that  the  exclusion 
siiould  be  broadened  to  15,000  pounds  GVWR. 
On  balance,  the  NHTSA  agrees  with  California 
that  the  exclusion  might  create  more  safety  prob- 
lems than  safety  benefit.  In  view  of  this  con- 
clusion, the  agency  has  decided  not  to  revise  the 
standard's  applicability  in  this  respect. 

The  NHTSA  also  proposed  exclusion  of  ve- 
liicles  with  the  following  characteristics:  a  speed 
attainable  in  2  miles  of  not  more  than  45  mph, 
an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  that  is  not  less  than 
95  percent  of  tiie  vehicle  GVWR,  and  no  pas- 
senger-carrying capacity.  Manufacturers  of  those 
vehicles  generally  supported  the  proposal  but 
expressed  confusion  over  each  of  the  criteria. 
The  largest  question  arose  over  the  meaning  of 
what  constitutes  the  "unloaded  vehicle  weight." 
Crane  Carrier,  FMC  Corporation,  The  Heavy 
Specialized  Carriers  Conference  (HSCC),  and 
Koehring  pointed  to  the  significant  difference 
between  the  GVAVR  and  the  actual  traveling 
weight  of  crane  carrier  models,  considering 
special  equipment  which  may  or  may  not  be  in- 
cluded with  the  vehicle  as  optional  or  be  per- 
mitted on  the  vehicle  in  transit. 

The  NHTSA  lias  expressed  the  unloaded  ve- 
liicle  weight  criterion  in  terms  defined  in  §  571.3 
of  its  regulations  (49  CFR  §571.3)  in  a  way 
wliich  avoids  these  problems  raised  by  the  manu- 
facturers. As  defined,  "unloaded  vehicle  weight" 
will  normally  be  the  GVWR  of  a  vehicle  minus 
its  rated  cargo  load  and  its  assigned  occupant 
weight  (at  least  150  pounds).  The  rated  cargo 
load  would  not  include  the  weight  of  portions 
of  a  vehicle  wliich  are  essential  to  its  specialized 
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function  whether  or  not  they  are  removed  in 
accordance  with  State  refjulation  for  transit  pur- 
poses. To  arrive  at  "unloaded  vehicle  weight," 
a  manufacturer  must  only  refer  to  the  GVWR 
he  has  assigned  to  liis  vehicle,  and  subtract  from 
it  the  rated  cargo  load  he  has  assigned  plus  150 
pounds  of  each  occupant  position.  These  calcula- 
tions are  totally  separate  from  the  presence  of 
particular  optional  equipment  or  necessary  com- 
ponents which  may  or  may  not  be  removed  foi' 
highway  travel. 

Manufacturers  and  the  HSCC  also  asked 
whether  occupant  positions  for  crew  members 
such  as  flagman  or  crane  operator  could  be  pro- 
vided without  constituting  "passenger-carrying 
capacity."  The  NHTSA  uses  the  word  pas- 
senger in  this  context  to  mean  a  person  who  does 
not  help  to  operate  the  vehicle  or  its  equipment, 
i.e.,  who  is  not  part  of  an  operating  crew.  Posi- 
tions for  the  crew  necessary  to  operate  a  vehicle's 
specialized  equipment  would  not  disqualify  a 
vehicle  under  the  passenger-carrying  criterion. 

Manufacturers  recommended  that  the  speed 
limitation  of  45  mph  be  raised  to  50  mph  to  allow 
unrestricted  travel  on  all  highway  systems.  The 
NHTSA  remains  convinced  that  this  equipment 
with  a  high  center  of  gravity  and  limited  brak- 
ing poses  a  safety  problem  when  traveling  at 
near  highway  speed  in  the  flow  of  traffic.  With 
the  national  speed  limit  at  55  mph,  it  is  con- 
sidered prudent  to  limit  the  speed  of  air-braked 
vehicles  without  121  brake  systems  to  a  maxi- 
mum attainable  speed  of  45  mph.  For  the  benefit 
of  the  HSCC,  it  is  noted  that  the  definition  of 
maximum  attainable  speed  specifies  a  level  sur- 
face for  the  basis  of  speed  determination. 


With  regard  to  these  vehicles,  American-Cole- 
man  Company  has  requested  that  all  vehicles 
equipped  with  a  front  steerable  drive  axle  of 
8,000  pounds  GVWR  or  more  be  excluded  from 
the  requirements  qf  Standard  No.  121.  The 
NHTSA  has  already  fully  considered  this  re- 
quest, and  in  a  series  of  notices  (30  FR  40168, 
November  14,  1974;  40  FR  4153,  January  28, 
1975;  40  FR  8953,  March  4,  1975),  explained  its 
reasons  for  not  proposing  such  an  exclusion. 
American-Coleman's  petition  is  repetitious  of  its 
earlier  petition  and  contains  no  new  data  for 
consideration.    Accordingly,  it  is  denied. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  August  27,  1975.  Because  these 
amendments  do  not  impose  additional  require- 
ments on  any  person  and  because  they  must  re- 
place provisions  effective  September  1,  1975,  it 
is  found  for  good  cause  shown  to  be  in  the  public 
interest  that  they  become  effective  sooner  than 
30  days  following  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  30  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  August  15,  1975. 


Robert  L.  Carter 
Acting  Administrator 

40  F.R.  38160 
August  27,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake   Systems 
(Docket  No.' 75-7;  Notice  3) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Ai)' 
Brake  Systems,  49  CFR  571.121,  to  permit  bulk 
agricultural  commodity  trailers  designed  witli  a 
high  ground  clearance  and  other  special  features 
for  use  with  farm  tractors  during  harvests  to 
meet  emergency  and  parking  bi'ake  requirements 
other  than  those  specified  in  S5.6  and  So. 8  of  the 
standard. 

This  amendment  follows  reevaluation  of  a  peti- 
tion filed  by  Utility  Trailer  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, in  light  of  further  data  submitted  by  the 
company  on  August  6.  1975,  and  September  23, 
1975  (these  materials  appear  in  NHTSA  Docket 
No.  75-5).  The  NHTSA  proposed  to  exclude 
certain  specialized  agricultural  trailers  from  the 
emergency  and  parking  brake  requiiements  be- 
cause "spring"  brakes  utilized  for  these  systems 
were  creating  particular  difficulty  in  harvest  op- 
erations (40  FR  13316,  March  26,  1975).  Com- 
ments persuaded  the  agency  not  to  proceed  with 
the  proposal  at  that  time  for  two  reasons  (40 
FR  28097,  July  3,  1975).  It  appeared  that  con- 
trol of  air  leakage  and  the  installation  of  a 
manual  parking  brake  control  would  permit  dis- 
engagement in  most  cases,  and  that  manual 
release  and  application  would  serve  in  the  in- 
stances when  all  air  had  leaked  away.  The 
second  reason  to  withdraw  the  proposal  was  that 
the  excluded  category  was  not  defined  well 
enough  to  limit  the  extent  of  the  exclusion. 

Utility  has  since  supplied  information  indicat- 
ing that  air  leakage  cannot  be  controlled  suf- 
ficiently to  rely  on  it  for  the  release  of  spring 
parking  brakes  under  the  specialized  conditions 
of  harvest  operations.  More  significantly.  Utility 
reports  that  inexperienced  persons  who  itiechani- 
cally  release  the  spring  brakes  often  fail  to  re- 
engage them  for  highway  operation,  permitting 


the  trailer  to  operate  on  the  highway  without  a 
secondary  means  of  braking. 

With  regard  to  the  agency's  concern  that 
manufacturers  supplying  spring  brakes  to  meet 
the  standard  would  be  placed  at  a  competitive 
disadvantage  by  the  exclusion,  utility  indicates 
that  the  manufacturers  of  the  specialized  trailers 
in  question  would  approve  of  a  parking  and 
emergency  braking  system  other  than  spring 
brakes.  The  competitive  disadvantage  would 
actually  have  occurred  only  with  those  highway 
trailers  that  were  unintentionally  included  in  the 
overly  broad  proposed  definition. 

With  the  newly  submitted  information  in  mind, 
the  NHTSA  has  decided  to  issue  the  proposed 
exclusion,  but  in  a  more  limited  form  than  pro- 
posed. To  limit  the  effect  of  this  amendment 
to  those  trailers  for  which  it  is  intended,  the 
proposed  definition  is  modified  to  describe  more 
precisely  trailers  that  are  actually  disconnected 
from  liighway  truck-tractors  and  drawn  through 
the  fields  as  part  of  their  function. 

As  discussed  in  the  preamble  to  the  proposal, 
the  exclusion  would  have  entirely  excluded  the 
trailers  from  the  standard's  emergency  and  park- 
ing brake  requirements,  relying  on  Bureau  of 
Motor  Carrier  Safety  Regulations  to  ensure  the 
use  of  a  "breakaway"  system  in  their  place.  It 
is  now  apparent,  however,  that  many  of  the  ve- 
hicles in  question  would  operate  intrastate  only, 
and  that  the  breadth  of  the  proposal  must  be 
somewhat  restricted,  to  exclude  only  vehicles  that 
are  fitted  with  a  breakaway  system  that  complies 
with  BMCS  requirements. 

In  order  to  permit  manufacturers  of  these 
specialized  vehicles  to  commence  manufacture  for 
the  1976  harvest  season,  the  NHTSA  has  decided 
to  extend  the  duration  of  the  limited  exclusion 
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March  1,  1976.     Utility  requested  that  the  date  interest. 

be  extended  to  June  30,  1976,  and  the  NHTSA  (gee.   103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

will  issue  a  further  proposal  if  any  further  delay  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 

of  this  magnitude  appears  justified.  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

In  consideration   of   the   foregoing,   S5.6   and  j^^^^^  ^^  November  28,  1975. 
S5.8  of  Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  are 
amended.  ... 

Effective  date :  December  5,  1975.    Because  this  .  1     •    ■    ' 

J        .1  ,      ,  1  Ti.-       1  •  Admmistrator 

amendment   does   not   place   additional    require- 
ments on  any  person,  and  because  manufacturers 

must   be   informed   of   future   requirements   for  40  F.R.  56898 

their  products,  it  is  found  for  good  cause  shown  December  5,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake   Systems 

(Docket  No.   75-16;   Notice  6) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems,  to  suspend  until  January  1,  1977, 
the  service  brake  stopping  distance  requirements 
as  they  apply  to  buses. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  a  1-year  suspension  of 
service  brake  stopping  distances  (40  FR  52856, 
November  13,  1975)  following  a  public  meeting 
on  Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121).  Bus 
performance  was  I'eviewed  by  manufacturers  and 
users,  and  by  Rockwell  International  Corpora- 
tion, presently  the  manufacturer  of  most  of  the 
axles  and  antilock  components  installed  in  transit 
and  intercity  buses.  Other  data  collected  by  the 
NHTSA  substantiate  a  pattern  of  erratic  be- 
havior in  bus  antilock  equipment  used  in  most 
transit  and  intercity  operation  that  warrants  dis- 
connection while  a  correction  is  fully  developed. 
The  proposed  suspension  was  based  on  manu- 
facturer and  user  requests  for  a  period  in  which 
modified  hardware  could  be  field-evaluated  along 
with  other  antilock  systems  being  offered  for  bus 
applications. 

The  comments  uniformly  supported  the  pro- 
posed suspension  of  service  brake  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  (including  the  "no  lockup" 
requirement)  for  transit  and  intercity  buses. 
However,  component  suppliers,  bus  manufac- 
turers, and  bus  users  differed  over  the  extent 
of  the  proposal  in  three  areas. 

Rockwell  and  General  Motors  expressed  con- 
cern that  the  preamble  to  the  proposal  had  not 
made  clear  whether  the  proposal  was  intended 
to  meet  problems  other  than  erratic  antilock  per- 
formance. Transport  of  New  Jersey  also  objected 
that  the  proposal  might  be  narrowly  construed 
to  mean  that  only  the  "no  lockup"  aspect  of  the 
stopping  distance  requirements  would  be  sus- 
pended.    AM   General   questioned   whether   the 


revision  included  "any  attempt  to  impose  stop- 
ping distance  and  lane  limit  test  requirements." 

The  NHTSA  proposed  suspension  of  the  serv- 
ice brake  stopping  distance  requirements  (S5.3.1) 
in  their  entirety,  not  just  the  "no  lockup"  re- 
quirements of  the  section.  Suspension  of  the 
entire  requirement  was  intended  to  moderate  the 
maintenance  and  misadjustment  problems  that 
are  associated  with  the  faster  wearing  brake  lin- 
ings provided  in  compliance  with  the  standard. 

General  Motors  noted  that,  because  of  the 
unique  configuration  of  the  braking  system  on  its 
new  transit  bus,  the  limited  nature  of  the 
NHTSA's  proposed  suspension,  specifically  the 
continuation  of  the  partial  system  failure  require- 
ments, inadvertently  prevents  their  bus  from 
utilizing  the  lower-coefficient  linings  intended  by 
the  proposal.  This  issue  is  presently  under  con- 
sideration by  the  agency,  and  may  be  the  subject 
of  another  proposal  to  be  issued  shortly. 

The  second  area  of  concern  to  some  manufac- 
turers was  whether  the  NHTSA  intended  to 
cover  school  buses  with  the  proposed  exclusion. 
General  Motors  and  AVagner  Electric  Corpora- 
tion expressed  the  view  that  school  buses  should 
not  be  included.  International  Harvester,  Crown 
Coach,  and  several  school  districts  believed  that 
the  vehicles  should  be  included  in  the  suspen- 
sion. The  NHTSA  intended  to  include  school 
buses  in  its  proposal  and,  based  on  review  of  the 
comments,  has  concluded  that  these  buses  should 
be  included  in  the  suspension. 

International  Harvester  pointed  out  that  the 
stop-and-go  cycle  of  school  buses  can  cause  dis- 
tinctive stresses  on  the  air  brake  system  that 
are  similar  to  that  encountered  in  transit  bus 
operation.  While  not  made  explicit.  Crown 
Coach's    comments    illustrate    that    some    school 
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buses  utilize  the  same  axles  and  antilock  com- 
ponent as  transit  and  intercity  buses.  Limiting 
the  suspension  to  a  portion  of  the  air-braked 
sclaool  buses  would  create  an  unintended  economic 
disadvantage  for  some  school  buses  of  this  type. 
Wagner  and  General  Motors  argued  that  some 
school  buses  utilize  truck  chassis  and  brake  sys- 
tems, and  that  these  systems  do  not  suffer  from 
the  same  problems  as  the  bus  components  criti- 
cized at  the  public  meeting.  It  is  true  that  the 
components  utilized  generally  in  trucks  and  also 
used  in  some  buses  have  been  determined  to  be 
reliable  (40  FR  59222,  December  22,  1975).  The 
usage  cycles  of  various  vehicles  are,  however, 
evidently  an  important  factor  in  some  of  the 
problems  that  have  been  experienced.  Consider- 
ing the  similarity  in  the  usage  of  school  buses 
to  that  of  transit  buses,  this  agency  has  decided 
that  the  most  desirable  course  of  action  is  to 
include  school  buses  in  the  suspension  of  stopping 
distance  requirements. 

The  third  area  in  which  commenters  ques- 
tioned the  extent  of  the  proposal  was  the  length 
of  the  suspension.  Bus  operators  and  their 
associations  {e.g.^  National  Association  of  Motor 
Bus  Owners  (NAMBO),  American  Public 
Transit  Association  (APTA),  Chicago  Transit 
Authority)  and  bus  manufacturers  (General 
Motors,  AM  General,  and  Eagle  International) 
generally  argued  that  a  1-year  evaluation  period 
following  development  of  adequate  corrections  to 
existing  or  new  liardware  would  be  necessary. 
Motor  Coach  Industries  and  Transportation 
Manufacturing  Corporation  (manufacturers  of 
the  majority  of  intercity  buses)  supported  the 
1-year  proposal  without  commenting  on  tlie  ade- 
quacy of  the  proposed  1-year  suspension  period. 
Rockwell,  as  the  present  manufacturer  of  most  of 
the  transit  and  intercity  bus  axles  and  antilock 
systems,  cautioned  the  NHTSA  that  a  specific 
date  for  the  effectiveness  of  S5.3.1  would  reduce 
the  thoroughness  of  the  evaluation  program.  The 
company  did  support  the  1-year  suspension. 

The  proposal  was  for  a  1-year  suspension  only. 
This  agency  has  not  found  this  to  be  an  emer- 
gency situation  that  would  justify  pronmlgating 
a  delay  greater  than  that  proposed  without  the 
benefit  of  notice  and  opportunity  to  comment. 
Therefore,  the  NHTSA  hereby  makes  final  its 
proposed  1-year  suspension  of  the  stopping  dis- 


tance requirements,  and  will  further  evaluate  the 
requests  for  a  longer  period  of  suspension.  Bus 
manufacturers  have  stated  that  they  intend  to 
initiate  field  evaluation  of  improved  antilock 
systems,  and  this  agency  will  actively  monitor 
these  efforts  as  the  basis  for  future  action.  The 
support  of  field  testing  by  NAMBO  and  APTA 
will  also  be  important  in  making  meaningful 
evaluations  of  anticipated  system  modifications. 

Chrysler,  Freightliner,  and  International  Har- 
vester recommendations  on  other  aspects  of  the 
standard  and  its  applicability  to  other  vehicle 
types  have  been  responded  to  in  the  NHTSA's 
recent  proposal  for  modification  of  the  standard's 
performance  levels  for  trucks,  buses  and  trailers 
(40  FR  59222,  December  22,  1975). 

AM  General  asked  whether  buses  manufac- 
tured during  the  suspension  could  be  required 
to  be  retrofitted  in  the  future.  The  answer  is 
no.  The  motor  vehicle  safety  standards  in  effect 
at  any  date  apply  according  to  their  terms  only 
to  vehicles  manufactured  on  that  date.  In  an- 
swer to  AM  General's  question  whether  the  anti- 
lock  system  on  121-equipped  buses  may  "be 
completely  deactivated  and  dismantled  and  the 
vehicle  returned  to  the  pre-FMVSS  #121 
status,"  it  is  the  position  of  the  NHTSA  that 
manufacturers  and  operators  are  the  persons  qual- 
ified and  required  to  determine  the  safest  con- 
figuration for  operation  of  their  veliicles,  subject 
to  applicable  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety 
regulations.  With  regard  to  the  effect  of  Federal 
law  on  the  modification  of  safety  systems,  a 
manufacturer  of  air-braked  buses  that  conform 
to  the  air  brake  standard  may  instruct  the  owners 
of  its  products  to  disconnect  the  antilock  system 
used  to  meet  the  standard,  for  the  period  neces- 
sary to  correct  a  safety-related  defect  in  the  sys- 
tem that  may  make  its  operation  hazardous. 

It  is  also  noted  that  this  amendment  constitutes 
the  NHTSA's  favorable  response  to  APTA's 
October  6,  1975,  request  for  modification  of  the 
standard,  and  the  October  22,  1975,  petition  of 
the  Eastern  Bus  Maintenance  Men's  Conference 
concerning  Standard  No.  121. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S5.3.1  of 
Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended 
by  the  addition  of  the  phrase  "Except  for  a  bus 
manufactured  before  January  1,  1977,  and"  at  the 
beginning  of  tlie  first  sentence. 
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Effective  date :  January  6,  1976.    Because  this  Issued  on  January  6, 1976. 

amendment  represents  a  relaxation  of  the  require- 
ments of  the  standard  and  does  not  place  addi- 
tional requirements  on  any  person,  it  is  found  James  B.  Gregory 
for  good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate  effective  Administrator 
date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(14  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegation  of  authority  41  F.R.  1598 

at  49  CFR  1.50.)  January  9,  1976 
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This  notica  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems,  by  extending  until  June  30,  1976, 
the  period  in  wliich  bulk  agricultural  commodity 
trailers  designed  with  a  high  ground  clearance 
and  other  special  features  for  use  with  farm 
tractors  during  harvest  can  meet  emergency  and 
parking  brake  requirements  other  than  those 
specified  in  S5.6  and  S5.8  of  the  standard. 

Standard  No.  121,  49  CFR  571.121,  presently 
permits  this  specialized  agricultural  trailer  cate- 
gory the  option,  until  March  1,  1976,  of  meeting 
the  parking  brake  requirements  of  the  standard 
(actuation  by  an  energy  source  unaffected  by  air 
loss  in  the  service  brake  system)  or  the  air- 
actuated  "breakaway"  system  that  complies  with 
Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety  requirements 
(49  CFR  §393.43).  The  NHTSA  proposed  ex- 
tension of  the  March  date  to  June  30,  1976  (41 
FR  1763,  January  12,  1976)  to  permit  completion 
of  the  bulk  agricultural  commodity  trailers  nec- 
essary for  the  1976  harvest  season,  in  response  to 
a  petition  of  the  Utility  Trailer  Manufacturing 
Company.  In  a  separate  action,  the  NHTSA 
has  also  proposed  that  the  present  parking  brake 
requirements  for  all  vehicles  subject  to  the  stand- 
ard be  broadened  in  a  closely  similar  fashion  to 
permit  the  use  of  an  air  energy  source,  with 
single  diaphragm  brake  chambers  as  well  as  dual 
diaphragm  brake  chambers  for  actuation  of  the 
parking  brake  (40  FR  56920,  December  5,  1975). 
It  is  clear,  however,  that  separate  and  swifter 
action  than  the  general  proposal  is  necessary  to 
permit  the  manufacture  of  trailers  for  the  1976 
harvest. 

Utility  Trailer  Manufacturing  Company  sup- 
ported the  extension  of  the  period  to  June  30, 
1976,  and  advocated  extension  of  the  option  to 
all  other  air-braked  vehicles.    Wesco  Truck  and 


Trailer  Sales  (Wesco)  also  supported  the  pro- 
posal and  suggested  that  a  2-year  suspension  of 
the  standard  would  permit  perfection  of  the  new 
brake  systems.  Wesco  recommended  that  the 
parking  brake  system  be  made  optional  on  this 
type  of  agricultural  trailer.  Fruehauf  Corpora- 
tion supported  the  proposal  without  qualification. 

In  view  of  the  comments  received  and  the 
NHTSA's  continued  view  that  the  special  con- 
siderations for  in-field  use  should  be  given  to 
agricultural  trailers  with  regard  to  parking 
brake  requirements,  the  agency  has  decided  to 
amend  the  standard  as  proposed.  The  other  rec- 
ommendations by  Utility  and  Wesco  are  noted, 
but  they  do  not  fall  within  the  limits  of  action 
proposed  by  the  NHTSA. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  last  sen- 
tences of  paragraphs  S5.6  and  S5.8  of  Standard 
No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  are  amended  by 
changing  the  date  "March  1,  1976"  to  "June  30, 
1976." 

Effective  date:  February  26,  1976.  Because 
this  amendment  creates  no  additional  require- 
ments for  any  person,  and  because  trailer  manu- 
facturers need  to  know  the  extent  of  the  option 
period  as  the  basis  for  planning  manufacturing 
schedules,  an  immediate  effective  date  is  found 
to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  February  20,  1976. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  8347 
February  26,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake   Systems 
(Docket  No.  75-16;  Notice  7) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems,  to  establish  bi-ake  performance 
levels  that  are  less  stringent  than  existing  levels. 
The  amendments  also  affect  towing  vehicle  per- 
formance and  the  effective  date  of  the  standard 
for  certain  categories  of  specialized  vehicles. 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA)  proposed  these  modifications 
(40  FK  59222,  December  22,  1975)  in  response  to 
information  developed  at  an  October  1975  public 
meeting  and  other  information  collected  by  the 
NHTSA  on  field  experience  with  implementation 
of  Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121).  The 
proposal  also  responded  to  requests  from  Freight - 
liner  Corporation,  PACCAR  Corporation,  "White 
Motor  Corporation,  and  the  American  Trucking 
Association  (ATA). 

CONSIDERATIONS  UNDERLYING 
THE  STANDARD 

Under  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act,  as  amended  (the  Act)  (15  U.S.C. 
§  1381  et  seq.),  the  Department  of  Transportation 
is  responsible  for  the  issuance  of  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards  that,  among  other  things,  pro- 
tect the  public  against  unreasonable  risk  of  acci- 
dents occurring  as  a  result  of  the  design, 
construction,  or  performance  of  motor  vehicles. 
The  Act  directs  the  agency  to  consider  whether 
a  standard  would  contribute  to  carrying  out  the 
purposes  of  the  Act  and  would  be  reasonable, 
practicable,  and  appropriate  for  a  particular 
type  of  motor  vehicle.  15  U.S.C.  1392(f)(3). 
The  standard  must,  as  formulated,  be  practicable, 
meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety,  and  be 
stated  in  objective  terms.  15  U.S.C.  1392(a). 
The  Senate  Committee  drafting  the  Statute 
stated  that  safety  would  be  the  overriding  con- 


sideration in  the  issuance  of  standards.    S.  Rep. 
No.  1301,  89th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (1966)  at  6. 

Vehicles  equipped  with  air  brakes  figure  prom- 
inently in  the  highway  safety  hazards  addressed 
by  the  Act.  The  National  Safety  Council  (NSC) 
reports  that  more  than  700,000  air-braked  vehicle 
accidents,  causing  over  5,000  deaths,  occur  each 
year.  Accident  Facts  56  (1975).  Accident 
figures  show  that  heavy  truck-trailer  coml^ina- 
tions  are  extremely  hazardous  to  other  highway 
users,  and  have  a  disproportionate  involvement 
in  fatal  accidents.  Accident  Facts  56  (1975). 
Not  only  is  tlieir  exposure  greater  because  of  the 
higher  average  mileage  traveled,  but  they  actually 
have  a  nuich  higher  rate  of  fatal  accidents  per 
vehicle  mile,  as  shown  by  the  preliminary  report 
in  a  recent  study  by  the  Highway  Safety  Re- 
search Institute.  ''Highway  Safety  Effects  of 
Energy  Crisis  on  U.S.  Toll  Roads"  (NHTSA 
contract  in  process  at  Highway  Safety  Research 
Institute).  The  NSC  reports  that  the  rate  of 
involvement  per  vehicle  in  fatal  accidents  by 
truck-trailer  combinations  is  nine  times  greater 
than  the  involvement  by  passenger  cars.  The 
fatality  rate  of  heavy  truck-to-car  accidents  is 
fourteen  times  greater  than  that  of  car-to-car 
accidents.  "Truck  Accidents  in  North  Carolina," 
Highway  Safety  Highlights,  Highway  Safety 
Research  Center,  U.  of  N.  Carolina  (May  1975). 
Approximately  35  occupants  of  passenger  cars 
are  killed  for  every  occupant  of  a  heavy  truck 
who  loses  his  life  in  truck  collisions  with  pas- 
senger cars  on  the  interstate  system.  Truck 
Accidents  and  Highway  Safety — An  Overview  6 
(1968) ;  National  Transportation  Safety  Board, 
Special  Study,  Com/mercial  Motor  Vehicle  Brak- 
ing 2  (Nov.  1972).  Indeed,  there  are  some  indi- 
cations that  the  involvement  rate  in  accidents  by 
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truck-trailer  combinations  is  increasing.  "High- 
way Safety  Effects  of  Energy  Crisis  on  U.S.  Toll 
Koads"  (in  process). 

Faced  with  data  showing  the  disproportionate 
hazards  of  heavy  trucks  on  the  highway,  the 
National  Highway  Safety  Bureau  (predecessor 
agency  to  the  NHTSA)  initiated  a  program  to 
improve  the  safety  performance  of  these  vehicles. 
There  was  no  initial  Federal  motor  vehicle 
safety  standard  applicable  to  air-braked  trucks. 
At.  the  inception  of  the  regulatory  development 
program,  the  agency  solicited  comments  on  sev- 
eral aspects  of  commercial  vehicle  safety  (32  FR 
14278,  October  14,  1967)  including  brake  systems, 
tires,  and  rear-underride  protection.  The  engi- 
neering staff  consulted  with  representatives  of 
the  heavy  motor  vehicle  industry,  reviewed 
existing  data  and  literature,  and  issued  several 
contracts  to  investigate  the  nature  of  the  large 
vehicle  safety  problem.  An  advance  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  on  coupled  vehicle  stability 
and  control  was  issued  in  1969  (34  FR  1055, 
January  23,  1969)  to  solicit  the  views  of  the 
industry  and  other  interested  parties  on  the 
means  to  reduce  the  number  and  severity  of 
heavy  vehicle  accidents. 

The  determination  of  motor  vehicle  accident 
causation  has  been  hampered  by  two  basic  diffi- 
culties. First  is  the  absence  of  a  representative 
broad-based  body  of  highway  accident  data  of 
sufficient  detail  to  permit  accurate  discrimination 
of  accident  causation  effects.  Second  is  the  un- 
developed state  of  causation  analysis  methodol- 
ogy. Even  if  complete  accident  data  were 
available,  existing  methodology  provides  no  ob- 
jective basis  for  quantitatively  assessing  the  de- 
gree to  which  any  prospective  countermeasure 
would  reduce  the  number  or  severity  of  crashes. 
The  agency,  therefore,  had  to  rely  on  qualitative 
analysis,  by  its  own  and  other  researchers,  of  the 
limited  available  accident  data  on  heavy  vehicles. 

Available  evidence  indicates  that,  relative  to 
the  lighter  passenger  cars  sharing  the  highway, 
inferior  braking  and  poor  vehicle  control  of 
trucks  during  braking  and  turning  maneuvers 
are  substantial  causes  of  heavy  vehicle  involve- 
ment in  accidents.  At  the  time  the  NHTSA  first 
studied  the  problem,  existing  braking  character- 
istics and  performance  of  passenger  cars  and 
heavy  trucks  varied  dramatically.     Trucks  gen- 


erally are  much  heavier  than  passenger  cars,  have 
a  higher  center-of-gravity,  and  tlie  axle-by-axle 
loads  on  trucks  vary  sharply  between  the  loaded 
and  unloaded  conditions.  Bm,  TrucTc^  Tractor- 
Trailer  Braking  System  Performance  1,  High- 
way Safety  Research  Institute,  U.  of  Michigan 
(1971).  Passenger  cars'  braking  distances  from 
60  mph  on  a  dry  surface  reported  to  NHTSA  in 
1975  by  vehicle  manufacturers  range  from  165  to 
225  feet.  Brakes,  a  Comparison  of  Braking 
Performance  for  1975  Passenger  Cars  anxl  Motm'- 
cycles.  Truck-trailer  combinations  have  average 
capabilities  of  approximately  300-  to  350-foot 
stops  under  similar  conditions,  although  some  of 
the  poorer-performing  combinations  take  as  much 
as  450  feet  to  stop  from  60  mph.  Bm,  Truck, 
Tractor-Trailer  Braking  System  Performance. 
Even  the  worst  of  these  truck  brake  systems  pre- 
sumably met  the  only  Federal  braking  require- 
ments in  effect  at  the  time,  those  of  the  Bureau 
of  Motor  Carrier  Safety  (BMCS),  which  im- 
posed requirements  for  stops  from  20  mph.  49 
CFR  §  393.52. 

Federal    Highway    Administration     statistics 
demonstrate  that,  in  rear-end  collisions  on  the         \ 
interstate  system,  vehicle  types  with  the  longest 
average  stopping  distances  are  also  the  vehicles 
with  the   highest   rate  of  involvement   in   fatal 
accidents.      Public   Roads    1969    Figure    9,    and 
Public  Roads  1966  Figure  8.     One  study  shows 
that,  of  453  accidents  involving  one  or  more  ve- 
hicles, more  than  three-fourths  involved  skidding, 
and  loss  of  control  occurred  following  applica- 
tion of  the  brakes  in  more  than  half  of  them. 
The  Importance  of  Loss  of  Directional  Control       | 
in     Car    Accidents,    G.     Grime     (June     1963). 
NHTSA  evaluation  of  BMCS  statistics  on  se- 
lected major  accidents  of  regulated  carriers  indi- 
cates that  accidents  involving  "jackknifing"  or 
other  skidding,  and  collisions  into  the  rear-end 
of  vehicles,  or  into  slowly  moving  or  stopped 
vehicles,  could  often  be  reduced  in  severity  or 
avoided  altogether  by  improved  vehicle  stability 
and  braking.     This  conclusion  is  supported  by 
the   National   Transportation   Safety   Board,  an 
independent     agency     that     investigates     major 
transportation  accidents.     Special  Study — Coin- 
mercial    Vehicle    Braking   2    (November    1972). 
Independent  researchers  in  State  highway  fatal- 
ity statistics  also  conclude  that  improved  braking 
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and  handling  for  truck-trailer  combinations 
would  improve  overall  highway  safety.  Lohman 
and  Waller,  "Trucks:  An  Analysis  of  Accident 
Characteristics  by  Vehicle  Weight,"  U.  of  N. 
Carolina  (September  1975)  ;  Baker,  Wong,  and 
Masemore,  "Fatal  Tractor  Trailer  Crashes :  Con- 
siderations in  Setting  Relevant  Standards"  (July 
1965). 

Numerous  research  studies  have  investigated 
the  questions  of  improved  stability  of  heavy 
motor  vehicles,  particularly  truck-trailer  combi- 
nations, e.g.,  "The  Handling  and  Stability  of 
Articulated  Vehicles  under  Braking  Conditions," 
F.  D.  Hales,  et  al.  (January  1966).  It  is  a  uni- 
versally accepted  principle  of  vehicle  dynamics 
that  a  prerequisite  to  the  maintenance  of  stability 
and  directional  control  of  any  automotive  vehicle 
is  that  its  tires  continue  rolling.  A  tire  on  a 
locked  wheel  can  generate  no  lateral  forces  to 
affect  its  direction  of  motion.  A  vehicle  whose 
wheels  are  locked  is  likely  to  slide  sidewards  as  a 
result  of  such  conditions  as  unevenness  or  bank- 
ing in  the  road  surface,  wind  forces,  impacts  on 
or  by  another  vehicle  or  steering  inputs  by  the 
driver  as  a  result  either  of  the  emergency  situa- 
tion or  of  curves,  e.g.,  R.D.  Lister,  "Retention 
of  Directional  Control  When  Braking,"  SAE 
Paper  963A  (January  1965) ;  "Measurement  of 
Vehicle  Response  in  Severe  Braking  and  Steer- 
ing Maneuvers,"  Dugoff,  et  al.,  SAE  Paper 
710080  (January  1971). 

Consultation  with  the  truck  manufacturing 
and  user  industry,  and  a  major  research  contract 
on  heavy  vehicles  for  the  agency,  demonstrated 
that  improved  systems  were  available  to  increase 
heavy  vehicle  stopping  control.  Truck,  Bus, 
Tractor-Trailer  Braking  System  Performance, 
U.  of  Michigan  (1971).  Improved  fade  resist- 
ance,, improved  actuation  and  release  times, 
greater  air  reservoir  capacity,  and  partial  failure 
performance  are  elements  of  such  improved 
braking.  Most  important  were  more  effective 
brakes  to  rediice  the  disparity  in  stopping  capa- 
bilities between  passenger  cars  and  heavy  vehicles, 
and  provision  against  wheel  lockup  during  brak- 
ing in  order  to  prevent  the  vehicle  from  skidding 
out  of  control.  The  ATA,  in  its  comments  on 
the  1967  notice  concerning  truck  braking,  recom- 
mended that  consideration  be  given  to  "anti- 
locking    brake    devices."      See    NHTSA    public 


docket.  Comments  received  in  response  to  the 
agency's  1969  notice  on  coupled  vehicle  stability 
and  control  confirmed  that  better  brake  perform- 
ance was  possible  and  that  various  devices  to 
reduce  chances  of  wheel  lockup  were  available. 
Meetings  with  an  "outside  task  force"  of  inter- 
ested industry  representatives  and  with  indi- 
vidual manufacturers  also  showed  the  technical 
feasibility  of  improved  braking  systems. 

In  view  of  the  available  technology  to  improve 
heavy  vehicle  braking  and  vehicle  control,  and 
the  over-involvement  of  air-braked  vehicles  in 
highway  crashes  that  could  be  avoided  or  reduced 
in  severity  by  better  braking  and  vehicle  control 
systems,  the  NHSB  in  1970  proposed  braking 
performance  standards  for  air-braked  trucks, 
buses,  and  trailers.  The  agency  action  was  also 
motivated  by  the  attempts  to  increase  permissible 
size  and  weight  of  commercial  vehicles  on  the 
interstate  highway  system  (a  weight  increase  to 
80,000  pounds  gross  vehicle  weight  rating  has 
occurred  since  proposal  and  implementation  of 
the  standard).  Standard  No.  121  was  issued  in 
February  1971,  and  was  implemented  for  trailers 
on  Januai-y  1,  1975.  and  for  trucks  and  buses  on 
March  1,  1975. 

Although  the  standard  involves  numerous  as- 
pects of  air  brake  systems,  the  most  important 
and  controversial  provisions  of  the  standard  are 
those  that  require  improved  stopping  capability 
and  "no  lockup"  performance.  Section  S5.3.1 
specifies  stopping  in  limited  distances  from  20 
and  60  mph,  in  the  loaded  and  unloaded  condi- 
tions on  wet  and  dry  surfaces,  with  the  vehicle 
remaining  in  a  12-foot-wide  lane  and  with  limits 
on  wheel  lockup.  It  is  the  stopping  limits  and 
"no  lockup"  requirements  that  are  the  source  of 
the  basic  issues  concerning  the  standard. 

Tlie  agency  established  a  stopping  distance  re- 
quirement of  245  feet  from  60  mph  on  a  dry- 
surface  with  the  vehicle  loadeed.  The  stopping 
distance  of  passenger  cars  under  comparable  con- 
ditions averaged  approximately  200  feet,  with 
many  vehicles  bettering  that  mark.  By  mandat- 
ing 245  feet  as  a  minimum  requirement,  the 
standard  improved  the  safety  of  air-braked  ve- 
hicles in  two  ways.  The  minimum  distance  re- 
quirement placed  a  floor  on  stopping  distance 
performance    and    eliminated    the    vehicles   that 
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were  built  with  extremely  Ion":  stoppinj;  dis- 
tances. More  impoi'tantly,  it  mandated  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  the  dispai'ity  of  brakinjj; 
performance  between  passenjier  cars  and  heavy 
vehicles  as  a  whole. 

"WHiile  all  elements  of  tlic  industry  supported 
the  principle  of  minimum  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements for  air-braked  vehicles,  questions 
arose  followinji  issuance  of  the  standard  and  be- 
fore implementation  as  to  the  technolopfical 
feasibility  for  mass-produced  vehicles  of  the 
level  set  in  the  standard.  The  Act  requires  that 
safety  standards  be  "practicable.'' 

The  basic  NHTSA  contract  and  other  test  data 
underlyinj;  the  standard  demonstrated  that  some 
pre-121  production  vehicles  already  approximated 
the  stoppinji  distance  requirement  of  24.5  feet. 
But  manufacturers  that  had  stated  they  could 
provide  the  minimum  stopping  distance  of  245 
feet  discovered  that  the  traditionally  weak  front 
axle  brakes  on  many  trucks  would  liave  to  be 
substantially  upgraded,  in  some  cases  more  than 
had  originally  been  anticipated.  Although  the 
NHTSA  implemented  the  standard  with  a  258- 
foot  interim  stopping  distance  to  accommodate 
mass  pi'oduction  start-up  problems,  front  axle 
brakes  on  some  vehicles  were  still  overdesigned. 
and  for  two  basic  reasons.  The  source  of  the 
problem  was  not  technological  unfeasibility  of 
producing  the  desired  handling  characteristics, 
which  are  available  in  many  121-equipped  ve- 
hicles produced  since  A[arch  1,  1075.  Rather,  it 
appears  that  some  manufacturers  sought  to  en- 
sure 100-percent  compliance  with  the  standard 
by  concentrating  on  utilizing  a  few  new  axle  and 
brake  assemblies  that  were  sufficiently  aggressive 
to  manage  the  braking  force  for  an  entire  line  of 
vehicles.  In  addition,  the  unanticipated  degree 
of  variability  in  performance  of  some  mass- 
produced  components  forced  larger  "compliance 
margins"  of  over-performance,  to  assure  that 
each  vehicle  produced  would  meet  the  minimmn 
performance  level  of  the  standard. 

The  NHTSA  responded  to  the  evidence  of  ad- 
verse handling  in  some  manufacturers"  produc- 
tion by  increasing  stopping  distances  to  277  feet 
until  January  1,  1978  (40  FR  38160,  August  27, 
197a).  This  action  was  supported  by  manufac;- 
turers  but  failed  to  encourage  sufficiently  the 
"depowering"  of  front  axle  brakes.    The  agency 


therefore  proposed  new  established  values  (not 
limited  to  an  interim  period)  in  a  proposal  dis- 
cussed in  detail  below. 

Thus,  while  the  stopping  distances  established 
liy  the  standard  have  always  been  fully  justified 
in  safety  need  and  technological  feasibility,  the 
agency  has  responded  several  times  to  evidence 
that  some  manufacturers  were  having  difficulty 
in  improving  their  worst-performing  vehicles 
enough  to  satisfy  the  standard.  The  availability 
of  mass-produced  vehicles  from  some  manufac- 
turers that  meet  the  245-foot  requirement  with- 
out adverse  handling  (see  Docket  75-16;  Notice 
02-125)  demonstrates  that  the  present  proposed 
distance  is  undoubtedly  achievable  in  advancing 
motor  vehicle  safety. 

The  other  major  provision  that  has  raised  is- 
sues in  implementation  of  the  standard  is  the 
requirement  limiting  lockup  of  wheels  during 
the  stops  mandated  by  the  standard.  As  ex- 
plained earlier,  the  limitation  on  lockup  is  in- 
tended to  increase  the  stability  and  directional 
control  of  heavy  vehicles  during  braking  and 
turning  maneuvers.  Most  manufacturers  utilize 
antilock  systems  to  provide  the  required  "no 
lockup''  performance,  although  other  devices 
(such  as  load-sensitive  proportioning  devices) 
may  be  capable  of  providing  the  specified  per- 
formance. The  systems  are  installed  to  momen- 
tarily and  automatically  release  the  brakes  to 
avoid  skidding  in  cases  where  the  brake  applica- 
tion is  so  strong,  or  the  road  surface  so  slippery, 
that  wheel  lockup  would  normally  occur.  Some 
manufacturei's  and  users  have  reported  that  some 
of  the  antilock  systems  that  have  been  installed 
do  not  function  correctly  and  that  malfunction 
makes  121-equipped  vehicles  less  safe  than  pre- 
121  vehicles.  These  commenters  argue  that  for 
this  reason  the  standard  does  not  meet  the  need 
for  motor  vehicle  safety  as  specified  in  the  Act. 

Standard  No.  121  meets  the  need  for  motor 
vehicle  safety  by  specifying  "no  lockup''  per- 
formance tliat  increases  directional  stability  and 
control  of  heavy  motor  vehicles  to  reduce  their 
involvement  in  highway  accidents.  The  decision 
by  some  manufacturers  to  choose  a  type  of  anti- 
lock  that  malfunctions  or  is  not  suited  to  their 
products  does  not  mean  that  the  standard  fails 
to  meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety.  That 
conclusion   could   be   drawn   only   if  the   safety 
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performance  specified  were  not  in  fact  practi- 
cable. The  fact  that  thousands  of  vehicles  have 
been  manufactured  with  antilock  systems  that 
have  not  reported  any  safety-related  defects 
clearly  shows  that  the  standard  is  practicable. 
The  position  that  a  manufacturer's  failure  to 
build  a  reliable  product  could  of  itself  defeat  the 
validity  of  a  standard  would  place  in  the  hands 
of  the  rejsnilated  industry  the  decision  to  imple- 
ment, continue  in  effect,  or  cancel  any  safety 
standard. 

The  NliTSA  has  monitored  the  test  programs 
of  antilock  manufacturers  to  ensure  that  reliable 
oiTcfoTvio  wprp  intt'oduced.  Proprietary  data  on 
antilock  test  programs  are  included  in  the  ad- 
ministrative record  of  this  standard. 

The  XHTSA  lias  taken  appropriate  action  in 
the  case  of  antilock  malfunction  that  poses  a 
potential  safety  hazard.  In  cases  where  the  mal- 
function has  momentarily  released  the  brakes 
under  some  circumstances  when  they  should  re- 
main applied,  the  agency  has  suspended  the 
standard's  requirements  for  a  period  to  permit 
development  of  solutions  to  the  design  deficien- 
cies involved  (41  FR  1598,  January  9,  1976). 
Most  antilock  malfunctions  simply  cause  the  sys- 
tem to  disable  itself  and  return  braking  to  nor- 
mal. Users  have  expressed  the  fear  that,  with 
disabled  antilock,  severe  brake  applications  will 
cause  wheel  lockup  and  cause  the  vehicle  to  lose 
control  and  become  a  hazard  on  the  highway. 
The  XHTSA  considers  these  fears  unrealistic, 
because  of  the  extremely  limited  cases  in  which 
the  problem  would  arise. 

The  circumstance  where  a  121-equipped  vehicle 
is  significantly  more  likely  to  lock  up  than  a 
pre-121  vehicle  is  on  the  front  axle  because  of  the 
generally  stronger  brakes.  But  the  possibility 
of  this  occurring  is  prevented  at  low  pedal  ap- 
plications by  the  provision  of  "automatic  pres- 
sure limiting  valves"  that  reduce  or  eliminate  the 
brake  pressure  to  the  front  axle  during  the  great 
majority  of  brake  applications.  Also,  a  warning- 
signal  on  the  instrument  panel  advises  of  antilock 
electrical  failure  and  gives  advance  notice  to  the 
driver  in  all  cases  except  the  statistically  rare 
occasions  when  antilock  fails  during  a  panic 
brake  application.  In  view  of  the  benefit,  of 
functioning  antilock  and  the  extremely  small 
chance  that  a  driver  would  not  be  warned  before 


use  of  the  brakes  in  a  panic  stoi),  the  XHTSA 
evaluates  the  risk  of  malfunction  as  small  and 
outweighed  by  the  benefits  of  the  antilock  re- 
quirement. 

Many  commenters  at  the  October  1975  public 
meeting  suggested  that  hundreds  of  reliability 
problems  with  safety  consequences  have  occurred 
in  antilock  components  used  to  meet  the  standard. 
The  Act  requires  vehicle  and  equipment  manu- 
facturers to  report  such  safety-related  defects 
that  develop  in  their  products,  to  the  XHTSA 
and  the  agency  has  carefully  monitored  reports 
concerning  antilock  reliability.  To  date,  only 
nine  such  safety-related  defects  have  be^n  re- 
ported, and  the  majority  of  them  were  limited  to 
minor  start-up  problems  in  the  mass-production 
process  that  were  easily  corrected. 

XOTICE  05  PROPOSAL 

Vehicles  produfced  to  meet  the  standard  are 
now  in  service  and  available  for  comprehensive 
evaluation.  Reports  on  vehicle  performance  were 
received  at  a  public  meeting  on  implementation 
of  the  standard  in  October  1975.  Other  reports 
have  been  made  directly  to  the  agency.  The 
XHTSA  has  been  testing  121-equipped  vehicles 
at  its  Safety  Research  Laboratory  since  produc- 
tion vehicles  have  become  available.  In  Septem- 
ber 1975,  the  agency  discussed  implementation  of 
tiie  standard  with  all  antilock  manufacturers  and 
several  major  vehicle  manufacturers. 

The  XHTSA  has  determined  that  some  ve- 
hicles produced  to  comply  with  the  standard 
demonstrate  unsatisfactory  handling  character- 
istics. The  source  of  the  problem  is  not  tech- 
nological unfeasibility  of  producing  vehicles  with 
desirable  handling  characteristics,  as  demon- 
strated by  many  of  the  121-equipped  vehicles 
produced  since  March  1,  1975.  Rather  (as  noted 
earlier),  it  appears  that  some  manufacturers 
sought  to  ensure  100-percent  compliance  with  the 
standard  by  concentrating  on  utilizing  a  few  new 
axle  and  brake  assemblies  that  were  sufficiently 
aggressive  to  manage  the  braking  force  for  an 
entire  line  of  vehicles.  In  addition,  the  unantici- 
pated degree  of  variability  in  performance  of 
some  mass-produced  components  forced  larger 
"compliance  margins,"  to  assure  that  each  vehicle 
produced  would  meet  the  minimum  performance 
level  of  the  standard.    The  brake  imbalance  that 
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exists  in  any  braking  system  (due  to  production 
variations)  is  of  course  magnified  as  the  brakes 
become  more  effective. 

"VVhile  it  would  be  possible  to  requii  ■•  redesign 
of  the  vehicles  to  eliminate  these  characteristics, 
the  agency  considers  this  course  of  action  unduly 
costly  in  view  of  the  economic  situation  of  the 
heavy  truck  industry.  Large  sums  have  already 
been  expended  by  vehicle  manufacturers  to 
achieve  compliance  with  the  standard.  The 
agency  has  decided  that  it  should  instead  reduce 
the  performance  levels  of  the  standard  somewhat 
to  permit  the  "depowering"  of  the  steering  axle 
brakes  sufficiently  to  improve  handling  char- 
acteristics while  design  problems  are  being  re- 
solved by  the  manufacturers. 

The  agency  has  evaluated  the  comments  sub- 
mitted by  vehicle  manufacturers  and  users, 
equipment  suppliers,  the  International  Brother- 
hood of  Teamsters,  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that  the 
proposal  should  be  made  final  as  proposed,  with 
only  a  few  modifications.  While  commenters 
expressed  differing  views  on  what  other  modifi- 
cations of  the  standard  might  be  beneficial  to 
motor  vehicle  safety,  they  supported,  with  few 
exceptions,  the  proposed  performance  levels  as  a 
feasible  technical  level  that  would  contribute  to 
motor  vehicle  safety.  A  commonly  expressed 
view  was  the  need  for  stability  in  the  perform- 
ance levels  of  the  standard  as  the  basis  to  get  the 
truck  industry  back  into  a  healtliy  sales  posture. 
Ford,  for  example,  stated  that  it  "trusts  that  the 
Administration  will  recognize  the  need  to  pro- 
ceed cautiously  to  avoid  further  disruptions  of 
the  heavy  truck  business." 

Because  the  comments  generally  agreed  that 
the  293-foot  stopping  distance  would  accomplish 
the  NHTSA's  goal  to  permit  depowering  front 
axle  brakes  enough  to  eliminate  handling  prob- 
lems, the  stopping  distance  requirement  is 
amended  as  proposed.  Freightliner  Corporation, 
which  petitioned  for  these  stopping  distances, 
noted,  "The  proposed  loaded  vehicle  stopping 
distances  provide  a  realistic  basis  for  establishing 
minimum  service  brake  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements." 

Oshkosh  Truck  Corporation  disagreed  with  the 
proposed  distances  in  the  case  of  straight  trucks. 


with  the  view  that  the  problems  raised  at  the 
October  1975  public  meeting  apply  only  to  buses 
and  tractor-trailer  combinations.  Oshkosh  pointed 
to  the  adequacy  of  its  brake  systems  and  noted 
that  the  earlier  increase  in  permissible  stopping 
distances  from  245  f^et  to  277  feet  should  provide 
for  any  "compliance  margin"  for  problems  being 
experienced. 

The  NHTSA  does  no*  .jU"-:tion  the  superior 
handling  characteristics  oi  Oshkosh  vehicles,  but 
acts  from  a  concern  over  axle  systems  designed 
for  the  entire  vehicle  population,  including  many 
vehicles  that  are  different  from  Oshkosh  products. 
It  is  an  unfortunate  effect  of  i-educing  the  re- 
quirements for  all  vehicles  that  manufacturers 
of  the  better-designed  vehicles,  such  as  Oshkosh, 
may  feel  forced  by  commercial  considerations  to 
downgrade  the  braking  abilities  of  their  products. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  citing 
examples  from  its  accident  files  of  light  vehicles 
being  struck  from  the  rear  by  lieavy  trucks,  ex- 
pressed strong  concern  over  the  proposal  for  an 
increased  stopping  distance.  The  NHTSA 
shares  this  concern.  The  countervailing  consid- 
erations cited  above  lead  to  a  reduction  in  the 
basic  braking  performance  that  has  up  to  now 
been  required  by  Standard  121.  However,  this 
agency  has  determined  that  the  293-foot  mini- 
mum requirement,  along  with  the  many  other 
requirements  of  the  standard,  will  nevertheless 
substantially  increase  the  braking  capability  of 
air-braked  vehicles  compared  to  that  prevailing 
before  the  standard  went  into  effect.  The  stand- 
ards also  continue  to  prevent  the  manufacture  of 
those  3-axle  trucks  that  have  grossly  inferior 
braking  capability. 

The  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters 
expressed  continued  support  for  the  standard, 
urging  more  stringent  performance  levels  in  the 
future.  As  the  proposal  noted,  far  more  infor- 
mation will  be  available  in  the  future  as  the 
basis  for  further  changes  of  the  stopping  distance 
performance  levels,  including  the  statistical  eval- 
uation of  pre-121  and  121-equipped  vehicles  in 
the  field.  The  NHTSA  believes  that  further 
notice  and  the  opportunity  for  comment  should 
precede  any  future  changes  of  the  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements. 

Vehicle  manufacturers  conducted  as  much  test- 
ing as  possible,  during  the  winter  months,  of  the 
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proposed  new  loaded-vehicle  stopping  distances. 
Most  concluded  that  the  unloaded  stopping  dis- 
tance (258  feet  versus  293  feet)  would  interfere 
with  their  efforts  to  "depower"  braking  suf- 
ficiently to  reduce  the  possibility  of  adverse 
handling.  The  data  on  which  the  XHTSA  based 
its  proposal  did  not  indicate  that  unloaded  stop- 
ping distances  would  require  relaxation  in  order 
to  accomplish  the  desired  depowering.  Typically, 
unloaded  performance  is  substantially  superior 
to  loaded  performance  and  justifies  shorter  stop- 
ping distance  requirements. 

The  ATA  pointed  out  that  as  one  braking 
characteristic  is  changed  its  effect  on  other  char- 
acteristics is  unpredictable.  In  this  case,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  recent  testing  demonstrates  a 
sensitivity  of  unloaded  to  loaded  stopping  dis- 
tance that  has  not  been  fully  appreciated  until 
now.  To  implement  the  NHTSA  intention  to 
permit  sufficient  "depowering"  for  improved 
vehicle  performance,  the  agency  concludes  that 
the  required  unloaded  stopping  distance  should 
be  made  equal  to  the  loaded  vehicle  distances,  as 
recommended  by  Ford,  PACCAR,  Freightliner 
Corporation,  and  Midland-Ross.  Other  manufac- 
turers also  stated  that  the  shorter  unloaded  stop- 
ping distances  could  constitute  a  problem.  The 
NHTSA  considers  it  necessary,  in  light  of  this 
information,  to  increase  the  unloaded  as  well  as 
loaded  vehicle  stopping  distances.  Table  II  is 
amended  accordingly. 

In  view  of  this  modification,  the  proposed  ex- 
clusion of  certain  specialized  vehicles  from  the 
unloaded  stop  (proposed  S5.3.1.3)  is  unnecessary 
and  therefore  not  adopted. 

Wagner  and  some  other  commenters  made  the 
incorrect  assumption  that  the  XHTSA  was  con- 
cerned only  with  loaded-vehicle  stopping  per- 
formance of  121-equipped  vehicles.  "While  the 
agency's  proposed  action  only  addressed  loaded 
distances,  the  express  purpose  was  to  permit 
"depowering"  for  improved  handling  under  all 
conditions.  Wagner's  view  that  the  NHTSA 
intended  the  use  of  antilock  for  unloaded  vehicle 
stops  is  incorrect.  Actually,  the  XHTSA  antici- 
pates that  the  depowering  will  have  the  effect  of 
eliminating  the  need  for  antilock  (or  other  me- 
chanical means  for  preventing  uncontrolled 
wheel  lockup)  under  all  conditions  in  the  case  of 
manv  vehicles. 


Besides  the  many  recommendations  to  specify 
comparable  unloaded  stopping  distance  require- 
ments, commenters  made  vaiying  suggestions  for 
further  change  in  stopping  performance  require- 
ments. Consolidated  Freightways  called  for  de- 
letion of  the  "antilock  requirement"  or,  in  the 
alternative,  for  cancellation  of  the  standard.  Its 
truck-manufacturing  subsidiary  (Freightliner 
Corporation)  also  called  for  prohibition  of  front 
axle  brakes  on  three-axle  truck-tractors.  The 
ATA  called  for  stopping  distances  that  would 
guarantee  deletion  of  front  axle  antilock.  Mack 
Trucks,  Inc.,  asked  for  deletion  of  the  require- 
ment for  "no  lockup",  performance  on  the  front 
axle.  White  Truck  Corporation  asked  for  longer 
distances  in  some  cases.  International  Harvester 
asked  for  a  330-foot  stopping  distance,  or  a  more 
fundamental  revision  of  the  standard  proposed 
by  the  company  in  December  1974.  Ford  re- 
quested that  one  wheel  be  permitted  uncontrolled 
lockup  during  stopping  tests,  and  suggested  fur- 
ther rulemaking  to  "remove  the  need  for  antilock 
on  all  front  axles."  Bendix  Corporation  sug- 
gested suspension  of  the  service  brake  stopping 
distances  and  "no  lockup"  requirements  for 
trucks. 

The  NHTSA  judges  that  these  requests  are  not 
directed  at  the  "depowering"  of  overly  effective 
brakes  intended  by  tlie  XHTSA  proposal.  For 
the  most  part,  tiie  recommendations  appear  to 
promote  deletion  of  front  axle  antilock  from  cer- 
tain trucks  that  may  not  allow  a  controlled  "no 
lockup"  stop  without  the  system.  Consolidated 
Freightways,  Bendix,  and  Roadway  Express 
argued  for  deletion  of  antilock  from  the  entire 
vehicle.  At  least  in  the  case  of  these  three  re- 
quests, the  concern  is  apparently  based  on  the 
continued  argument  as  to  the  reliability  of  anti- 
lock.  In  the  proposal  underlying  this  rulemak- 
ing, the  XHTSA  explained  the  basis  for  its 
determination  that  antilock  is  reliable,  and  since 
that  time  the  agency  has  not  developed  or  had 
reported  information  which  modifies  that  view. 
An  additional  safety-related  defect  report,  in- 
volving potential  radio  frequency  interference 
with  antilock  function  in  one  vehicle  manufac- 
turer's products,  has  been  reported,  but  no  report 
of  any  accidents  resulting  from  the  defect  has 
been  made.  The  XHTSA  maintains  its  convic- 
tion that  antilock  is  sufficiently  reliable  to  justify 
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its  continued  installation  in  satisfaction  of  the 
standard's  requirements  for  directional  stability. 
Accordingly,  the  agency  does  not  act  on  the  rec- 
ommendations for  deletion  of  the  "no  lockup" 
requirements  or  for  distances  calculated  to  elimi- 
nate the  significance  of  the  "no  lockup"  re- 
quirements. Consolidated's  legal  arguments  on 
NHTSA  rulemaking  are  being  considered  in  the 
separate  judicial  review  of  Standard  Xo.  121  and 
are  not  discussed  in  this  notice  for  that  reason. 

Freightliner  suggested  relaxation  of  emergency 
braking  distances,  and  PACCAR  recommended 
that  the  35-foot  stop  from  20  mph  be  made  a 
40-foot  stop.  The  XHTSA  did  not  propose  these 
changes  and  does  not  believe  them  to  be  necessary 
for  the  "depowering"  intended  by  the  proposal. 
The  40-foot  level  would  be  no  improvement  over 
regulations  existing  prior  to  Standard  No.  121. 
Furthermore,  the  agency  gathers  from  the  com- 
ments submitted  that  most  elements  of  the  in- 
dustry desire  certainty  in  the  standards  to  return 
stability  to  the  truck  manufacturing  process.  In 
the  interests  of  this  certainty,  the  agency  does 
not  intend  to  further  consider  the  Freightliner 
and  PACCAR  requests. 

Along  with  the  stopping  distance  modifications, 
the  XHTSA  proposed  conforming  changes  in  the 
dynamometer  requirements.  Brake  fade  and  re- 
covery levels  would  be  reduced  somewhat  by  the 
proposal,  the  "hot  stop"  requirement  would  be 
deleted,  and  recovery  requirements  for  the  front 
axle  of  truck-tractors  would  be  deleted.  These 
proposals  were  intended  to  permit  "depowering" 
of  brakes  to  the  293-foot  stopping-distance  level. 

Rockwell  International  Corporation,  a  major 
supplier  of  foundation  brakes  and  axle  systems 
to  the  heavy  vehicle  industry,  doubted  that  the 
dynamometer  requirements  would  conform  per- 
fectly to  the  new  vehicle  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements. Rockwell  estimated  that  10  to  12 
months  might  be  required  to  accomplish  adequate 
testing  and  reevaluation  of  brake  sizes.  The 
company  suggested  that  all  dynamometer  re- 
quirements be  suspended  for  an  indefinite  period. 

The  NHTSA  did  not  propose  such  a  broad 
revision  of  the  standard  and  would  have  to  pro- 
pose such  changes  before  they  could  be  ini-^ 
plemented.  Furthermore,  a  suspension  of 
requirements  without  certainty  as  to  their  status 
at  an  unknown  future  date  would  reintroduce  an 


element  of  uncertainty  that  Rockwell  and  many 
others  cautioned  against.  For  this  reason,  the 
modifications  are  implemented  as  proposed,  and 
the  NHTSA  does  not  intend  to  act  on  Rockwell's 
recommendat  ion. 

No  objections  were  received  on  the  general  re- 
duction of  brake  fade  and  recovery  performance 
and  the  air  pressure  values  are  amended  as  pro- 
posed. The  ATA  noted  its  support  of  the  new 
values  only  if  it  permitted  front  axle  brakes 
without  antilock.  Vehicle  manufacturers  gener- 
ally stated  that  limited  testing  did  not  permit 
unqualified  endorsement  of  the  new  values.  The 
California  Department  of  Highway  Patrol 
(CHP)  suggested  that  a  change  of  deceleration 
rate  would  be  more  realistic  than  the  proposed 
change  of  air  pressure  actuation.  In  response  to 
the  CHP  concern,  it  is  noted  that  the  increase  in 
air  pressure  was  chosen  as  the  means  to  revise 
requirements  so  that  the  years  of  data  developed 
in  the  past  could  be  used  for  calculations  of  the 
new  values.  The  NHTSA  agrees  with  the  CHP 
that  a  reduced  deceleration  rate  would  be  more 
realistic  if  it  were  a  feasible  choice. 

The  "hot  stop"  deletion  was  also  supported, 
though  most  comments  on  the  proposal  stated 
that  the  whole  section  should  be  deleted  and  not 
simply  the  last  sentence.  The  NHTSA  purposely 
did  not  delete  the  whole  section,  so  that  the  se- 
quence of  testing  would  remain  as  in  the  past,  to 
preserve  the  data  on  recovery  that  was  developed 
following  "hot  stop"  testing.  Therefore  the  re- 
quired test  level  is  deleted  as  proposed,  but  the 
(testing  remains  in  the  standard  to  maintain  the 
same  sequence  as  in  the  past. 

The  deletion  of  recovery  requirements  on  the 
front  axle  of  truck-tractors  was  also  supported, 
as  it  was  discussed  in  the  preamble.  The  pro- 
posed language  incorrectly  executed  the 
NHTSA's  intent  as  expressed  in  the  preamble. 
With  the  necessary  corrections,  the  proposals  are 
made  final  as  proposed.  The  CHP  suggested  an 
easing  of  "hot  stop"  requirements  in  place  of 
deletion,  but  the  agency  does  not  consider  it  has 
a  sufficient  basis  for  the  choice  of  new  values, 
given  the  other  reductions  in  dynamometer  stop- 
ping distance  values. 

The  agency  proposed  reduction  of  retardation 
force  requirements  in  the  case  of  trailers  to  main- 
tain balance  with  the  longer  distances  permitted 
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for  trucks.  The  modifications  were  supported, 
although  K-B  Axle  Company  qualified  its  sup- 
port by  noting  that  conforming  linings  might 
not  be  available  immediately.  The  company 
suggested  suspension  of  trailer  retardation  re- 
quii'ements.  The  XHTSA  does  not  consider  this 
suggestion  meritorious,  because  it  would  leave  no 
assurance  of  continued  compatibility  between  the 
truck  and  trailer. 

Based  on  further  testing,  Rockwell  supple- 
mented its  original  comments  with  a  request  for 
somewhat  lower  trailer  retardation  force  levels 
than  the  0.43  value  proposed.  The  company 
justified  a  0.40  value,  based  on  variability  ex- 
perienced in  the  new  testing.  A  second  manu- 
facturer of  trailer  axles  (Eaton  Corporation) 
supported  a  0.40  value  in  meetings  with  the 
XHTSA.  The  new  retardation  values  are  there- 
fore implemented  as  proposed  although  at 
slightly  lower  values.  In  response  to  the  CHP 
question  concerning  the  need  for  numbering 
columns,  these  designations  are  necessary  so  that 
any  future  revision  can  be  easily  noted  with 
precision. 

The  XHTSA  proposed  reduction  of  parking 
brake  performance  levels  for  vehicles  that  oper- 
ate in  combination,  so  that  tlie  vehicles,  taken 
together,  would  produce  approximated  the  same 
holding  power  as  single-unit  vehicles.  Although 
petitioners  PACCAR  and  Freightliner  asked  for 
reduction  of  grade-holding  levels  for  all  vehicles 
(and  repeated  these  requests  in  their  comments), 
the  XHTSA  rationale  for  the  proposal  was  to 
accomplish  the  far  more  limited  purpose  of  re- 
ducing the  cost  and  weight  of  121 -type  parking 
brake  systems  on  high-mileage  tandem-axle  ve- 
hicles that  operate  in  combination. 

As  proposed,  however,  the  proposal  applied  to 
towed  and  towing  vehicles  with  a  single  non- 
steerable  axle  as  well  as  those  equipped  with 
tandem-axle  assemblies.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
desired  cost  and  weight  reduction  intended  in  the 
proposal  (typically  removal  of  one  set  of  spring 
brakes  from  one  axle)  cannot  be  achieved  on  a 
vehicle  with  only  one  non-steerable  axle.  At  the 
same  time,  the  proposal  would  permit  less  power- 
ful parking  brakes  on  this  vehicle  category.  The 
CHP  pointed  out  that  these  single  non-steerable- 
axle  vehicles  are  connnonly  operated  in  doubles 
operation,    when    parking   brakes   become    more 


important  in  view  of  the  total  combination  grade- 
holding  ability.  The  XHTSA  concludes  that 
the  proposal  in  the  case  of  vehicles  with  single 
non-steerable  axles  will  not  accomplish  the  intent 
of  the  proposal  and  is  therefore  withdrawn. 

It  also  became  apparent  that  the  proposed  re- 
duction in  parking  brake  retardation  force  for 
tandem-axle  trailers  could  not  be  justified.  The 
proposed  change  from  a  0.28  value  to  a  0.23  value 
was  calculated  on  the  basis  of  the  share  of  a  full 
load  that  the  typical  trailer  should  hold  in  com- 
bination with  a  truck-tractor  to  equal  the  per- 
formance of  single-unit  vehicles.  X'o  petitions 
were  received  requesting  the  modification,  but 
possible  weight  and  cost  reductions  were  consid- 
ered possible.  Fruehauf  Corporation  supported 
the  proposal,  while  the  Truck  Trailer  Manufac- 
turers Association  stated  that  cost  savings  were 
unlikely  from  the  proposed  change. 

Unlike  trucks  and  buses,  trailers  utilize  the 
parking  brake  system  as  an  emergency  braking 
capability,  in  case  of  trailer  "breakaway"'  or 
other  failure  of  the  service  brake  system.  Tliis 
parking  brake  system  and  emergency  capability 
utilize  the  service  brake  friction  elements  and  are 
thus  directly  dependent  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
service  brakes.  In  view  of  the  XHTSA  decision 
to  reduce  trailer  service  brake  effectiveness  some- 
what more  than  proposed,  the  agency  considers 
that  the  vehicle's  emergency  braking  capability 
would  be  reduced  too  much  by  a  commensurate 
reduction  of  parking  brake  requirements.  There- 
fore the  parking  brake  proposal  for  trailers  is 
withdrawn. 

As  for  the  tandem-axle  truck-tractors  for 
which  the  proposal  was  intended,  it  appears  that 
the  XHTSA  estimate  of  a  0.17  retardation  value 
was  somewhat  too  high  to  accomplish  the  pro- 
posal's intent.  PACCAR  made  several  objections 
to  any  specification  beyond  that  necessary  to  hold 
on  a  15-percent  grade.  The  company's  testing 
showed  that  variability  in  materials  and  other 
factors  required  a  0.148  value  in  place  of  0.17. 
Freightliner  recommended  a  0.16  value.  AVliite 
Motor  asked  for  a  .15  value  and  Rockwell  rec- 
ommended a  .13  value.  International  Harvester 
supported  the  modification  as  proposed.  XHTSA 
evaluation  of  submitted  data  indicates  that  a 
small  decrease  in  the  value  from  0.17  to  0.14  is 
necessary    to    permit    the    intended    deletion    of 
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parking  brake  actuation  meclianisms.  Accord- 
ingly, the  parking  brake  option  of  S5.6.1  is 
amended  to  reduce  the  retardation  forces  for 
tandem-axle  truck-tractors. 

The  CHP  made  extensive  and  detailed  com- 
ments on  the  parking  brake  proposal  which  have 
been  evaluated  by  the  NHTSA.  The  CHP  sub- 
mission assumed  that  only  one  non-steerable  axle 
on  buses  and  single-unit  trucks  would  be  equipped 
with  parking  brakes.  This  assumption  appar- 
ently arose  from  a  rearrangement  of  the  wording 
of  S5.6.1  that  resulted  in  moving  the  phrase  "on 
any  axle  other  than  a  front  steerable  axle"  in  one 
subsection  of  the  proposed  modification.  All 
other  commenters  understood  the  rearrangement 
and  based  their  comments  on  the  requirements 
as  they  have  always  existed  for  buses  and  single 
unit  trucks. 

In  response  to  a  petition  from  the  ATA,  the 
agency  proposed  a  0.20-second  limit  on  minimum 
brake  actuation  timing  of  towing  vehicles.  The 
ATA  asserted  that  the  compatibility  of  towed 
and  towing  vehicles  would  be  improved  by  a 
limit  on  minimum  actuation  speeds  as  well  as  the 
minimum  actuation  timing  already  specified. 
Responses  on  the  proposal  by  the  manufacturers 
of  brake  components  and  of  air-braked  vehicles 
generally  opposed  the  imposition  of  minimum 
actuation  times.  Of  the  manufacturers  that 
commented,  Rockwell  supported  the  proposal 
without  stating  its  rationale,  and  PACCAR  and 
Freightliner  stated  qualified  support  for  a  mini- 
mum value,  if  the  limit  on  maximum  actuation 
times  was  raised  or  eliminated.  The  CHP  sup- 
ported the  proposal,  although  its  engineering 
calculations  were  not  expressed. 

From  the  comments  submitted,  the  NHTSA 
concludes  that  a  minimum  actuation  time  is  an 
insufficient  means  to  assure  compatibility,  and 
that  further  study  of  adequate  means  is  advis- 
able. Midland-Ross  Corporation  reminded  the 
agency  and  industry  that  trailer  response  time  is 
a  separate  but  important  portion  of  the  problem. 
International  Harvester  argued  that  a  limit  on 
minimum  actuation  time  might  inhibit  other 
modifications  to  improve  compatibility.  For 
these  I'easons,  the  proposal  to  impose  minimum 
actuation  times  is  withdrawn. 

Manufacturers  indicated  that  the  0.40  maxi- 
mum actuation  time  was  discouraging  the  slower 


actuation  time  desired  by  the  ATA.  The  agency 
concludes  that  the  ATA  request  can  in  part  be 
met  by  an  increase  in  permissible  actuation  time 
in  place  of  the  requested  limitation  on  minimum 
actuation  times.  Fgr  this  reason,  the  maximum 
permissible  actuation  time  for  trucks  and  buses 
is  modified  to  0.45  seconds  from  0.40  seconds 
(S5.3.3). 

The  delayed  effective  dates  for  certain  cate- 
gories of  specialized  vehicles  were  also  addressed 
by  the  proposal.  In  view  of  the  uncertainty  in- 
troduced by  the  proposal  regarding  the  perform- 
ance levels,  the  agency  considered  it  necessary 
to  delay  the  effectiveness  of  the  standard  further 
for  these  vehicle  classes. 

Reaction  to  this  proposal  in  the  case  of  fire- 
fighting  vehicles  (delay  from  March  1,  1976,  to 
September  1,  1977)  was  not  uniform.  The  Fire 
Apparatus  Manufacturers  Division  of  the  Truck 
Body  and  Equipment  Association  supported  the 
delay  because  custom  vehicles  utilize  Rockwell 
antilock  systems  similar  to  those  utilized  on  some 
buses.  In  the  cases  of  buses,  a  major  provision 
of  the  standard  was  suspended  for  a  1-year 
period  to  permit  resolution  of  certain  problems 
in  the  antilock  system.  Several  small  manufac- 
turers also  supported  the  delay.  Other  manu- 
facturers indicated  their  readiness  to  meet  the 
standard  and  asked  that  it  not  be  delayed.  Osh- 
kosh  has  been  building  121 -equipped  vehicles  for 
some  time  and  stated  its  reliance  on  the  March  1, 
1976,  date  as  the  basis  for  preparations  to  com- 
mence production  of  the  new  systems  in  fire 
trucks  by  March  1976.  American-LaFrance,  a 
large  manufacturer  of  fire  fighting  vehicles,  also 
requested  implementation  of  the  standard  as 
scheduled  for  fire  figliting  vehicles. 

In  view  of  the  statements  of  readiness  by  fire 
fighting  vehicle  manufacturers,  the  XHTSA  has 
concluded  that  the  standard  should  be  imple- 
mented as  soon  as  possible.  The  Rockwell  anti- 
lock  system  on  trucks  has  not  evidenced  reliability 
problems  like  those  on  buses  that  would  justify 
a  suspension  of  the  requirements  that  underlie 
their  use.  However,  the  NHTSA  proposal  has 
justifiably  permitted  manufacturers  to  modify 
their  plans  and  readiness,  and  the  agency  con- 
cludes that  a  short  delay  is  necessary  to  allow 
preparations  for  the  standard's  implementation. 
Accordingly,  the  effective  date  for  fire  fighting 


PART  571;  S  121— PRE  78 


EfNctlve:   February   26,    1976 


vehicles  is  delayed  from  March  1,  1976,  to  June  1, 
1976. 

The  Heavy  Specialized  Carriers  Conference  of 
the  ATA,  Fruehauf  Corporation,  the  Truck 
Trailer  Manufacturers  Association,  and  Birming- 
ham Manufacturing  Company  all  supported  the 
proposed  delay  until  September  1,  1977,  of  the 
standard's  applicability  to  heavy  hauler  trailers. 
No  objections  were  received  on  the  proposed  de- 
lay for  auto  transporters  and  vehicles  with  a 
gross  axle  weight  rating  (GAWR)  for  any  axle 
of  24,000  pounds  or  more,  or  two  or  more  front 
steerable  axles  with  a  GAWR  of  16,000  pounds 
or  more  for  each  axle.  "White  Motor  Corporation 
supported  these  delays  as  the  minimum  necessary, 
and  supported  a  similar  delay  of  the  standard's 
full  requirements  for  certain  vehicles  listed  in 
S5.3.1.2.  In  view  of  the  comments,  the  delays 
are  made  final  as  proposed. 

The  CHP  expressed  concern  that  other  large 
and  specialized  vehicle  categories  are  permanently- 
excluded  from  the  standard.  The  CHP  antici- 
pates that,  in  the  absence  of  Federal  require- 
ments, a  number  of  State  regulations  could  be 
developed,  some  of  which  might  be  inadequate 
to  ensure  safety.  The  NHTSA  is  sympathetic 
to  the  concern,  but  at  this  time,  considers  it  un- 
wise to  initiate  the  suggested  rulemaking.  Large 
axle  and  brake  suppliers  like  Rockwell  are  ab- 
sorbed in  making  calculations  for  the  changes 
already  proposed,  and  any  further  changes  should 
await  more  deliberate  and  thorough  review  when 
more  time  is  available.  It  is  noted  that  Ameri- 
can-Coleman  has  filed  a  petition  for  the  exclusion 
of  more  vehicles  from  the  standard.  Until  these 
conflicting  requests  are  resolved,  the  CHP  cor- 
rectly notes  that  the  States  may  continue  to  en- 
force their  regulations  against  these  vehicles. 

With  regard  to  heavy  vehicles,  the  CHP  asked 
for  a  clarification  of  the  limits  on  what  consti- 
tutes the  "rated  cargo  load"  in  the  NHTSA 
definition  of  "unloaded  vehicle  weight."  The 
NHTSA  permits  the  rated  cargo  load  and  the 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating  to  be  determined  by 
the  manufacturer.  If  the  CHP  believes  it  has  a 
better  means  of  making  that  determination,  its 
suggestion  will  be  considered  when  received. 

Certain  test  procedures  were  questioned  by 
commenters.      Wagner    asked    for    confirmation 


that  unloaded  truck-tractor  tests  do  not  include 
the  use  of  an  empty  control  trailer.  Wagner  is 
correct.  Mack  and  Roadway  Express  suggested 
that  unloaded  vehicle  tests  should  be  run  with 
the  empty  control  trailer  attached.  This  modi- 
fication has  not  been  proposed  and  will  not  be 
acted  on.  With  the  increased  unloaded  vehicle 
stopping  distance  requirements,  the  NHTSA 
finds  that  the  generally  longer  "bobtail"  truck- 
tractor  stopping  distances  should  not  interfere 
with  adequate  "depowering"  of  overly  effective 
brakes. 

For  testing,  the  NHTSA  proposed  that  the 
control  trailer  braking  capabilities  remain  at  the 
same  level  as  in  the  past,  instead  of  being  re- 
duced to  conform  to  the  proposed  longer  stopping 
distance  requirements  of  S5.3.1.  As  Wagner 
recognized,  this  proposal  was  intended  to  permit 
the  continued  usefulness  of  past  test  data  in 
making  new  calculations  of  necessary  towing  ve- 
hicle capabilities.  Wagner,  Bendix,  and  the 
ATA  warned  that  the  values  will  no  longer  be 
representative  of  equivalent  production  trailer 
stopping  capabilities.  Vehicle  manufacturers 
supported  the  continued  use  of  the  existing  con- 
trol trailer  performance.  The  NHTSA  concludes 
that,  although  the  control  trailer  will  be  some- 
what less  realistic  than  is  normally  desirable,  this 
consideration  is  outweighed  by  the  importance 
of  maintaining  the  usefulness  of  the  large  amount 
of  data  already  developed  in  the  years  of  prepar- 
ing for  implementation  of  the  standard.  There- 
fore the  control  trailer  specification  remains  as  it 
has  in  the  past. 

The  CHP  requested  that  certain  abbreviations 
in  the  standard  be  made  uniform,  and  Wagner 
suggested  that  the  standard  be  published  in  its 
entirety.  The  NHTSA  anticipates  these  actions 
at  the  time  of  the  next  codification. 

The  ATA  questioned  the  statement  that  Euro- 
pean braking  practice  differs  from  the  traditional 
practice  in  the  United  States  of  weak  front 
brakes.  In  response,  the  NHTSA  notes  the  re- 
cent Commission  of  European  Commities  di- 
rective for  improved  vehicle  capability  specified 
a  higher  retardation  ratio  for  the  front  axle  of 
commercial  vehicles  than  on  the  rear  axle. 

The  Truck  Equipment  and  Body  Distributoi-s 
Association  did  not  state  its  position  on  the  pro- 
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posals  made,  but  indicated  that  the  requirements  an    immediate    effective    date    is    in    the    public 

of  the  standard  as  a  whole  present  too  great  a  interest. 

burden   on  the  association's  membership.     This  (ggc.   103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

issue  is  being  litigated  in  the  suit  for  review  of  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 

the  standard  and,  for  this  reason,  is  not  discussed  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

in  this  notice. 

T      T  I ,      £    .,       >;  1        ^  Issued  on  February  26, 1976. 

In    light   or   the   loregomg,    amendments   are  •'      ' 

made  in  Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems, 

49  CFE  571.121 James  B.   Gregory 

Effective   date:   February  26,   1976.     Because  Administrator 
these   amendments   effect   the   relaxation   of   re- 
quirements and  create  no  additional  burden  upon  41  F.R.  8783 
any  person  it  is  found  for  good  cause  shown  that  March  1,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake   Systems 


(Docket  Nos.   75-7;  75-16;   Notices   3   &  9) 


This  notice  republishes  in  their  entirety  Stand- 
ard No.  105-75,  Hydraulic  Brake  Systems,  and 
Standard  \o.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  because 
the  number  and  complexity  of  recent  amendments 
to  these  standards  may  have  created  confusion 
for  some  interested  persons. 

Standard  No.  105-75  (49  CFR  571.105-75)  was 
issued  September  1972  (37  FR  17970,  September 
2,  1972)  and  has  been  amended  numerous  times 
since  issuance.  Although  an  up-to-date  and 
complete  text  of  the  standard  appears  each  year 
in  the  republished  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
several  complex  amendments  have  been  made  to 
the  standard  in  the  past  year  that  are  not  re- 
flected in  the  most  recent  up-to-date  text.  To 
assist  interested  persons  who  must  be  certain  of 
the  text's  provisions,  the  agency  herewith  pub- 
lishes the  standard  in  its  entirety.  Interested 
persons  are  advised  that  amendments  of  Standard 
No.  105-75  may  occur  in  the  future,  although  no 
proposals  are  outstanding  at  this  time. 

In  a  related  matter.  General  Motors  Corpora- 
tion has  brought  to  the  agency's  attention  an 
inadvertent  deletion  of  one  sentence  from  one 
section  of  Standard  No.  105-75.  A  statement  was 
added  to  the  text  of  S5.1.5.2(a)  (2)  to  permit  an 
interim  increase  in  permissible  control  force  for 
the  fifth  wet  recovery  stop  (40  FR  24525,  June  9, 
1975).  Inadvertently,  this  sentence  was  deleted 
from  S5.1.5.2(a)  (2)  in  a  subsequent  rulemaking 
action  (40  FR  42872,  September  17,  1975),  al- 
though the  preamble  to  the  notice  made  clear 
that  "The  new  wording  in  no  way  modifies  the 
meaning  of  S5.1.4(a)  (2)  and  S5.1.5.2(a)  (2)." 
To  correct  this  omission,  the  sentence  appears  in 
this  publication.  It  has  been  moved  to  S5.1.5.2 
(a)(1)  because  it  concerns  the  maximum  pedal 
force  limit  in  that  section,  rather  than  the  mini- 
mum pedal  force  limit  in  S5.1.5.2(a)  (2)  where 
it  appeared  in  the  past. 


Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  was  is- 
sued in  February  1971  (36  FR  3817,  February  27, 
1971)  and  has  also  been  amended  numerous  times 
since  issuance.  Several  amendments  have  oc- 
curred since  the  most  recent  publication  of  the 
standard  in  its  entirety.  For  the  reasons  cited 
with  regard  to  Standard  No.  105-75,  the  agency 
herewith  publishes  the  standard  in  its  entirety. 
Interested  persons  are  advised  that  three  pro- 
posals to  amend  the  standard  are  outstanding 
(40  FR  45200,  October  1,  1975)  (40  FR  56920, 
December  5,  1975)  (41  FR  20706,  May  20,  1976) 
and  that  amendments  to  the  text  of  the  .standard 
may  be  made  in  the  future. 

It  has  also  been  noted  that  a  clarification  could 
be  made  to  the  language  of  S3  of  the  standard 
that  excludes  until  September  1,  1977,  vehicles 
that  combine  with  other  vehicles  to  form  auto 
transporters.  The  temporary  exclusion  was 
added  to  the  standard  in  January  1975  (40  FR 
1246,  January  7,  1975).  To  make  the  effect  of 
that  action  more  clear  the  language  in  the  second 
sentence  of  the  text  "or  to  any  vehicle  which"  is 
changed  in  this  republication  to  read  "or  that." 
This  modification  of  tlie  language  has  no  effect 
on  the  requirements  of  this  standard  and  notice 
and  opportunity  to  comment  are  therefore  found 
to  be  unnecessary. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  105-75  (49  CFR  571.105-75)  and  Standard 
No.  121   (49  CFR  571.121)  are  republished  .... 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegations  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50  and  49  CFR  501.8.) 

Issued  on  June  30,  1976. 

Robert  L.  Carter 
Associate  Administrator 
Motor  Vehicle  Programs 

41   F.R.  29696 
July  19,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake   Systems 
(Docket  No.  75-5;  Notice  7) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems,  to  extend  until  June  30,  1977,  the 
period  in  which  bulk  ao^ricultural  commodity 
trailers  designed  with  a  high  ground  clearance 
and  other  special  features  for  use  with  farm 
tractors  during  harvest  can  meet  emergency  and 
parking  brake  requirements  other  than  those 
specified  in  S5.6  and  S5.8  of  the  standard. 

Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  permitted 
this  specialized  agricultural  trailer  category  the 
option,  until  June  30,  1976,  of  meeting  tlie  park- 
ing brake  requirements  of  the  standard  (actua- 
tion by  an  energy  source  unaffected  by  air  loss 
in  the  service  brake  system)  or  the  air-actuated 
"breakaway"  system  that  complies  with  Bureau 
of  Motor  Carrier  Safety  requirements  (49  CFR 
393.43).  The  National" Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  established  the  June  30,  1976, 
date  (41  FR  8347,  February  26,  1976)  to  permit 
completion  of  the  bulk  agricultural  commodity 
trailers  necessary  for  tlie  1976  harvest  season. 

Titan  Trailer  Corporation  petitioned  for  a 
year's  extension  of  the  option  because  tlie  reasons 
cited  by  the  agency  for  the  option  still  exist,  and 
the  company  plans  to  manufacture  the  specialized 
vehicles  throughout  the  year. 

The  agency  does  not  wish  to  limit  tlie  manu- 
facture of  these  trailers  to  only  one  of  the  avail- 
able systems.  In  fact,  the  agency  has  an 
outstanding  proposal  to  broaden  the  available 
means  to  meet  the  parking  and  emergency  brake 
requirements  for  all  trailers  in  a  closely  similar 
fashion  to  the  bulk  agricultural  trailer  option 
(40  FR  56920,  December  5,  1975).  Because  of 
the  comprehensive  nature  of  that  proposed  re- 
vision, it  will  not  be  acted  on  in  the  immediate 
future.  The  NHTSA  concluded  that  the  option 
should  be  extended  for  a  period  to  permit  the 
continued  manufacture  of  these  trailers  as  they 


have    been    manufactured.      The    extension    was 
proposed  July  6,  1976  (41  FR  27740). 

Comments  were  received  from  Utility  Trailer 
Manufacturing  Company,  Fruehauf  Corporation, 
and  Wesco  Truck  and  Trailer  Sales.  All  com- 
ments supported  the  proposal,  and  it  is  made 
final  as  proposed. 

In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regula- 
tory action  (41  FR  16200,  April  16,  1976),  the 
agency  herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of  the 
economic  and  otiier  consequences  of  the  proposal 
on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including  pos- 
sible loss  of  safety  benefits.  Because  the  option 
simply  permits  continued  manufacture  of  these 
trailers  in  the  same  fashion  as  they  have  been 
manufactured  to  date,  and  because  the  possibility 
for  misuse  of  the  mechanical  parking  brakes 
appears  to  be  great  in  this  case,  the  agency  con- 
cludes that  there  would  be  no  new  economic  or 
environmental  costs  imposed  by  the  action,  and 
that  there  would  be  no  significant  loss  of  safety 
benefit  in  this  case. 

In  consideration  of  tlie  foregoing,  the  last  sen- 
tence in  paragraph  So. 6  and  So. 8  of  Standard 
No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended  by  chang- 
ing the  date  "June  30,  1976"  to  "June  30,  1977." 

Effective  date:  September  24,  1976. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  September  22, 1976. 

John  W.  Snow 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  43153 
September  30,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake   Systems 
(Docket  No.  75-16;   Notice    10) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems,  to  extend  from  January  1,  1977, 
to  September  1,  1977,  the  existing  suspension  of 
service  brake  stopping  distance  requirements  as 
they  apply  to  buses.  Editorial  changes  are  also 
made. 

Equipment  used  in  transit  and  intercity  buses 
to  conform  to  the  stopping  distance  requirements 
(S5.3.1)  of  Standard  Xo.  121  (49  CFR  571.121) 
demonstrated  a  pattern  of  erratic  behavior  fol- 
lowing implementation  of  the  standard  for  buses 
on  March  1,  1975.  For  this  reason,  the  agency 
suspended  these  stopping  distance  requirements 
(including  the  "no  lockup"  requirement)  to  pro- 
vide a  period  in  which  modified  antilock  hard- 
ware and  newly  introduced  systems  could  be 
field-evaluated  (41  FR  1598,  January  6.  1976). 
Based  on  a  petition  for  a  longer  suspension  and 
on  the  agency's  conclusion  that  the  experience  of 
a  full  year  of  antilock  operation  in  all  environ- 
mental conditions  would  be  necessary  to  generate 
and  analyze  adequate  data  to  make  a  sound  deci- 
sion in  time  to  permit  orderly  planning  of  bus 
production,  a  further  suspension  to  September  1, 
1977,  was  proposed  (41  FR  20706,  May  20,  1976). 

Comments  were  received  from  vehicle  manu- 
facturers and  users,  and  from  the  two  antilock 
system  manufacturers  that  provide  components 
for  transit  •  and  intercity  bus  antilock  systems. 
The  National  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Advisory 
Council  did  not  take  a  position  on  the  proposal. 
The  Vehicle  Equipment  Safety  Commission  did 
not  comment  on  the  proposal.  Interested  persons 
are  advised  that  Docket  Nos.  74-10  and  75-5  are 
related  to  the  subject  of  air  brake  system  re- 
quirements. 

The  comments  generally  supported  the  pro- 
posed extension,  and  no  commenter  opposed  the 


additional  eight  months  for  evaluation.  AM 
General  Corporation  and  Crown  Coach  requested 
that  the  suspension  be  extended  to  January  1, 
1978,  but  did  not  provide  data  that  would  sub- 
stantiate the  need  for  additional  time.  Freight- 
liner  Corporation,  Rockwell  International,  and 
the  American  Public  Transit  Association 
(APTA)  recommended  that  the  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  for  buses  be  indefiniteh'  sus- 
pended until  justification  for  them  is  articulated, 
analysis  of  their  "costs  and  other  consequences" 
is  set  forth  under  Department  of  Transportation 
(DOT)  policies  (41  FR  16200,  April  16,  1976), 
and  extensive  antilock  system  tests  and  evalua- 
tion have  been  completed. 

The  requests  by  Freightliner.  Rockwell,  and 
APTA  demonstrate  a  possible  misunderstanding 
of  the  regulatory  action  under  consideration,  and 
the  a'  "^ncy  therefore  takes  the  opportunity  to  put 
it  in  perspective.  The  stopping  distance  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  121  are  in  place  for  buses, 
and  the  only  modification  in  the  standard  being 
considered  is  an  extension  of  the  temporary  sus- 
pension of  those  requirements.  Thus,  if  the 
agency  takes  no  further  action,  the  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  resume  on  January  1,  1977. 
The  agency's  favorable  action  on  the  September 
1,  1977,  date  only  means  that  the  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  resume  September  1,  1977. 
No  regulatory  action  to  modify  the  requirements 
themselves  is  contemplated,  and  therefore  no 
"impact  evaluation"  of  these  requirements  would 
be  appropriate  under  the  DOT  policies  cited  by 
APTA. 

Concern  has  been  voiced  that  the  agency  set 
forth  its  rationale  for  specifying  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  (including  "no  lockup'"  per- 
formance)     in     the     case     of     buses.      Several 
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commenters  appear  to  be  under  the  impression 
that  Standard  No.  121  is  directed  solel.y  to  the 
elimination  of  jackknifing  by  truck-trailer  com- 
bination vehicles.  In  fact  the  standard  applies 
to  air-braked  straight  trucks  and  buses  because 
of  the  evidence  that  these  vehicles  are  also  in- 
volved in  accidents  due  to  vehicle  instability  and 
inadequate  braking  capabilities. 

Jackknifing  is  only  one  severe  result  of  the 
lateral  instability  caused  by  loss  of  traction  due 
to  locked  wheels  during  braking.  The  same  in- 
stability can  also  lead  to  sliding,  "spin-out,"  and 
loss  of  steering  capability  in  straight  trucks  and 
buses.  The  need  for  protection  against  such 
problems  has  been  specifically  addressed  several 
times  in  earlier  notices  on  the  standard  (e.g.,  35 
FK  10368,  June  25,  1970;  39  FR  44480,  Decem- 
ber 24,  1974;  40  FR  24915,  June  11,  1975;  41  FR 
8783,  March  1,  1976).  Rockwell  asked  that  fur- 
ther analysis  be  provided  that  would  be  directed 
specifically  at  the  accident  experience  of  buses. 
The  company  suggested  NHTSA  analysis  of  the 
recent  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Report 
on  "1973/74  Accidents  of  Motor  Carriers  of  Pas- 
sengers" and  the  data  supporting  the  report. 
That  report  has  been  reviewed  by  the  NHTSA, 
along  with  the  individual  bus  accidents  reports 
for  1975. 

The  report  itself  (available  in  the  NHTSA 
docket  and  from  BMCS)  emphasizes  highway, 
driver,  and  time  and  place  aspects  of  the  acci- 
dents without  detailing  information  that  would 
indicate  accident  causation.  The  individual  ac- 
cident reports,  however,  contain  more  complete 
information.  Review  and  tabulation  of  informa- 
tion contained  in  the  written  descriptions  of  ac- 
cidents provides  the  following  facts: 

1.  In  the  year  1975,  750  bus  accidents  resulting 
in  fatality,  injury  or  a  minimum  of  $2,000  in 
property  damage  were  reported  to  BMCS. 

2.  Of  the  total,  322  (43  percent)  were  described 
in  a  way  that  indicates  that  braking  occurred 
prior  to  the  accident.  Sixty-eight  (9.1  percent) 
of  the  accidents  were  explicitly  described  as  in- 
volving skidding  due  to  locked  wheels  during 
braking.  The  68  skidding  accidents  I'esulted  in 
6  fatalities,  296  injuries,  and  an  average  of  $5,213 
property  damage  per  accident. 

3.  No  antilock-equipped  bus  was  involved  in. 
any  of  these  skidding  accidents. 


The  NHTSA  does  not  claim  that  all  of  these 
accidents  would  have  been  prevented  if  the  buses 
had  been  equipped  with  antilock  systems.  The 
accident  descriptions  are  not  detailed  enough  to 
estimate  the  effect  of  "no  lockup"  capability.  But 
the  evidence  demonstrates  that  skidding  accidents 
are  common  for  buses,  and  it  is  reasonable  to 
assume  that  a  significant  portion  of  those  acci- 
dents could  have  been  prevented  or  lessened  in 
severity  by  no-lockup  braking  capability. 

Claims  by  transit  bus  operators  that  transit 
buses  should  be  excluded  from  the  "no  lockup" 
requirement  because  of  their  low-speed  urban 
operation  are  not  substantiated  by  the  BMCS 
data.  Although  most  of  the  buses  subject  to 
BMCS  regulation  are  of  the  intercity  type,  the 
accidents  involving  skidding  are  seldom  high- 
speed accidents.  For  those  cases  in  which  vehicle 
speed  prior  to  the  accident  was  reported,  it  av- 
eraged only  36  mph.  Furthermore,  approxi- 
mately half  of  the  skidding  accidents  occurred 
in  residential  or  business  areas.  These  conditions 
are  typical  of  transit  bus  operation,  and  the 
NHTSA  concludes  that  transit  buses  should  be 
subject  to  minimum  requirements  for  lateral  sta- 
bility and  service  brake  stopping  capabilities. 

The  issue  at  hand  is  whether  the  existing  sus- 
pension of  certain  of  the  standard's  requirements 
should  be  extended  to  September  1,  1977,  to  per- 
mit the  accumulation  of  more  test  data  on  the 
suitability  of  modified  and  new  antilock  systems 
designed  for  buses.  As  noted  earlier,  erratic 
behavior  of  previous  bus  antilock  designs  foiTned 
the  basis  for  the  existing  suspension.  Recently, 
a  manufacturer  of  cab-chassis  for  school  buses 
has  also  reported  a  safety-related  defect  installa- 
tion in  some  school  buses. 

On  May  12,  1976,  Rockwell  submitted  to  the 
agency  a  proposed  test  program  for  its  bus  anti- 
lock  system.  The  program  called  for  39  intercity 
and  85  transit  buses  to  be  equipped  with  the 
modified  Rockwell  system.  Rockwell  estimated 
an  accumulation  of  more  than  9.6  million  axle 
miles  of  service  by  August  1,  1976.  By  August 
20,  1976,  Rockwell  had  equipped  27  intercity  and 
37  transit  buses  with  revised  components  for 
testing.  The  number  of  test  vehicles  is  less  than 
originally  planned,  partly  because  of  lack  of  co- 
operation by  operators  and  State  inspection  of- 
ficials, and  partly  because  of  Rockwell's  decision 
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to  withhold  further  installation  of  test  units  un- 
til the  agency  makes  final  the  8-month  extension. 
By  August  20,  27  inoperative  occurrences  had 
been  reported  in  1.4  million  axle  miles  of  transit 
bus  operation.  Rockwell  did  not  report  results 
of  intercity  bus  operations,  but  Motor  Coach 
Industries  (a  manufacturer  of  intercity  buses) 
reported  16  inoperative  occurrences  in  approxi- 
mately 1.8  million  axle  miles  of  intercity  service 
with  the  Rockwell  system. 

In  its  May  12  letter,  Rockwell  also  announced 
a  parallel  experimental  testing  program  for  a 
new  antilock  system  design.  To  date,  only  one 
of  these  units  has  been  placed  in  transit  system 
service,  and  it  has  accumulated  over  20,000  miles 
without  difficulty. 

The  AC  Division  of  General  Motors  has  also 
been  testing  an  antilock  system  for  buses.  As  of 
October  26,  AC  had  installed  its  antilock  system 
in  10  transit  buses  and  11  intercity  buses.  An 
additional  13  transit  bus  installations  are  planned 
in  the  near  future.  The  transit  buses  range  from 
zero  to  three  months  of  service,  with  no  problems 
encountered.  Motor  Coach  Industries  reported 
one  inoperative  occurrence  in  the  six  AC  installa- 
tions they  have  made,  with  an  accumulated  mile- 
age of  approximately  0.8  million  axle  miles.  The 
other  five  AC-equipped  intercity  buses  have  ex- 
perienced no  problems  after  about  one  month  of 
service. 

AC  Division  indicated  in  its  comments  on  the 
proposal  that,  barring  any  unforeseen  difficulties, 
production  AC  antilock  systems  will  be  available 
for  buses  manufactured  on  and  after  January  1, 
1977.  As  of  the  date  of  this  notice,  AC  Division 
has  not  notified  the  NHTSA  of  the  development 
of  any  "unforeseen  difficulties."  Based  on  this 
information  and  analysis  of  the  reliability  data 
furnished  to  date,  the  agency  has  decided  to 
amend  Standard  No.  121  as  proposed  to  extend 
the  suspension  of  bus  stopping  distance  require- 
ments to  September  1,  1977.  The  preliminary 
data  indicate  that  a  reliable  antilock  system  will 
be  available  in  time  for  reinstatement  of  the  re- 
quirements, and  a  further  delay  is  not  contem- 
plated. 

An  issue  related  to  this  decision  on  bus  stop- 
ping distance  requirements  was  raised  in  the 
comments  to  the  proposal.    Rohr  Industries  and 


International  Harvester  requested  that  the  sus- 
pension of  stopping  distance  (and  "no  lockup") 
requirements  be  made  "retroactive"  to  buses 
manufactured  since  the  effective  date  of  Stand- 
ard No.  121  but  prior  to  the  January  6,  1976, 
commencement  of  the  suspension. 

The  statutory  and  regulatory  scheme  under 
which  the  standard  was  promulgated  do  not  pro- 
vide for  such  "retroactive"  action.  Section  108 
(a)(1)(A)  specifies  that  a  vehicle  shall  comply 
with  standards  in  effect  on  the  date  of  its  manu- 
facture. Part  571  of  NHTSA  regulations  also 
state:  ".  .  .  each  standard  set  forth  in  [Part  571] 
applies  according  to  its  terms  to  all  motor  vehicle 
or  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  the  manu- 
facture of  which  is  completed  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  the  standard"  (49  CFR  571.7). 
In  this  case,  antilock  systems  have  been  discon- 
nected because  of  safety-related  defects  in  their 
operation.  Under  §  154  of  the  xVct,  the  vehicle 
manufacturer  Mnust  provide  an  adequate  repair 
of  safety-related  defects,  unless  replacement  of 
the  vehicle,  or  refund  of  the  purchase  price,  is 
undertaken.  "Adequate  repair"  is  defined  in 
§  159(4)  not  to  include  "any  repair  which  results 
in  substantially  impaired  operation  of  a  motor 
vehicle  or  item  or  replacement."  The  permanent 
disconnection  of  an  antilock  system  would  be 
considered  by  the  NHTSA  to  constitute  substan- 
tial impairment  of  the  motor  vehicle.  Of  course, 
the  vehicle  owner  is  entitled  to  decline  an  offer 
of  repair  by  the  manufacturer. 

In  a  matter  unrelated  to  tiie  proposal,  the 
agency  takes  the  opportunity  to  make  several 
editorial  changes  to  the  text  of  Standard  No.  121. 
A  correction  in  So. 1.7  ("statically"  in  place  of 
"statistically"),  conformance  of  the  auto-trans- 
porter effective  date  in  S5.3  to  the  correct  date 
in  S3  (September  1,  1977),  and  deletion  of  an 
obsolete  reference  to  S5.3.1.3  in  S5.3.1  are  all 
effectuated.  Additionally,  options  that  terminated 
in  June  and  September  1976  are  deleted  to  sim- 
plify the  standard's  text. 

In  accordance  with  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion policy  encouraging  adequate  analysis  of  the 
cost  and  other  consequences  of  regulatory  actions 
(41  FR  16200,  April  16,  1976),  the  NHTSA  has 
evaluated  the  economic  and  other  consequences 
of   this   amendment   on   the   public  and   private 
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The  agency  estimates  that  there  will  be  a  cost  to  (g^^^   ^q^,,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

society  due  to  the  delay,  because  of  the  decreased         (^^  ^.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 

stability  of  buses  produced  without  "no  lockup"        ^^  ^g  CFR  l-oO  ) 

capability.    However,  the  potential  for  accidents 

due  to  possible  malfunction  of  the  new  antilock  Issued  on  November  19,  1976. 

components  exists  in  the  absence  of  the  longer 

suspension.    Also,  there  are  costs  associated  with 

the  increased  maintenance  that  could  result  from  John  W.  Snow 

reintroduction  of  antilock  systems  earlier  than  Administrator 

September  1,  1977. 

In  consideration  of  the   foregoing.   Standard  41   F.R.  52055 

No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended November  26,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake   Systems 
(Docket  No.  75-16;  NoHce   12) 


In  response  to  two  petitions  for  reconsideration 
of  earlier  rulemaking  and  to  related  requests,  the 
NHTSA  has  extended  for  four  months  the  exist- 
ing suspension  of  the  bus  service  brake  stopping 
distance  requirements  contained  in  Standard  No. 
121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  along  with  an  addi- 
tional 3-month  extension  for  school  buses.  A 
manufacturer  of  intercity  buses  and  a  manufac- 
turer of  school  bus  chassis  petitioned  to  extend 
the  suspension,  which  was  scheduled  to  end  Sep- 
tember 1,  1977.  The  delay  in  reaching  a  decision 
on  the  petitions  has  made  a  short  extension  de- 
sirable. 

Effective  date :  June  13,  1977. 
For  further  information  contact: 

George  Reagle 

Office  of  the  Administrator 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 

Administration 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W. 
Washington,  D.C.     20590 
(202  426-1836) 

BACKGROUND 

Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  regulates 
the  braking  system  performance  of  air-braked 
trucks,  buses,  and  trailers.  The  standard  has 
been  in  effect  for  trailers  since  January  1,  1975, 
and  for  trucks  and  buses  since  March  1,  1975. 
Following  implementation  of  the  requirements 
for  buses,  a  pattern  of  erratic  behavior  developed 
in  the  performance  of  the  antilock  system  used 
by  manufacturers  of  transit  and  intercity  buses 
to  satisfy  the  "no  lockup"  requirements  of  tlie 
standard  (S5.3.1).  At  an  October  1975  public 
meeting  the  bus  operators  and  manufacturers  in- 
volved reviewed  their  experiences  with  imple- 
mentation of  the  standard  and  expressed  their 


views  on  potential  safety  hazards  of  antilock 
malfunction.  Based  on  these  and  other  reports, 
the  NHTSA  propoeed  a  suspension  of  the  ser\dce 
brake  stopping  distance  requirements  (including 
the  "no  lockup"  requirement)  to  provide  a  period 
in  which  modified  antilock  hardware  and  newly 
introduced  systems  could  be  field-evaluated  (40 
FR  52856;  November  13.  1975).  The  proposed 
suspension  of  1  year  until  January  1,  1977,  was 
made  final  January  6,  1976  (41  FR  1598;  Jan- 
uary 9,  1976).  Several  vehicle  manufacturers 
and  user  groups  argued  that  the  suspension 
should  be  for  a  longer  period  and  the  suspension 
was  subsequently  extended  from  January  1, 
1977,  to  September  1,  1977  (41  FR  52055;' No- 
vember 26,  1976). 

PETITIONS  AND  REQUESTS  FOR  DELAY 

Motor  Coach  Industries  (MCI)  and  its  parent 
company  Greyhound  Corporation  have  asked 
that  the  termination  of  the  suspension  for  service 
brake  requirements  be  delayed  until  January  1, 
1979,  in  the  case  of  intercity  buses.  The  Ameri- 
can Public  Transit  Association  (APTA)  also 
petitioned  for  the  same  delay  in  the  case  of  both 
intercity  and  transit  buses.  The  Chicago  Transit 
Authority  (CTA)  reconunended  complete  exclu- 
sion of  transit  buses  from  the  standard,  although 
the  arguments  in  their  letter  only  address  the 
"no  lockup"  requirement,  and  the  CTA  may  have 
meant  to  request  exclusion  from  this  requirement 
only. 

Transit  and  intercity  buses  use  a  distinctive 
axle  configuration,  and  only  one  supplier  of  anti- 
lock  components  for  the  axle  exists.  The  sup- 
plier, AC  Division  of  General  Motors,  has 
indicated  its  readiness  to  supply  antilock  com- 
ponents to  transit  and  intercity  bus  manufactur- 
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ers    (and   those   school   bus   manufacturers   that 
utilize  the  same  distinctive  axle). 

International  Harvester  (IH)  petitioned  for 
reconsideration  of  the  September  1977  termina- 
tion date  for  stopping  distance  requirements  in 
the  case  of  air-braked  scliool  buses,  arguing  that 
reliability  testing  of  new  sensor  and  mounting 
components  would  require  continuation  of  the 
suspension  until  mid-April  1978.  IH  had  re- 
ported a  safety-related  defect  in  its  school  bus 
antilock  system  in  July  1976  due  to  vibration- 
induced  "false  cycling"  problems  associated  with 
the  school  bus  duty  cycle.  While  IH  and  its 
antilock  supplier  are  not  experiencing  reliability 
problems  with  the  new  antilock  component  used 
on  school  bus  chassis,  the  company  wishes  to 
accumulate  at  least  6  months  of  field  evaluation 
before  going  into  production.  IH  and  Kelsey- 
Hayes  (its  antilock  supplier)  met  with  the 
NHTSA  engineering  staff  on  February  17,  1977, 
to  provide  information  on  the  field  evaluation. 
That  meeting  was  followed  by  additional  meet- 
ings and  a  detailed  letter  request  to  Kelsey- 
Hayes  for  further  durability  testing  data. 

This  notice  also  responds  to  a  recommendation 
on  the  bus  suspension  from  the  Truck  and  Bus 
Safety  Subcommittees  of  the  National  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Advisory  Council  and  the  Na- 
tional Highway  Safety  xVdvisory  Committee. 
These  subcommittees  were  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  to  provide  recom- 
mendations on  truck  and  bus  safety.  At  the 
request  of  former  NHTSA  Administrator  John 
Snow,  the  subcommittees  convened  in  March 
1977  to  address  the  issue  of  Standard  No.  121's 
implementation.  From  that  meeting,  the  sub- 
committees recommended,  among  other  things, 
continuation  of  the  suspension  of  service  brake 
requirements  for  buses  until  January  1,  1979. 
The  American  Trucking  Association  (ATA)  has 
since  petitioned  the  NHTSA  to  adopt  this  and 
related  recommendations  of  the  subcommittees. 

EVALUATION  OF  THE  PETITIONS 

While  most  of  the  petitions,  requests,  and  rec- 
ommendations were  not  accompanied  by  support- 
ing information,  the  MCI  and  IH  petitions 
included  data  on  reliability  testing  to  support 
their  requests.  Data  on  the  AC  Division  system 
used  on  intercity,  transit,  and  some  school  buses 


was  evaluated  separately  from  the  data  on  the 
Kelsey-Hayes  system  used  by  IH  on  its  school 
bus  chassis. 

Intercity  and  Tramit  Buses.  When  the  bus 
service  brake  stopping  distance  suspension  was 
proposed  in  November  1975,  AC  Division  indi- 
cated that  it  would  enter  the  intercity  and  transit 
bus  antilock  market,  and  MCI  agreed  to  have 
one  of  its  intercity  buses  equipped  with  AC 
equipment.  MCI  equipped  a  second  bus  with 
AC  equipment  on  an  experimental  basis  and  sub- 
sequently installed  four  more  systems  on  a  pro- 
duction line  basis  in  1976. 

The  1-year  suspension  was  made  final  in  Jan- 
uary 1976.  In  May  1976  the  agency  proposed 
continuation  of  the  suspension  to  September  1977 
"to  have  the  experience  of  a  full  year  of  antilock 
operation  in  all  environmental  conditions,  par- 
ticularly in  the  winter  season"  and  to  permit 
reaching  "a  sound  decision  in  time  to  pennit 
orderly  planning  of  bus  production." 

In  making  final  the  8-month  extension  in  No- 
vember 1976  the  agency  noted  AC  Division's  test 
experience  with  bus  antilock  systems  (including 
data  on  MCI  buses)  and  AC's  position  that  it 
expected  to  have  antilock  ready  as  production 
hardware  by  January  1,  1977.  The  NHTSA 
therefore  notified  the  public  that  "The  prelimi- 
nary data  indicate  that  a  reliable  antilock  system 
will  be  available  in  time  for  reinstatement  of  the 
requirements  and  a  further  delay  is  not  con- 
templated" (41  FR  52057;  November  26,  1976). 
In  a  February  1977  meeting  with  the  NHTSA, 
AC  Division  indicated  that  it  has  production 
hardware  ready  on  a  4-month  leadtime  basis,  and 
that  General  Motors  is  prepared  to  equip  its  own 
production  of  intercity,  transit,  and  school  buses 
with  its  product  starting  September  1,  1977. 

AC  Division  field-evaluated  its  system  on 
GMC  buses  (both  intercity  and  transit),  on 
Flxible  transit  buses,  on  one  Prevost  intercity 
bus,  and  on  MCI  intercity  buses.  AC  reported 
to  the  NHTSA  on  34  installations,  of  which  six 
were  MCI  buses.  Data  were  reported  on  the 
MCI  buses  both  for  an  early  generation  of  com- 
ponents and  for  a  later  set.  Second  generation 
computers  were  supplied  so  that  common  com- 
puters with  a  new  diagnostic  feature  could  be 
used  on  trucks  and  buses.    Prototypes  of  second 
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generation  sensors  were  provided  to  account  for 
bus  brake  temperatures  that  are  higher  than 
those  of  trucks,  and  to  prevent  water  intrusion 
in  the  new  design. 

In  analyzing  re^Dorted  malfunctions  on  the 
MCI  buses,  the  agency  eliminated  three  "burned 
out"  computer  failures  that  occurred  while  the 
bus  was  in  the  shop  and  were  caused  by  a  me- 
chanic's negligence  that  permitted  a  "severe  load 
dump"  to  the  electrical  system.  A  malfunction 
caused  by  improper  bearing  adjustment  was  also 
eliminated.  As  of  Api'il  25,  1977,  5  malfunctions 
had  occurred  during  2.8  million  axle  miles  of 
travel  (187,000  vehicle  miles  per  failure).  The 
malfunctions  were  "fail  safe"  and  all  occurred 
before  the  corrections  discussed  above.  Mileage 
since  the  corrections  produced  no  malfunctions. 

The  AC  Division  bus  antilock  system  is  essen- 
tially the  same  as  AC  truck  systems  that  have 
proved  reliable  in  service  since  their  introduction 
in  early  1975.  ^Vliile  the  agency  does  not  dispute 
MCI's  view  of  what  level  of  testing  it  considers 
appropriate,  the  NHTSA  has  confirmation  by 
General  Motors,  as  a  manufacturer  of  both  inter- 
city and  transit  buses,  that  they  are  confident  of 
the  AC  Division  system  and  are  prepared  to 
place  it  on  their  vehicles. 

At  the  same  time,  the  second  generation  sensor 
is  entering  production  at  this  time  for  installa- 
tion on  trucks,  and  production  units  will  be 
available  for  further  evaluation  in  the  more  de- 
manding bus  application.  In  view  of  this  oppor- 
tunity for  evaluation  of  redesigned  sensors  built 
on  production  tooling,  and  in  view  of  the  agency's 
delay  in  responding  to  the  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration, it  is  concluded  that  a  short  continua- 
tion of  the  suspension  until  January  1,  1978,  is 
justified.  Accordingly,  on  reconsideration  of  the 
September  1,  1977,  termination  date  established 
last  November,  the  NHTSA  hereby  extends  the 
suspension  to  January  1,  1978,  for  transit  and 
intercity  buses. 

The  CTA  asked  for  total  exclusion  of  transit 
buses  from  tlie  standard  but  addressed  only  the 
issue  of  antilock  system  reliability.  APTA  pe- 
titioned for  continuation  of  the  suspension  for 
both  transit  and  intercity  buses,  although  the 
association's  arguments  addressed  only  transit 
buses.      APTA    reviewed    experience    with    the 


Rockwell  system  that  had  developed  problems  in 
early  121-equipped  buses,  cited  the  subcommit- 
tees' recommendation  for  further  delay,  and 
recommended  the  initiation  of  a  6-month  200- 
vehicle  fleet  test  prior  to  implementing  the  serv- 
ice brake  stopping  distance  requirements. 

The  NHTSA  has  analyzed  the  two  petitions 
and  does  not  believe  that  they  provide  additional 
information  that  would  justify  a  delay  beyond 
January  1,  1978,  for  these  buses.  The  CTA  did 
not  provide  data  that  would  substantiate  its  as- 
sertions that  radio  frequency  interference  (RFI) 
is  a  problem,  or  that  transit  buses  do  not  require 
"no  lockup"  performance.  The  NHTSA  believes 
the  references  to  RFI  refer  to  the  past  system 
used  on  buses.  AC  Division  has  detailed  the 
precautions  it  has  taken  against  RFI,  and  it  has 
had  field  experience  with  its  system  on  trucks  for 
more  than  2  years.  The  safety  need  for  "no 
lockup"  performance  on  transit  buses  was  dis- 
cussed by  the  NHTSA  in  the  November  1976 
notice  cited  earlief,  and  the  agency  maintains  its 
view  of  the  desirability  of  this  safety  feature. 

The  majority  of  APTA's  comment  addressed 
the  Rockwell  sj'stem  that  is  no  longer  in  use. 
The  only  comment  about  the  AC  Division  system 
pointed  out  the  introduction  of  the  second  gen- 
eration sensor  in  June  1977  and  concluded  that  a 
200-bus  fleet  test  of  the  antilock  components 
would  be  desirable.  The  NHTSA  has  explained 
above  why  it  considers  a  4-month  delay  adequate 
to  be  assured  of  reliability  of  this  component. 
As  to  the  size  of  the  test  fleet,  it  is  the  agency's 
view  that  the  APTA  membership  could  have 
tested  200  units  on  its  transit  bus  fleets  during 
the  past  18  montlis  if  it  had  cared  to.  The 
agency  is  not  aware  of  APTA  objections  to  the 
size  o2  the  AC  Division  test  effort  at  the  time  it 
was  constituted  as  a  34-bus  fleet. 

School  hiises.  In  the  case  of  air-braked  school 
buses,  a  comparable  situation  has  arisen  to  that 
of  intercity  and  transit  buses.  Second  generation 
componentry  for  IH  buses  has  been  introduced 
by  Kelsey-Hayes,  no  reliability  problems  have 
been  encountered,  and  the  subcommittees  also 
recommended  continuation  of  the  suspension. 
While  the  same  considerations  argue  for  a  4- 
month  delay,  the  agency  does  not  have  as  many 
miles  of  field  data  on  the  newly  designed  sensor 
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and  mounting  bracket  upon  which  to  make  a 
judgment  of  system  reliability  as  it  did  in  the 
case  of  the  AC  Division  system  and  its  new 
sensor.  In  addition,  most  school  buses  receive 
little  or  no  use  during  the  summer  months.  For 
this  reason  the  NHTSA  concludes  that  the  full 
period  of  delay  requested  by  IH  in  its  petition 
for  reconsideration  should  be  allowed.  In  this 
period,  approximately  100  new  sensor  installa- 
tions will  be  monitored  to  provide  full  assurance 
of  system  reliability.  Accordingly,  3  additional 
months  of  suspension  have  been  provided  in  the 
case  of  school  buses  only. 

TRUCK  AND  BUS  SAFETY 
SUBCOMMITTEES 

The  NHTSA  Administrator  invited  the  sub- 
committee's Chairman  to  hear  a  presentation  of 
NHTSA  findings  on  the  issue  of  continued  sus- 
pension for  buses.  That  invitation  was  expanded 
to  include  those  members  of  the  subcommittees 
that  wished  to  accompany  the  Chairman  to  the 
April  22,  1977,  briefing.  Although  not  planned 
as  a  meeting  of  the  subcommittees,  a  summary 
of  the  meeting  has  been  prepared  for  submission 
to  the  public  docket. 

The  subcommittees  heard  the  agency's  views 
and  offered  their  own.  The  agency  weighed  the 
points  made  by  the  subcommittees  in  support  of 
a  delay  until  January  1,  1979,  but  concluded  that 
adequate  field-testing  time  would  be  available  to 
make  preparations  for  meeting  the  full  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  121  by  January  1,  1978, 
in  the  case  of  transit  and  intercity  buses,  and  by 
April  1,  1978,  in  the  case  of  school  buses.  The 
American  Trucking  Associations  had  petitioned 
the  NHTSA  to  follow  the  subcommittees'  recom- 
mendation of  a  January  1,  1979,  effective  date 
for  buses  and  other  enumerated  vehicles.  To  the 
degree  that  this  decision  does  not  grant  the 
American  Trucking  Associations'  petition  rela- 
tive to  buses,  it  is  denied  for  the  reasons  set  forth 
above.  Other  items  in  the  ATA  petition  will  be 
treated  in  subsequent  notices. 

At  the  meeting  the  agency  expressed  its  view 
that  it  is  incumbent  on  a  manufacturer  asking 
for  more  test  time  to  explain  why  its  test  pro- 
grams had  not  been  enlarged  to  proportions  that 
would  give  adequate  assurance  of  reliability  by 


the  scheduled  termination  date.  Opportunities 
to  expand  the  test  program  in  this  case  existed 
in  November  1976  when  the  agency  stated  it  con- 
templated no  further  delay  and  again  in  January 
1977  when  Rockwell  withdrew  as  a  supplier  of 
antilock  systems.  The  agency  urged  expansion 
of  test  programs  when  requests  for  further  delay 
were  received.  Contacted  about  the  size  of  its 
test  fleet,  MCI  indicated  that  the  test  fleet  was 
kept  small  in  the  first  instance  so  that  it  could  be 
carefully  moniored  to  avoid  accidents.  Only 
after  some  confidence  in  the  safety  of  the  new 
components  is  accumulated  will  MCI  expand  its 
programs  to  a  larger  number  of  buses. 

The  agency  knows  that  it  cannot  and  should 
not  design  a  manufacturer's  test  program.  At 
the  same  time,  the  agency  cannot  be  prevented 
from  carrying  out  its  safety  mission  simply  by 
the  decision  of  a  manufacturer  not  to  undertake 
design  and  testing  of  safety  systems  proposed  by 
the  agency.  It  is  obvious  from  the  legislative 
history  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  that  Congress  intended  the  manufac- 
turers to  be  responsive  to  the  agency's  proposals 
for  upgrading  safety  systems. 

While  the  agency  has  not  adopted  completely 
the  recommendation  of  the  subcommittees  in  the 
case  of  buses,  their  recommendations  have  formed 
the  basis  of  several  significant  actions  by  the 
Department  of  Transportation.  Noteworthy  in 
this  regard  is  the  decision  by  the  Federal  High- 
way Administration's  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier 
Safety  (BMCS)  to  commence  "courtesy  inspec- 
tions" of  121 -equipped  vehicles  later  this  year. 
In  the  near  term,  these  courtesy  inspections  are 
for  informational,  educational,  and  training  pur- 
poses, and  are  intended  to  form  the  basis  for 
future  BMCS  compliance  inspections. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  phrase 
"Except  for  a  bus  manufactured  before  Septem- 
ber 1,  1977"  in  S5.3.1  of  Standard  No.  121  (49 
CFR  571.121)  is  amended  to  read  "Except  for  a 
school  bus  manufactured  before  April  1,  1978,  or 
any  other  type  of  bus  manufactured  before 
January-  1,  1978." 

The  economic  and  inflationary  impacts  of  this 
rulemaking  have  been  evaluated  in  accordance 
with  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular 
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A-107,  and  an  Economic  Impact  Statement  is  (Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-.563,  80  Stat.  718 

not  required.  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 

Because   the   amendment   delays   requirements        at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

that  would  otherwise  become  effective  and  does  Issued  on  June  7,  1977. 

not  create  additional  obligations  for  any  person, 

the  agency  finds  that  the  amendment  may  become 

effective  immediately.  J^^n  Claybrook 

n„  a:  ■  1        J    I  •     •     ii  Administrator 

Ihe   program  oracial   and   lawyer  prmcipally 

responsible  for  this  rulemaking  are  Duane  Perrin  42  F.R.  30188 

and  Tad  Herlihy,  respectively.  June  13,  1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  75-16;   Notice   15) 


This  amendment  adds  a  small  number  of  ve- 
hicles to  the  category  of  oversize  and  specialized 
vehicles  that  are  permanently  excluded  from  the 
applicability  of  Standard  No.  121,  Aif  Brake 
Systems,  extends  the  existing  temporary  exclu- 
sion of  heavy  hauler  trailers  and  auto  trans- 
porters until  January  1,  1979,  and  eliminates  the 
"no  lockup"  requirement  in  the  case  of  trailers 
designed  exclusively  for  liarvesting  lumber  or 
pulpwood,  and  in  the  case  of  inboard  wheels  on 
trailers  with  more  than  four  wheels  on  an  axle 
system.  The  amendment  responds  to  manufac- 
turer petitions  for  exclusion  from  some  or  all  of 
the  requirements  of  the  standard  because  of  the 
vehicles'  distinctive  configurations  and  functions. 

Effective  date:  August  22,  1977. 

Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsiderations 
should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  sub- 
mitted to:  Room  5108,  Nassif  Building,  400 
Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Duane  Perrin 

Office  of  Crash  Avoidance 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 

Administration 
Washington,  D.C.  '20590 
(202-426-21.53) 

Supplementary  Information :  Standard  No. 
121  (49  CFR  571.121)  regulates  the  braking  sys- 
tem performance  of  air-braked  trucks,  buses,  and 
trailers,  and  has  been  in  eftect  for  trailers  since 
Januai'y  1,  1975,  and  for  truclcs  and  buses  since 
March  1,  1975.  Certain  vehicles  were  excluded 
iron\  the  standard's  applicability  because  their 
functions  or  construction  dictate  oversize  or  dis- 


tinctive operational  characteristics  that  result  in 
restricted  highway  operation  (e.g.,  low  speed, 
permit  requirements,  daytime  operation),  which 
limits  hazards  and  the  possibility  of  accidents. 
Also  their  distinctive  configurations  and  low  pro- 
duction volumes  increase  compliance  costs. 

Because  of  unavailability  of  components  and 
other  constraints,  certain  other  vehicle  categories 
were  excluded  from  all  or  some  of  the  stand- 
ard's requirements  for  a  temporary  period.  The 
temporary  exclusions  that  remain  in  effect  are 
scheduled  to  end  on  September  1,  1977. 

Several  vehicle  manufacturers  and  trade  asso- 
ciations petitioned  for  extension  of  some  of  the 
temporary  exclusions,  or  conversion  of  them  into 
permanent  exclusions.  The  Truck  and  Bus 
Safety  Subcommittees  of  the  National  Motor  Ve- 
liicle  Safety  Advisory  Council  and  National 
Highway  Safety  Advisory  Committee  recom- 
mended to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  that 
particular  vehicle  types  be  granted  full  or  partial 
exclusions  from  the  standard. 

Based  on  consideration  of  the  petitions  and 
on  the  recommendations  of  the  Truck  and  Bus 
Safety  Subcommittees,  the  NHTSA  proposed 
several  new  permanent  exclusions  from  the  stand- 
ard. The  108-inch-width  exclusion  was  proposed 
for  expansion  to  include  vehicles  with  a  width 
of  more  tiian  102  inches.  In  all  states  other  than 
Hawaii,  vehicles  of  this  width  are  allowed  on 
the  highway  only  in  permit  operation.  The 
agency  finds  that  these  vehicles  are  operated 
with  the  same  level  of  care  as  vehicles  of  108 
inches  in  overall  width.  No  adverse  comment 
was  received  on  the  proposal  and  it  is  accord- 
ingly made  final. 
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The  agency  proposed  permanent  exclusion  of 
vehicles  whose  gi-oss  vehicle  weight  rating 
(G^^VK)  exceeds  120,000  pounds,  under  the 
assumption  that  such  vehicles  always  operate 
under  restrictions  of  state  motor  vehicle  admin- 
istrations. Comments  were  solicited  on  whether 
such  v^ehicles  exist  that  are  not  already  excluded 
from  the  standard  under  another  category,  and 
whether  such  vehicles  ever  operate  in  unrestricted 
highway  use.  Fruehauf,  Rogers  Brothers,  and 
Talbert  Trailers  pointed  out  that  Michigan 
allows  unrestricted  highway  operation  of  certain 
trailers  in  excess  of  120,000  lbs.  GVWE.  These 
trailers  may  be  flatbeds,  tankers,  or  dump  bodies 
with  8  or  more  axles  and  are  currently  being 
built  to  conform  to  the  standard.  Low  bed  heavy 
hauler  trailers,  on  the  other  hand,  must  have 
their  axles  aft  of  the  load,  and  do  not  have  room 
for  as  many  as  eight  axles  without  exceeding 
the  state  length  limit  requirements,  and  hence 
are  still  subject  to  restricted  operation.  It  is 
apparent  that  the  exclusion  should  be  narrowed 
so  that  its  language  reaches  only  those  vehicles 
originally  intended  for  exclusion.  It  appears 
that  only  low  bed  "heavy  hauler"  trailers  in  this 
weight  range  fall  under  state  operating  restric- 
tions. As  made  final,  therefore,  the  exclusion  is 
narrowed  to  cover  only  a  trailer  that  has  a 
GVIVR  of  more  than  120,000  pounds  and  a  body 
that  conforms  to  the  height  limitation  for  heavy 
hauler  trailers  of  40  inches.  Fruehauf  suggested 
a  44-inch  deck  height  criterion,  but  offered  no 
supporting  information,  and  the  NHTSA  sees 
no  reason  to  change  from  the  40  inches  presently 
specified  for  heavy  hauler  trailers. 

The  third  proposed  permanent  exclusion  was 
for  "load  divider"  dollies  that  are  designed  ex- 
clusively for  use  with  the  larger  trailers  that  are 
already  excluded  from  all  the  requirements  of 
the  standard.  This  addition  was  supported,  but 
the  Truck  Trailer  Manufacturers  Association 
(TTMA)  and  others  requested  a  correction  in 
the  description  of  the  vehicle.  The  agency  re- 
ferred to  the  "fifth  wheel  plate"  of  the  dolly 
which  improperly  described  the  connecting  ot- 
mating  devices  employed.  The  proposal  is  made 
final,  with  an  appropriately  broader  statement  of 
vehicle  description. 


Several  commenters  argued  for  additional  per- 
manent exclusions  from  the  standard.  Schwartz 
Manufacturing  Company  asserted  that  the  "heavy 
iiauler"  trailers  that  are  currently  excluded  from 
the  standard  for  a  limited  period  should  all  be 
permanently  excluded  because  of  their  off-iiigh- 
way  use  and  their  typical  ownership  by  a  small 
company  with  limited  maintenance  resources. 
The  agency  has  proposed  and  is  making  final  an 
extension  of  the  existing  temporary  exclusion 
while  it  develops  more  data  on  the  difficulty  en- 
countered by  manufacturers  in  constructing  these 
vehicles  to  comply  with  the  standartl.  Informa- 
tion requests  have  been  issued  by  the  agency  and 
replies  have  been  received  which  are  presently 
undergoing  analysis.  Until  analysis  is  com- 
pleted, it  would  be  premature  to  act  on  the 
Schwartz  request,  and  it  is  therefore  declined. 

Master  Truck,  the  City  of  San  Diego,  and  the 
Lake  Disposal  Corporation  supported  the  Truck 
and  Bus  Safety  Subcommittees'  suggestion  to 
exclude  refuse  trucks  from  Standard  No.  121 
entirely,  or  at  least  from  the  "no  lockup"  pro- 
vision. The  commenters  pointed  out  that  the 
duty  cycle  of  these  vehicles  differs  from  that 
for  highway  tractor-trailer  combinations  and 
that  much  of  the  travel  is  at  low  speeds  Iwtween 
pick-ups.  The  City  of  San  Diego  pointed  out 
that  it  must  purchase  from  the  low  bidder,  which 
can  result  in  having  to  service  several  of  the  com- 
mercially available  antilock  systems,  thereby 
compounding  maintenance  problems.  The  agency 
does  not  dispute  these  points,  but  also  does  not 
view  them  as  peculiar  to  the  brake  systems  of 
these  vehicles.  Refuse  collection  and  haiding 
presumably  do  put  distinctive  strains  on  a  ve- 
hicle, and  the  problem  of  low-bid  contracting 
does  occur  in  municipal  fleet  maintenance.  It 
is  assumed  that  such  problems  with  braking  and 
other  vehicle  systems  occurred  prior  to  imple- 
mentation of  Standard  \o.  121  and  that  adaptive 
steps  were  taken  to  compensate  for  them.  It  is 
conceivable,  in  fact,  that  some  of  tlie  adaptations 
(such  as  the  use  of  longer  wearing  but  less  effec- 
tive brake  linings)  may  have  reduced  somewhat 
the  braking  capal)ility  of  some  I'efuse  haulers  in 
I'clation  to  vehicles  of  comparable  size  that  serve 
other   functions.     It    is  the  agency's  considered 
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judjrment  that  the  duty  cycle  of  a  particular 
vehicle  type  should  not  be  fully  determinative 
of  its  brakinj^  capability  or  general  safety  char- 
acteristics. For  this  reason,  the  aj^ency  declines 
to  act  on  requests  for  exclusion  of  these  vehicles 
but  will  continue  to  <rive  consideration  to  this 
and  other  proposed  adjustments  in  tlie  standard's 
applicability. 

Zieman  Manufacturin<r  Company  asked  that 
trailers  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less 
with  air-over-hydraulic  brakes  be  excluded  from 
the  standard's  applicaliility.  Such  an  exclusion 
was  proposed  in  June  197.")  (40  FR  2491.5,  June 
11,  1975)  in  response  to  the  petition  of  Altec 
Industries.  On  the  basis  of  comments  received, 
particularly  tliose  of  the  California  Hifrhway 
Patrol,  it  was  decided  not  to  provide  such  an 
exclusion  because  of  the  potential  for  abuse  of 
the  category.  The  Zioiian  re(iuest  is  therefore 
not  adopted. 

No  comment  was  received  from  any  mobile 
crane  manufacturer  on  the  wisdom  of  continuing 
tiie  present  limits  for  these  vehicles:  exclusion 
of  larger  categories  only,  unless  top  speed  is  re- 
stricted to  4.5  mpli.  In  the  absence  of  conunent. 
the  agency  has  decided  to  leave  the  present  ex- 
clusions affecting  mobile  cranes  imchanged,  ex- 
cept for  the  over  102-inch  width  exclusion 
previously  discussed. 

It  is  noted  that  the  existing  pennaneiit  exclu- 
sion of  non-cargo-carrying  trailers  was  iiuuhei't- 
ently  restated  in  the  proposal  in  exactly  the 
opposite  form  fi"om  that  intended.  Tlie  eiror  is 
corrected  in  this  amendment. 

As  a  general  matter,  the  continuation  of  tem- 
porary exclusions  for  lieavy  liauler  trailers  and 
auto  transporters  was  supported.  Little  infor- 
mation was  provided  in  tlie  comments  on  tlie 
readiness  of  manufacturers  to  implciiicnt  tlie 
standard  by  January  1,  1979.  Inforination  re- 
quests have  lieen  sent  to  tlie  afiVrtcd  nianiit'iic- 
turers  to  develoj)  additional  data.  Frciglitliiicr 
Corporation,  as  the  luanufnctiiror  of  iiicoiuplote 
truck  ti-actors  for  auto  transporter  coiiibiiiatious. 
argued  for  the  indefinite  exclusion  of  tlicsc  cniu- 
binations  from  the  standard. 


Freightliner's  first  argimient  was  that  the  high 
center-of-gravity  characteristics  of  the  towing 
vehicle  (car  carired  over  the  cab)  and  the  unique 
load  transfer  characteristics  of  the  articulation 
point  on  some  auto  transporters  can  produce 
effects  which  combine  to  offset  the  advantages 
of  imposition  of  the  standard  on  these  vehicles. 
The  agency  understands  that  these  factors  can 
make  compliance  for  auto  transporters  more  diffi- 
cult, and  has  acknowledged  this  fact  by  pro- 
posing an  effective  date  for  auto  transporters 
that  is  four  years  after  the  initial  effective  date 
for  other  highway  vehicles.  However,  tlie 
agency  is  also  aware  that  auto  transporters  can 
be  (and  have  been)  built  to  comply  fully  with 
the  present  requirements  of  the  standard.  If 
Freightliner  or  any  other  interested  party  has 
data  to  show  that  the  present  requirements  are 
insufficient  to  ensure  a  safe  braking  system  for 
auto  transporters,  the  agency  solicits  their  sug- 
gestions for  improvements. 

As  a  practical  matter,  the  agency  has  stated 
(May  5,  1975,  NHTSA  letter  to  E.  Hammond, 
Trailmobile  Tech.  Center)  that  it  will  use  the 
chassis  manufacturer's  load  limitations,  both 
weight  and  center-of-gravity.  for  purposes  of  de- 
termining compliance.  Thus  Freightliner's  "en- 
velope" of  specifications  in  its  incomplete  vehicle 
flocument  would  be  the  outside  limit  for  loading 
the  completed  tractor  for  compliance  test  pur- 
poses. The  only  limitation  on  this  method  would 
be  an  "envelope"  of  specifications  so  conservative 
that  the  braking  characteristics  of  the  vehicle 
as  completed  would  constitute  a  safety-related 
defect. 

The  second  point  raised  by  Freightliner  is  that 
the  testing  pi-ocedures  in  the  standard  may  need 
to  be  modified  before  tractors  and  trailers  of  the 
auto  transporter  combination  can  be  tested  sep- 
arately. During  the  period  of  continued  delay, 
the  NHTSA  intends  to  call  a  puldic  meeting  to 
discuss  this  problem  with  the  affected  chassis- 
cab  manufacturers  and  the  auto  transporter  in- 
dustry. Freightliner's  suggestion  for  indefinite 
delay  appears  unnecessary  and.  accordingly,  is 
declined. 
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Freightliner's  third  argument  was  that,  assum- 
ing that  incompatibility  between  the  tractor  and 
trailer  portions  of  an  auto  transporter  is  great, 
the  agency  should  not  require  their  compliance 
with  the  standard  until  all  incompatibility  is  re- 
moved from  all  air-braked  vehicle  combinations 
subject  to  the  standard.  Actually,  the  compati- 
bility problems  between  tractor  and  trailer  are 
probably  less  in  the  case  of  auto  transporters 
than  other  combinations  because  there  is  more 
pairing  of  tractors  and  trailers  in  this  industry 
than  in  the  case  of  dry  freight  vans.  The 
NHTSA  tests  mentioned  by  Freightliner  will  be 
completed  prior  to  the  January  1.  1979,  effective 
date  for  auto  transporters. 

PACCAR,  Inc.,  and  Mack  Trucks,  Inc.,  both 
commented  favorably  on  the  American  Trucking 
Association's  request  to  continue  the  exclusion 
of  vehicles  equipped  with  an  axle  with  a  gross 
axle  weight  rating  (GAWR)  of  24,000  pounds 
or  more.  The  agency  did  not  propose  continua- 
tion because  no  vehicle  or  axle  manufacturer  had 
petitioned  for  delay,  and  because  there  was 
strong  evidence  that  the  exclusion  was  being 
abused  by  manufacturers  who  would  provide  a 
highe-than-normal  rating  to  avoid  the  require- 
ments of  the  standard.  PACCAR's  expectation 
that  few  such  vehicles  are  built  because  permits 
are  required  for  loads  of  more  than  24,000 
pounds  on  an  axle  is  not  to  the  point.  It  is  not 
the  gross  vehicle  weight  on  the  highway  that  is 
controlling  here,  but  simply  the  capacity  of  the 
axle  installed  by  the  manufacturer.  In  other 
words,  the  vehicle  could  obtain  complete  exclu- 
sion by  the  installation  of  heavy  axles,  whether 
or  not  they  are  ever  used  on  the  highway  at  full 
capacity  requiring  permit  operation. 

Mack  noted  the  many  truck  types  {e.g.,  cement 
mixers,  dump  trucks)  whose  permits,  if  any.  do 
not  closely  control  the  actual  operation  of  the 
vehcile.  As  a  practical  matter,  these  vehicles 
operate  in  unrestricted  operation  with  extremely 
heavy,  and  often  liigh  center-of-gravity.  loads 
that  necessitate  extremely  good  braking.  The 
agency  continues  to  believe  that  an  exclusion  at 
this  GAWR  level  is  unjustified.  The  29,000- 
pound  exclusion  reflects  the  larger  vehicles  with 
truly  distinctive  configiiration  and  more  spe- 
cialized operation  that  justify  special  treatment. 


Mack,  PACCAR,  and  the  ATA  also  recom- 
mended extension  of  the  exclusion  for  vehicles 
with  two  or  more  steerable  axles  with  a  GAWR 
of  16,000  pounds  or  more  for  each  axle.  No 
supporting  data  was  presented  and  no  other 
comments  were  received.  In  the  absence  of  any 
supporting  data  the  request  is  denied. 

The  partial  exclusion  from  the  "no  lockup"  re- 
quirement in  the  case  of  "wheels  other  than  the 
outermost  on  an  axle  system  with  more  than 
four  wheels"  was  supported  without  comment 
and  is  therefore  made  final.  Rogers  Brothei-s 
suggested  that  use  of  "axle  system"  to  describe 
the  row  of  wheels  aci'oss  the  vehicle  could  be 
misleading.  The  agency's  use  of  the  term  as 
part  of  its  certification  requirement  to  state  "axle 
system"  GAWR  has  not  proved  troublesome. 
On  the  basis  of  this  experience,  the  terminology 
is  made  final  as  proposed. 

The  TTMA  suggested  that  the  exclusion  of 
certain  logging  and  pulpwood  trailers  from  the 
"no  lockup"  requirement  be  expanded  to  pennit 
them  the  same  parking  brake  option  as  is  pro- 
vided to  agricultural  commodity  trailers.  While 
not  within  the  scope  of  this  notice,  the  agency 
will  consider  this  suggestion  in  its  next  parking 
brake  proposal. 

While  the  Truck  and  Bus  Safety  Subcom- 
mittees did  not  take  a  position  on  the  proposal, 
it  is  noted  that  their  June  23,  1977,  letter  to 
Secretary  Adams  reaffirmed  their  earlier  recom- 
mendations for  revision  of  Standard  No.  121. 

The  economic  impact  of  this  nile  has  been 
considered  and  has  been  determined  to  be  mini- 
mal. This  is  due  primarily  to  the  low  i)roduc- 
tion  volume  both  collectively  and  by  individual 
firms  and  the  brief  leadtime  remaining  to  make 
considerable  design  changes.  This  could  even 
cause  substantial  adverse  economic  and  financial 
impacts  if  these  manufacturers  were  foi'ced  to 
comply  by  the  September  1,  1977,  effective  date. 
However,  it  has  also  been  determined  that  the 
additional  leadtime  provided  by  this  Final  Rule 
should  be  sufficient  to  modify  production  lines 
whicli  would  incorporate  the  necessary  design 
changes  to  accommodate  the  FMVSS  121  hard- 
ware. 
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No.  121   (49  CP'R  571.121)  is  amended.  ...  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delefration  of  autliority 

I^ffective  date  finding.     Because  these  amend-        at  49  CPR  1.50) 
ments  relievo  a  restriction  and  do  not  create  addi-  Issued  on  Auirust  16    197"^ 

tional  responsibilities  for  any  person,  it  is  found 
that    an    immediate    effective    date    that    advises 

manufacturers  of  the  new  requirements  as  soon  Howard  Dugoff 

as  possible  is  in  the  public  interest.  Acting  Administrator 

The   program  official   and   lawyer  principally 
responsible    for    this    rulemaking    document    are  42  F.R.  42208 

Duane  Perrin  and  Tad  lierlihy,  respectively.  August  22,  1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.   75-16;   Notice   14) 


The  amendment  extends  indefinitely  an  exist- 
ing option  for  specialized  agricultural  trailers 
under  Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  of 
meeting  the  parking  brake  requirements  of  the 
standard  or  the  air-actuated  "breakaway"  re- 
quirements of  the  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier 
Safety.  The  option  exists  because  the  working 
environment  of  the  trailers  can  lead  to  disabling 
of  the  parking  brakes,  and  a  solution  to  the 
underlying  technical  problems  has  not  been  per- 
fected. 

Date:  Effective  date  June  27,  1977. 

Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Room  r)108,  Xassif  Building,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

For  Further  Information  Contact: 
Scott  Shadle 

Office  of  Crash  Avoidance 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 

Administration 
Washington.  D.C.  20r)90   (202)   426-0852 

Supplementary  Information :  Standard  No.  121 
(49  CFR  571.121)  permitted  some  bulk  agricul- 
tural commodity  trailers  the  option,  until  June  .''O, 
1977,  of  meeting  the  parking  brake  requirements 
of  the  standard  (actuation  by  an  energy  source 
unaffected  by  air  loss  in  the  service  brake  system) 
(S5.6..3)  or  the  air-actuated  "breakaway"  system 
that  complies  with  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier 
Safety  (BMCS)  requirements  (49  CFR  393.43). 
Most  manufacturers  use  the  stored  energy  of  a 
compressed  spring  to  apply  and  maintain  the  re- 
quiied  braking  force  recjuired  ])y  So. 6. 3. 

Manufacturers  petitioned  for  modification  of 
this  parking  brake  recpiirement  in  the  case  of 
some  agricultural  trailers  because  they  often  are 


(Iroi)pe(l  ori'  near  the  fields  by  highway  tractors 
and  then  towed  into  the  fields  by  farm  tractors. 
Tlie  fai'm  tractors  do  not  have  air  compressors  to 
recharge  the  air  supply  and  release  the  brakes  in 
order  to  move  the  vehicles.  "Wlien  the  spring 
brakes  are  mechanically  released  to  allow  move- 
ment they  may  not  be  re-engaged  for  highway 
operation,  permitting  the  trailer  to  operate  on 
the  highway  without  a  .secondary  means  of  brak- 
ing. To  avoid  the  hazard  of  on-highway  opera- 
tion with  disengaged  spring  brakes,  the  agency 
adopted  the  option  for  a  limited  period. 

AVesco  Truck  and  Trailer  Sales  petitioned  for 
extension  of  the  option  to  December  31,  1978,  and 
Utility  Trailer  Manufacturing  Company  peti- 
tioned for  its  indefinite  continuation.  The  agency 
has  an  outstanding  jn-oposal  to  broaden  the  avail- 
able means  to  meet  the  parking  and  emergency 
brake  requirements  for  all  trailers  (40  FR  56920; 
December  5,  1975).  However,  because  of  the 
comprehensive  nature  of  the  proposed  revision, 
it  will  not  be  acted  on  in  the  immediate  future. 

Until  the  broad  proposal  is  made  final  or  until 
another  solution  is  available,  the  agency  decided 
that  the  exclusion  for  these  specialized  trailers 
from  the  parking  and  emergency  braking  re- 
quirement sJiould  continue,  as  long  as  the  vehicles 
are  manufactured  to  comply  with  the  BMCS  re- 
(luirements  noted  earlier.  Accordingly,  the  agency 
proposed  that  the  temporary  exclusion  contained 
in  S5.6  and  S5.8  of  the  standard  be  made  perma- 
nent. 

All  comments  received  on  the  proposal  sup- 
ported continuation  of  the  option.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  a  satisfactory  solution  to  the  underlying 
technical  problems,  the  agency  has  decided  to 
make  final  the  changes  as  proposed. 
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In   consideration   of  the   forefroinfr,   Standard        nient  arc  Scott  Shadle  and  Tad  Herlihy,  respec- 
No.  121   (49  CFIl  r)71.121)  is  amended.  .  .  .  tively. 

The  economic  and  inflationary  impacts  of  this  (Sec.   103,   119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

ruleinakin<r  have  been   evaluated   in   accordance        (1.")  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
with   0MB   Circular  A-l()7,   and   an   Economic        at  49  CFR  1.50.)  '       ■ 

Impact  Statement  is  not  required.  Issued  on  June  27,  1977.  1 

The   agency   finds   that   this  amendment  may 
l)ec()iiie  effective  inunediately,  because  the  contin-  Joan  Claybrook 

nation  of  the  option  relieves  a  restriction.  Administrator 

The   program   official   and   lawyer  principally  42  FR  33293 

responsible  for  the  development  of  this  amend-  June  30,   1977 


I 


I 
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Effective:   March    23,    1978 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   121 

(Docket  No.   75-16;   Notice   18) 


This  amendment  suspends  the  school  bus  service 
brake  stopping  distance  requirements  of  Standard 
No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  which  were  sched- 
uled for  reimplementation  April  1,  1978.  This 
action  is  taken  to  preserve  the  status  quo  of  the 
standard's  applicabilitj'  while  more  far-reaching 
issues  of  the  air  brake  standard  are  resolved  by 
the  Department. 

Dates:  The  amendment  is  effective  March  23, 
1978.  Petitions  for  reconsideration  must  be  re- 
ceived no  later  than  April  24,  1978. 

For  further  information  contact : 
Mr.   Duane  Perrin,  Crash  Avoidance  Divi- 
sion, OtRce  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  400 
Seventh     Street,     SW.,     Washington,     D.C. 
20590  (202-426-2153). 

Supplementary  information:  Standard  \o.  121 
(49  CFR  571.121)  regulates  the  braking  system 
performance  of  air-braked  trucks,  buses,  and 
trailers.  The  standard  has  been  in  effect  for 
trailers  since  January  1,  1975,  and  for  trucks  and 
buses  since  March  1,  1975.  Following  implemen- 
tation of  the  requirements  for  buses,  a  pattern  of 
erratic  beiiavior  developed  in  the  performance  of 
the  antilock  system  used  by  manufacturers  of 
transit  and  intercity  buses  to  satisfy  the  "no 
lockup"  requirements  of  the  standard  (S5.3.1). 
The  NHTSA  suspended  the  service  brake  stop- 
ping distance  requirement  (including  the  "no 
lockup"  requirement)  for  all  buses  to  provide  a 
period  in  which  modified  antilock  hardware  and 
newly-introduced  systems  could  be  field-evaluated 
(41  F.R.  1598;  January  9,  1976).  Several  veliicle 
manufacturers  and  user  groups  argued  that  the 
suspension  should  be  for  a  longer  period  and  the 
suspension  was  extended  from  January  1,  1977,  to 
September  1,  1977  (41  F.R.  52055;  November  26, 
1976).  and  subsequently  to  January  1,  1978  (42 
F.R.  30188;  June  13,  1977),  with  an  additional 
3-month  delay  for  school  buses. 


The  suspension  of  requirements  for  school 
buses  is  therefore  scheduled  to  end  April  1,  1978. 
While  no  school  bus  chassis  or  final-stage  manu- 
facturer has  petitioned  for  further  delay  of  the 
"no  lockup"  requirement,  two  petitions  for  the 
exclusion  of  school  buses  from  this  requirement 
have  been  submitted  by  the  users  of  school  buses. 
The  National  Association  for  Pupil  Transporta- 
tion petitioned  for  permanent  exclusion  of  school 
buses  on  several  grounds,  including  assertions 
about  the  unreliability,  high  costs,  and  difficulty 
of  maintaining  antilock  systems. 

A  second  petition  was  recently  filed  jointly  by 
the  Transportation  Director's  Association  of  the 
State  of  Georgia,  the  County  Superintendents  of 
the  State  of  Georgia,  and  the  State  Specification 
Committee  of  the  State  of  Georgia.  This  petition 
requests  exclusion  of  school  buses  from  the  entire 
standard,  although  the  arguments  for  exclusion 
relate  mainly  to  antilock  system  difficulties. 

Much  of  the  information  in  both  petitions  ap- 
pears to  be  based  on  experience  with  systems 
manufactured  during  the  first  months  of  the 
standard's  implementation,  and  does  not  take  into 
account  improvements  and  other  changes  in  cir- 
cumstances since  the  bus  service  brake  stopping 
distances  were  suspended  in  January  1976.  Most 
notably,  the  extension  of  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements in  March  1976  (41  F.R.  8783 ;  March  1, 
1976)  permits  most  school  buses  to  be  certified  to 
S5.3.1  of  the  standard  without  the  installation  of 
antilock  systems.  Current  manufacturer  plans 
are  for  antilock  to  be  standard  equipment  on 
about  18  percent  of  all  school  buses  after  the 
scheduled  reimplementation  of  service  brake  stop- 
ping distance  rcqtiirements.  Approximately  85 
percent  of  these  buses  would  have  antilock  only 
on  the  rear  axle. 

The  Department  has  initiated  a  series  of  actions 
that  are  intentled  to  resolve  major  concerns  that 
have  been  raised  with  regard  to  the  reliability, 
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effectiveness,  and  costs  of  the  antilock  systems 
generally  used  to  meet  the  standard  (42  F.R. 
9626;  March  9,  1978).  Given  this  initiative,  it 
appears  inappropriate  to  change  the  status  quo  as 
it  affects  the  manufacturer  of  vehicles  not  pres- 
ently required  to  meet  the  stopping  distance  and 
"no  lockup"  recjuirements  of  So. 3.1.  While  there 
appears  to  be  no  independent  basis  in  data  or 
individual  experience  to  indicate  that  the  require- 
ments should  not  be  reimplemented  for  school 
buses  at  this  point,  manufacturers  that  otherwise 
support  the  standard  have  counseled  maintenance 
of  the  status  quo  for  school  buses  while  the  other 
more  major  issues  are  resolved.  This  point  was 
made  in  December  1977  by  Ford  as  a  major  sup- 
plier of  school  bus  chassis  and  by  Bendix,  a 
manufacturer  of  antilock  systems. 

The  NHTSA  has  therefore  decided  to  tempo- 
rarily postpone  reimplementation  of  the  service 
brake  stopping  distance  requirements  of  Standard 
No.  121  as  they  apply  to  air-braked  school  buses. 
The  NHTSA  solicits  comment  on  the  reestablish- 
ment  of  these  requirements  at  a  certain  date  and 
on  what  that  date  should  be.  The  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  of  1974  (Pub. 
L.  93-492,  October  27,  1974)  and  mail  regularly 
received  by  the  agency  make  clear  that  the  public 
and  their  legislators  advocate  strong  regulation 
of  the  safety  systems  on  school  buses. 

In  accordance  with  Departmental  procedures, 
the  economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  rule- 
making have  been  evaluated.  As  the  rule  main- 
tains the  status  quo,  it  is  not  expected  to  have  any 
new  effects  other  than  the  inventory  losses  for  the 


several  school  bus  chassis  manufacturers  which 
do  not  also  build  trucks.  These  inventories  could 
be  utilized  in  response  to  purchase  of  antilock 
systems  on  an  optional  basis. 

In  an  unrelated  matter,  the  agency  takes  this 
opportunity  to  delete  83.1.2  and  the  reference  to 
it  in  S3.1,  because  it  was  a  temporary  provision 
of  the  standard  that  is  no  longer  effective. 

Effective  date  finding:  It  is  found  that  notice 
and  public  comment  on  this  amendment  are  im- 
practical)le  because  of  the  extremely  short  time 
remaining  before  the  requirement  in  question 
would  otherwise  become  effective  (April  1,  1978). 
Furthermore,  it  is  found  that  the  amendment  may 
take  effect  sooner  than  30  days  following  the  date 
of  its  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  be- 
cause it  relieves  a  restriction. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended  as  fol- 
lows. .  .  . 

The  program  oiRcial  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  this  document  are  Duane  Perrin 
and  Tad  Herlihy,  respectively. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-.563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegations  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.50  and  501.8.) 


Issued  on  March  20, 1978. 


Howard  Dugoff 
Acting  Administrator 

43   F.R.   12015 
March   23,    1978 


i 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake   Systems 
(Docket  No.   75-16;   Notice   21) 


This  notice  fulfills  the  remand  of  the  Xinth 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  PACCAR  v.  No- 
torial Ilighicoy  Trn^r  Snfrty  Adminisfrafion 
ami  Drpnrfment  of  TrnnKportation  -with  repard 
to  modification  of  test  procedures,  which  is  the 
only  aspect  of  the  order  not  subject  to  further 
judicial  review.  Test  procedures  and  conditions 
are  specified  for  frictional  characteristics  of  the 
test  track  surface,  duration  of  time  intervals  be- 
tween road  tests,  duration  of  pennissible  wheel 
lockup  during  road  tests,  and  the  amount  of 
curving  in  the  test  track.  The  agency  also  makes 
final  a  long-standing  proposal  to  modify  the 
means  for  establishing  the  frictional  resistance 
of  the  road  test  surface. 

Dates:  The  amendment  is  effective  August  25, 
1978.  Petitions  for  reconsideration  must  be  re- 
ceived no  later  tlian  October  5,  1978. 

Address:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to : 
Docket  Section.  Room  5108.  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Wasiiington,  D.C.  :2G590. 

For  further  information  contact: 
Tad  Herlihy,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel;   Na- 
tional  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion, 400  Seventh  Stivet.  S.W.,  Wasiiington. 
D.C.  20590  (202-426-9511). 

Supplementary  infoiiiiation  :  Standard  Xo.  121 
(49  CFR  571.121)  regulates  the  braking  system 
jierformance  of  air-braked  trucks,  buses,  and 
trailers.  The  standard  has  been  in  effect  for 
trailers  since  January  1.  1975,  and  for  trucks  and 
buses  since  March  1,  1975.  Requii-ements  are  es- 
tablislied  for  the  service,  emergency,  and  parking 
brake  systems,  including  a  requirement  tliat  the 
service    brakes   provide    retardation,   power   and 


recovery  capabilities.  Road  test  procedures  are 
set  forth  to  advise  manufacturers  how  the 
XHTSA  will  conduct  its  compliance  tests  of  the 
manufacturers'  products. 

In  January  1975.  a  truck  manufacturer  peti- 
tioned foi-  judicial  review  of  the  standard's  pro- 
mulgation in  accordance  with  §  105  of  the 
Xational  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act 
(15  U.S.C.  1394).  The  petitioner  was  "subse- 
quently joined  by  a  trade  association  of  truck 
users  and  a  trade  association  representing  the 
small  manufacturers  that  complete  trucks  by 
mounting  the  bodies  on  incomplete  truck  chassis. 
The  three  actions  were  consolidated  for  argument 
in  the  Xinth  Circuit  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals. 

The  Xinth  Circuit  recently  entered  its  order  on 
the  petition  foi-  review  and  remanded  the  stand- 
ard to  tlie  agency  for  further  proceedings  (573 
F.2d  632).  The  Federal  government  has  since 
petitioned  for  review  of  two  aspects  of  that  order 
in  the  Supreme  Court.  The  purpose  of  this  no- 
tice is  to  set  forth  the  agency's  actions  in  fulfill- 
ment of  the  third  aspect  of  the  remand,  which 
was  not  a  subject  of  the  govermnent's  petition. 

The  court  remanded  several  issues  to  the  agency 
concerning  the  standard's  test  procedures,  all  of 
which  are  easily  resolved  by  modifications  in  the 
standard's  wording  which  do  not  affect  the  re- 
(luirements  for  any  person.  The  court  stated  that 
"the  manufacturers  are  entitled  to  formal  and 
reasonably  specific  testing  criteria"'  in  the  area  of 
frictional  characteristics  of  the  test  track  surface, 
duration  of  time  intervals  between  repetitive  road 
tests,  duration  of  permissible  wheel  lockup  during 
stopping  distance  tests,  and  the  amount  of  curv- 
ing in  the  test  ti-ack. 
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Interpretation  must  be  made  of  the  court's  re- 
mand on  frictional  characteristics  of  the  test 
track.  A  first  reading  of  tlie  decision  might  sug- 
gest that  a  measurement  teclinique  (in  the  case, 
"the  "skid  number"  method  of  measuring  road 
surface  friction)  may  not  be  used  in  standards 
setting  if  it  does  not  produce  exact  measurements. 
It  is  acknowledged  that  the  skid  number  measure- 
ment has  an  accuracy  tolerance,  and  that  the 
tolerance  can  vary  from  measurement  to  measure- 
ment for  a  variety  of  reasons. 

The  agency  does  not  believe  the  court  intended 
this  literal  a  reading,  because  no  measurement  can 
be  exact  as  a  matter  of  physical  science.  This 
exaggerated  a  reading  of  the  decision  would  pre- 
clude all  motor  vehicle  safety  regulations,  because 
all  regulation  involves  measurement  criteria  and 
none  is  perfect.  The  agency's  view  is  that  the 
court  objected  only  to  reliance  on  a  measurement 
technique  that  varies  too  widelj-  in  i-esponse  to 
road  surface  conditions  and  that  specified  use  of 
a  no-longer-manufactured  tire. 

Because  the  tire  specified  is  no  longer  manu- 
factured, the  XHT.SA  has  already  replaced  the 
skid  number  measurement  in  all  of  its  stopping 
distance  standards  other  than  121.  The  only 
reason  the  technique  was  not  i-eplaced  in  kStand- 
ard  Xo.  121  was  to  comply  witli  the  Ninth  Cir- 
cuit's wish  that  the  standard  ciiange  as  little  as 
possible.  (41  F.R.  24592;  Jime  17,  1976).  Now 
that  review  of  the  standard  by  the  Ninth  Circuit 
is  complete,  the  agency  can  and  does  make  final 
its  longstanding  proposal  to  use  the  new  measur- 
ing technique.  Conunents  received  with  regard 
to  Standard  No.  121  were  discussed  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  June  1976  amendment. 

The  court  also  stated  that  the  margin  of  varia- 
tion in  the  measuring  techniciue  would  not  permit 
a  manufacturer  to  conduct  its  tests  by  a  means 
that  ensured  its  vehicles  would  meet  the  require- 
ment set  forth  in  the  standard.  While  the  agency 
has  always  taken  the  position  that  an  exact  value 
(such  as  "skid  number  75")  is  the  clear  and  un- 
ambiguous way  to  state  a  legal  requirement  so 
tluit  manufacturers  are  best  on  notice  of  what 
performance  is  required  (e.g.,  40  F.R.  47141; 
October  8,  1975),  the  agency  can  instead  state  a 
range  of  skid  numbers  in  such  a  way  that  the 
manufacturer  will  be  able  to  test  to  the  exact 


skid  number  encountered  in  its  testing,  Imowing 
that  its  vehicle  has  complied  with  the  standard 
so  long  as  the  number  used  falls  within  the  speci- 
fied range.  Essentially,  the  test  procedure  can  be 
restated  as  a  range  (representing  the  anticipated 
tolerance  in  the  new  measuring  metliod)  in  which 
the  manufacturer  has  its  choice  of  wliat  skid 
number  it  uses.  As  long  as  this  range  includes 
the  criterion  specified  in  the  past  by  the  NHTSA 
and  is  already  being  met  by  manufacturers,  it  is 
no  more  stringent  that  the  past  requirement. 
Similarly,  the  other  skid  numbers  from  which 
manufacturers  could  choose  would  fall  in  the 
range  of  those  that  tliey  have  been  using  pre- 
viously, but  without  the  certainty  that  the  chosen 
number  will  be  the  one  by  which  their  vehicles 
are  measured.  Tliis  approach  recognizes  the 
physical  impossibility  of  finding  any  measuring 
technique  which  is  exact,  and  the  agency  finds 
that  it  accurately  fulfills  the  court's  remand.  The 
skid  number  I'anges  established  are  from  20  to  30 
for  the  wet  surface,  and  from  71  to  81  for  the  dry 
surface,  to  reflect  the  different  values  obtained 
when  the  new  test  tires  are  used.  It  is  noted  that 
this  revised  specification  of  skid  numbers  is  no 
more  severe  a  requirement  tlian  the  single  values 
pi'eviously  referenced  in  the  standard. 

As  for  the  remaining  test  conditions  wliich  the 
court  questioned,  the  agency  has  monitored  these 
conditions  as  a  part  of  its  compliance  program 
and  the  tlevelopment  of  its  compliance  test  pro- 
cedures. It  is  apparent  tliat  manufacturers,  per- 
mitted to  choose  reasonable  values  for  these 
aspects  of  the  test  protocol  in  the  absence  of  cri- 
teria .set  forth  in  the  standard,  have  chosen  values 
that  fall  within  an  easily  adoptable  level.  No 
manufacturer,  for  example,  has  chosen  to  test  on 
other  than  a  straight  test  track,  which  is  sensible 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  straight  track  offers  the 
easiest  means  of  staying  within  a  12-foot-wide- 
lane.  Comparably,  no  antilock  manufacturer  has 
chosen  other  than  reasonable  "wheel  lockup'' 
times  for  its  antilock  systems  because  ov'erly  long 
lockups  significantly  and  adversely  reduce  the 
stopping  performance  of  the  brakes  on  the  con- 
trolled axle,  which  would  sacrifice  the  other 
major  characteristics  of  the  vehicle  being  meas- 
ured— that  is,  stopping  distance.  As  for  the  in- 
terval between  dynamic  tests  of  the  veliicle,  the 
relevant  factor  is  the  relationship  between  the 
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time  interval  and  brake  temperature,  because  a 
short  interval  could  result  in  an  adverse  effect  on 
brakinf;;  capabilities  due  to  fade  or  other  thermal 
effects.  Tlierefore,  the  NHTSA  hereby  adopts  a 
specification  for  initial  brake  temperature,  which 
will  in  turn  determine  the  interval  between  tests. 
A  review  of  XHTSA  compliance  test  results  has 
shown  that  the  performance  of  all  complying  ve- 
hicles tested  to  date  has  been  within  tlie  require- 
ments specified  in  this  amendment.  Adoption  of 
tliese  values  therefore  does  not  adversely  affect 
any  person  subject  to  tlie  standard,  and  they  can 
be  incorporated  for  tlie  lienefit  of  remand  witliout 
the  delay  occasioned  by  notice  and  opportunity 
for  comment. 

The  decision  to  revise  the  standard  in  this 
fashion  has  been  evaluated  in  accordance  with 
tlie  requirements  of  Executive  Order  12044  (43 
F.R.  12660;  March  24.  1978)  and  the  correspond- 
ing; review  pi'ocedures  within  the  Department  of 
Transportation  (43  F.R.  9582;  March  8, 1978).  It 
has  been  determined  that  this  rulemaking  is  jrov- 
erned  by  short-term  judicial  considerations  and 
that,  despite  its  connection  witli  Standard  Xo. 
121,  does  not  qualify  as  a  rulemakino;  that  raises 
issues  of  cost  or  controversy  necessitating  the 
level  of  review  and  connnent  contemplated  by  the 
two  directives. 


Effective  date :  "With  regard  to  the  establish- 
ment of  a  new  test  tire  for  pavement  resistance 
measurement,  because  the  older  test  tire  is  no 
longer  manufactured,  and  because  the  amendment 
of  the  procedure  and  test  tire  is  intended  only  to 
duplicate  the  existing  procedure  and  tire,  this 
amendment  creates  no  additional  requirements 
for  any  person,  and  an  immediate  effective  date 
is  found  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

With  regard  to  tlie  modification  of  test  proce- 
dures and  conditions  not  based  on  a  proposal,  the 
agency  finds  that  they  do  not  impose  additional 
requirements  on  any  person,  and  that  delay  of  a 
proposal  is  unnecessary  and  would  be  contrary  to 
the  public  interest  in  responding  to  the  court's 
remand  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
Xo.  121  is  amended.  .  .  . 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  this  document  are  Duane  Perrin 
and  Tad  Herlihy,  respectively. 

(Sec.  103,  119.  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  August  25,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO 
MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO. 

Air  Brake  Systems 

(Docket  No.  75-16;  Notice  24) 


121 


Action:  Final  rule  and  interpretation  of  court 
decision. 

Summary:  The  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  decision  in 
PACCAE  V.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  and  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion invalidated  aspects  of  Standard  No.  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems.  This  notice  advises  interested 
persons  of  the  agency's  interpretation  of  the 
PACCAR  holdings,  to  guide  continuing  compliance 
with  the  standard.  This  notice  also  amends  the 
standard  as  specified  by  the  court  to  provide  for 
"due  care"  certification. 
Effective  date:  October  13,  1978. 
For  further  information  contact: 

Tad    Herlihy,    Office    of    Chief    Counsel, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street,  B.W.,  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20590  202-426-9511. 
Supplementary  information: 

Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  regulates 
the  braking  system  performance  of  air-braked 
trucks,  buses,  and  trailers.  The  standard  has  been 
in  effect  for  trailers  since  January  1,  1975,  and  for 
trucks  and  buses  since  March  1,  1975. 
Requirements  are  established  for  the  service, 
emergency,  and  parking  brake  systems  of  these 
vehicles.  Truck  braking  systems  are  a  particularly 
critical  safety  system,  due  to  large  variations 
between  the  unloaded  and  loaded  weight  condi- 
tions and  the  generally  higher  weight  of  trucks 
compared  to  other  vehicles  on  the  highway.  Major 
requirements  of  the  standard  are  that  vehicles  stop 
in  specified  distances  and  that  the  wheels  not  lock 
uncontrollably  during  these  stops.  The  "no  lockup" 
requirement  ensures  that  skidding  due  to  wheel 
lockup  and  loss  of  lateral  stability  is  minimized. 

In  January  1975  a  truck  manufacturer  petitioned 
for  judicial  review  of  the  standard's  promulgation 
in  accordance  with  §  105  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (the  Vehicle  Safety 
Act)  (15  U.S.C.  §  1394)  under  which  the  standard 


was  issued.  Petitioner  PACCAR  was  subsequently 
joined  by  a  trade  association  of  truck  users  and  a 
trade  association  representing  the  small  manufac- 
turers that  complete  trucks  by  mounting  a  body  of 
specialized  equipment  on  incomplete  truck  chassis. 
The  three  cases  were  consolidated  for  argument  in 
the  Ninth  Circuit  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals. 

The  court's  decision  was  issued  in  April  1978 
(573  F2d  632,  9th  Cir.  1978,  Cert,  denied  October 
2,  1978),  and  the  mandate  making  it  effective  was 
entered  October  11,  1978.  Certain  aspects  of  the 
standard  were  invalidated,  and  the  purpose  of  this 
notice  is  to  set  forth  the  agency's  interpretation  of 
the  court's  specified  holdings  to  guide  continuing 
compliance  with  the  standard.  One  of  the  court's 
three  holdings,  that  concerning  test  procedures 
and  conditions,  has  already  been  responded  to  by 
the  agency  (43  FR  39390;  September  5,  1978). 

Invalidation  of  Certain  Stopping  Distances 

While  expressing  support  for  requirements  that 
"decreas[e]  the  disparity  of  stopping  distances 
between  ordinary  automobiles  and  heavier 
vehicles"  and  maintain  "vehicle  stability  and  direc- 
tional control,"  the  court  was  concerned  about  the 
safety  of  "heavier  axles"  in  combination  with  the 
antilock  systems  used  generally  to  provide  "no 
lockup"  performance.  The  court  was  concerned 
that  a  malfunctioning  antilock  system  would  allow 
wheel  lockup  of  more  aggressive  front  axle  brakes 
more  often  or  sooner  than  had  been  the  case  with 
weaker  brakes,  resulting  in  loss  of  steering  con- 
trol. The  court's  emphasis  on  the  combination  of 
aggressive  front  axle  brakes  and  antilock  is  clear  in 
the  opinion: 

As  new  components— strong  front  axles,  new 
brake  linings,  and  mini-computers  to  control 
wheel  lock  and  skid— were  mass-produced,  and 
subsequently  put  together  in  a  unique  combina- 
tion, grave  problems  developed  (emphasis 
supplied)  573  F2d  at  641. 
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In  referring  to  "heavier  axles",  the  court  was 
describing  the  brake  retardation  levels  supplied  by 
manufacturers  to  obtain  the  258-foot  (and  subse- 
quent 277-foot)  60-mph  stopping  distances 
specified  by  the  standard  prior  to  February  26, 
1976.  The  60-mph  stopping  distances  were  ex- 
tended to  293  feet  on  that  date  (41  FR  8783;  March 
1,  1976)  and  have  resulted  in  significant  reduction 
in  retardation  force  levels.  The  court  did  not  take 
this  change  into  account,  because  the  Record  filed 
with  the  court  and  the  July  1976  oral  argument 
contained  no  information  about  the  performance  of 
the  vehicles  built  after  February  26th  to  conform 
to  the  293-foot  distance.  The  agency  received  no 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the  brake  force 
levels  established  by  the  March  1976  notice. 

The  court  held,  with  regard  to  stopping 
distances, 

.  .  .  those  parts  of  the  Standard  requiring 
heavier  axles  and  the  antilock  device  should  be 
suspended.  The  evidence  indicates  that  this 
can  be  accomplished  if  we  hold,  as  we  do,  that 
the  stopping  distance  requirements  from  60 
mph  are  invalid  .  .  .  We  hold  only  that  more 
probative  and  convincing  data  evidencing  the 
reliability  and  safety  of  vehicles  that  are 
equipped  with  antilock  and  in  use  must  be 
available  before  the  agency  can  enforce  a 
standard  requiring  its  installation.  573  F2d  at 
643. 

These  two  statements  of  the  holding  differ  from 
one  another,  the  first  specifying  both  "heavier 
axles"  and  "the  antilock  device"  for  invalidation, 
while  the  second  only  specifies  antilock.  The  text  of 
the  opinion  (located  at  footnote  26)  indicates  that 
the  court  actually  equates  "stopping  distance" 
with  "the  antilock  requirement."  The  agency 
concludes  that  the  court  intended  to  invalidate 
"the  stopping  distance  requirements  from  60 
mph"  only  insofar  as  a  combination  of  high  retar- 
dation force  levels  and  a  malfunctioning  antilock 
would  cause  stability  problems  beyond  those  in 
vehicles  built  before  the  standard's  effective  date. 
At  the  same  time  the  court  was  clear  that  the  "no 
lockup"  requirements  were  invalidated  for  both 
trucks  and  trailers. 

It  is  therefore  the  agency's  view  that  the  "no 
lockup"  portions  of  S5.3.1  and  S5.3.2  insofar  as 
they  apply  to  trucks  and  trailers  are  invalid,  along 
with  the  related  stopping  distances  of  293  feet  for 
service  brake  capability  and  613  for  emergency 
brake  capability  (720  for  truck-tractors  in   the 


unloaded  condition)  established  for  60-mph  loaded 
and  unloaded  stopping  tests  under  S5.3.1  and  S5.7 
for  trucks.  For  those  trucks  with  a  speed  attainable 
in  2  miles  of  less  than  60  mph,  the  agency  believes 
that  the  "top  speed"  stopping  distance  specified  by 
S5.3.1.1  for  both  service  brake  and  emergency 
brake  stopping  tests  are  invalid. 

The  agency  does  not  believe  that  any 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  121  are  invalidated 
for  buses  because  of  the  court's  statement  in  foot- 
note 1  that  "[t]he  part  of  the  Standard  that 
regulates  air-braked  buses  is  not  at  issue  here."  It 
is  clear  that  the  court  was  aware  of  the  experience 
of  buses  built  to  conform  to  the  standard,  as 
evidenced  by  the  court's  reliance  on  statements  by 
bus  operators  (footnote  43)  and  discussion  of  the 
rulemaking  history  for  buses  (text  following  foot- 
note 25).  The  court's  explicit  removal  of  bus 
requirements  from  its  consideration  seems  a  clear 
intent  to  limit  the  ambit  of  its  decision  to  trucks 
and  trailers. 

The  agency  concludes  that  only  the  actual  stop- 
ping distances  from  60-mph  (or  top  speed)  are 
invalidated  and  not  other  requirements  that  bear 
on  performance  of  the  vehicle.  This  understanding 
of  the  court  decision  fulfills  the  court  holding  cited 
above,  while  it  does  not  disturb  braking 
characteristics  which  do  not  present  potential 
adverse  handling  characteristics.  Thus,  the  stop- 
ping test  sequence  in  which  the  truck  or  trailer 
must  remain  within  a  12-foot  lane  from  60  mph  (or 
top  speed)  is  not  invalid,  while  the  requirement  to 
stop  within  a  specified  distance  is  invalid. 

The  dynamometer  requirements  of  S5.4  for 
trucks  and  trailers  also  were  not  affected  by  the 
court's  holding.  It  does  appear  that  the  require- 
ment for  90  p.s.i.  air  pressure  in  the  trailer  control 
line  during  the  stop  constitutes  a  portion  of  the  "no 
lockup"  requirement  and  is  therefore  invalidated 
by  the  court.  Collateral  requirements  such  as  air 
reservoir  volume  that  may  be  indirectly  based  on 
"no  lockup"  performance  are  not  affected  by  the 
court  decision. 

A  secondary  reason  to  conclude  that  the  testing 
from  60  mph  remains  in  the  test  sequence  is  that 
manufacturers  must  continue  to  certify  compliance 
with  20-mph  stops  and  x  parking  brake  test  follow- 
ing certain  60-mph  stops.  The  60-mph  stops  affect 
the  brake  linings  and  could  affect  results  of  other 
portions  of  the  testing  if  they  are  dropped  from  the 
test  sequence. 
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With  regard  to  the  invalidated  portions  of  the 
standard,  the  agency  expects  to  pubhsh  a  Federal 
Register  notice  shortly  that  sets  forth  its  plans. 

"Due  Care"  Certification 
The  court  expressed  concern  about  the  certifica- 
tion responsibilities  of  the  "final  stage"  manufac- 
turers that  mount  the  body  or  specialized  equip- 
ment on  mass-produced  truck  chassis  built  by  other 
manufacturers.  Section  114  of  the  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  (15  U.S.C.  §  1403)  specifies  that  the  manufac- 
turer or  distributor  of  a  motor  vehicle  shall  certify 
that  its  product  conforms  to  all  applicable  Federal 
motor  vehicle  safety  standards.  The  agency  has 
issued  regulations  that  divide  the  responsibility  for 
certification  of  "multistage"  vehicles  among  the 
"incomplete  vehicle  manufacturers"  of  the  chassis, 
any  "intermediate  stage"  manufacturer  involved, 
and  the  "final  stage"  manufacturer  that  completes 
the  vehicle  (49  CFR  Parts  567,  568). 

Standard  No.  121  sets  forth  performance 
requirements  that  air-braked  vehicles  must 
conform  to,  and  further  sets  forth  the  testing 
conditions  under  which  the  performance  must  be 
met  (paragraph  S6,  Conditions).  The  requirements 
include  a  specification  that  certain  stopping  and 
wheel  control  capabilities  be  available  under 
certain  conditions,  including  stops  from  60-mph 
and  20-mph  in  the  unloaded  and  loaded  conditions. 
The  standard  does  not  require  that  manufacturers 
subject  their  vehicles  to  these  stops.  It  is  accepted 
that  the  smaller  final-stage  manufacturers  may  not 
in  all  cases  have  the  resources  and  capabilities  to 
conduct  such  testing.  The  agency  has  regularly 
stated  that  a  manufacturer  may  meet  its  statutory 
certification  requirements  either  through 
demonstration  of  the  specified  stops  or  by  any 
other  chosen  means  that  fulfills  the  related 
statutory  requirement  that  a  manufacturer  must 
exercise  "due  care"  in  certification  (15  U.S.C. 
§  1397(bX2)).  The  agency  has  not  stated  to  any 
final-stage  manufacturer  what  its  "due  care" 
responsibility  might  consist  of,  in  recognition  of 
the  reality  that  "due  care"  is  essentially  a  judicial 
concept  that  is  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
in  light  of  the  factual  situation  facing  the  particular 
manufacturer  at  the  time  of  certification.  Because 
the  engineering  and  financial  resources  available 
to  a  particular  manufacturer  are  not  fixed,  what 
constitutes  "due  care"  would  vary  among 
manufacturers,  and  even  vary  from  day-to-day  for 
the  same  manufacturer,  making  such  a  statement 
by  the  agency  impracticable. 


The  court  was  sympathetic  to  the  situation  of  the 
smaller  final-stage  manufacturer  in  holding  that— 
.  .  .  Since  NHTSA  has  admitted  that  road 
testing  is  beyond  the  practical  and  financial 
reach  of  the  final  stage  manufacturers,  it  must 
propose  some  alternative  method  for  those 
manufacturers  which,  if  followed,  it  will 
recognize  as  fulfilling  the  due  care  require- 
ment. 573  F2d  at  645. 

Fortunately,  an  alternative  to  road  testing  does 
exist  that  would  constitute  "due  care"  in  certifica- 
tion by  any  final-stage  manufacturer  that  adopted 
it,  whatever  its  resources  and  engineering  exper- 
tise. Parts  567  and  568  obligate  the  incomplete 
vehicle  manufacturer  to  provide  a  basis  for  com- 
plete certification  (the  "incomplete  vehicle  docu- 
ment") with  each  vehicle,  which  can  be  used  for 
certification  as  long  as  the  final-stage  manufac- 
turer does  not  violate  an  "envelope"  of  conditions 
listed  in  the  document  as  the  reasonable  limits  to 
which  the  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturer  has 
already  tested.  A  final-stage  manufacturer  can 
avoid  any  road  testing  simply  by  a  "pass  through" 
of  this  incomplete  vehicle  document.  Of  course,  it 
would  be  a  logical  impossibility  for  the  agency  to 
specify  what  constitutes  "due  care"  for  the  infinite 
number  of  configurations  that  exceed  the 
"envelope"  of  conditions  in  advance  of  the 
manufacturer's  decision  to  do  so. 

The  problem,  as  noted  by  the  court,  is  that  the 
final-stage  manufacturer  only  had  assurances  from 
the  agency  in  the  past  that  conformity  to  the 
incomplete  vehicle  document  would  constitute  the 
exercise  of  due  care  in  complying  with  Standard 
No.  121.  What  is  required  by  the  court's  holding,  in 
the  agency's  view,  is  the  modification  of  Standard 
No.  121  itself  to  state  a  certification  of  compliance 
based  on  adherence  to  the  incomplete  vehicle  docu- 
ment would  constitute  the  exercise  of  due  care. 
This  is  accomplished  by  this  notice. 

It  is  recognized  that  trailers  and  buses  other  than 
school  buses  are  typically  manufactured  in  one 
stage  and  this  alternative  method  is  unavailable  to 
these  vehicles.  However,  the  court's  holding 
discusses  only  the  obligations  of  final-stage 
manufacturers  that,  by  definition,  only  exist  in  the 
case  of  multistage  manufacture. 

In  accordance  with  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion policy  for  the  analysis  of  regulatory  actions,  it 
is  found  that  the  amendment  concerning  due  care 
does  not  constitute  a  significant  regulation  that 
requires  regulatory  analysis.   Evaluation  of  the 
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change  indicates  that  it  will  have  no  economic 
effects  other  than  a  potential  reduction  of  certifica- 
tion costs  for  some  final-stage  manufacturers. 

Findings.  Because  the  amendment  constitutes 
an  alternative  method  of  compliance  and  creates 
additional  requirements  for  no  person,  it  is  found 
for  good  cause  shown  that  notice  and  opportunity 
for  comment  are  unnecessary  and  that  an  effective 
date  sooner  than  30  days  from  the  date  of  publica- 
tion is  in  the  public  interest.  The  court's  holding 
with  regard  to  "no  lockup"  and  stopping  distances 
take  effect  independently  of  administrative  action 
by  the  agency. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  paragraph  S6 
of  Standard  No.  121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended 
by  the  addition  of  a  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  text 
to  read  as  follows: 


"Compliance  of  vehicles  manufactured  in  two  or 
more  stages  may,  at  the  option  of  the  fmal-stage 
manufacturer,  be  demonstrated  to  comply  with 
this  standard  by  adherence  to  the  instructions  of 
the  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturer  and  any 
intermediate-stage  manufacturer  provided  with 
the  vehicle  in  accordance  with  §  568.4(aX7Xii)  and 
§  568.5  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations." 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  document 
are  Duane  Perrin  and  Tad  Herlihy,  respectively. 


Issued  on  October  13,  1978. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 
43  F.R.  48646 
October  19,  1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO 
MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  121 

Air  Brake  Systems 

(Docket  No.  75-16;  Notice  25) 


Action:  Final  rule. 

Summary:  This  notice  amends  the  air  brake  stand- 
ard to  further  extend  existing  exclusions  for  heavy 
hauler  trailers,  auto  transporters,  and  other 
specialized  vehicles  from  certain  requirements  and 
withdraws  two  recent  changes  in  road  test 
procedures.  These  actions  follow  judicial  review  of 
the  standard,  and  are  intended  to  provide  direction 
with  regard  to  the  future  of  the  air  brake  standard. 

Dates:  Effective  date  of  amendments  is  December 
18,  1978. 

Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Room  5108,  Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

For  Further  Information  Contact: 

Mr.  Duane  Perrin,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202) 
426-2153. 
Supplementary  Information:  Standard  No.   121, 
Air  Brake  Systems  (49  CFR  571.121);  regulates 
the  braking  system  performance  of  air-braked 
trucks,  buses,  and  trailers.  The  standard  has  been 
in  effect  for  trailers  since  January  1,  1975,  and  for 
trucks    and    buses    since    March    1,    1975.    Re- 
quirements   are    established    for    the    service, 
emergency,  and  parking  brake  systems  of  these 
vehicles. 

Test  Procedures 

Certain  aspects  of  the  air  brake  standard  were 
invalidated  by  court  action  in  PACCAR  v.  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  and 
Department  of  Transportation,  573  F2d.  632  (9th 

Cir.  1978),  cert,  denied  U.S.  

(October  2,  1978)  (47  U.S.L.W.  3190  (Sup.  Ct.))  as 
detailed  in  a  recent  agency  notice  (43  FR  48646; 
October  19,  1978).  The  agency  fulfilled  the  court's 
remand  with  regard  to  modification  of  test 
procedures  on  August  25,   1978  (43  FR  39390; 


September  5,  1978),  by  means  of  several  amend- 
ments. Notice  and  opportunity  for  comment  were 
not  provided,  because  the  NHTS A  judged  that  the 
modifications  would  not  involve  additional 
requirements  for  any  person  and  reinstitution  of 
the  test  procedures  was  found  to  be  in  the  public 
interest.  However,  six  petitions  for  reconsidera- 
tion of  some  of  the  modifications  have  been  filed  by 
parties  that  argued  the  changes  may  or  do  in  fact 
cause  some  changes  in  the  standard's 
requirements. 

In  response  to  the  court's  order  for  a  specific 
criterion  for  the  interval  between  repetitive  tests, 
the  standard  was  amended  to  specify  initial  brake 
temperatures  prior  to  the  tests.  Brake 
temperatures  are  partly  a  function  of  the  time  that 
brakes  have  to  cool  between  tests. 

Freightliner  Corporation  objected  to  the 
specification  of  a  150°  to  200°F.  initial  brake 
temperature  for  stopping  tests  as  the  agency's 
method  of  establishing  the  test  intervals. 
Freightliner  explained  that  some  of  its  brake 
designs  could  not  provide  the  required  60-mph 
stopping  distances  if  initial  brake  temperatures 
were  above  180°F.  The  other  commenters,  in 
contrast,  pointed  out  that  metallic  linings  and  disc 
brake  technology  argued  for  a  higher  initial  brake 
temperature  in  some  cases.  The  American  Truck- 
ing Associations  (ATA)  suggested  specification  of 
a  time  period  between  repetitive  tests  as  a  means 
of  fulfilling  the  court  remand  for  test  intervals. 

In  view  of  these  possible  substantive  changes 
represented  by  the  specification  of  an  interval 
between  repetitive  road  tests,  the  agency 
concludes  that  the  wisest  course  of  action  would  be 
to  revoke  the  initial  brake  temperature  specifica- 
tion and  propose  a  new  method,  following 
consideration  of  the  data  and  suggestions  supplied 
by  manufacturers.  Withdrawal  of  the  test  interval 
specification  is  accomplished  in  this  notice. 
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All  petitioners  requested  that  the  modification  of 
skid  number  specification  be  reconsidered.  The 
agency  met  the  court's  objection  to  specification  of 
a  single  value  for  the  "skid  resistance" 
characteristics  of  the  test  track  by  substitution  of  a 
range  of  permissible  values.  Commenters  differed 
significantly  with  the  agency  both  over  the  mean- 
ing of  the  court's  opinion  and  the  consequence  of 
the  modification  adopted  by  NHTSA.  Although  the 
NHTSA  does  not  believe  that  its  modification  had 
a  substantive  effect  on  the  requirements  of  the 
standard,  it  is  clear  that  there  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  about  the  court's  holding,  and  the  NHTSA 
again  considers  the  wisest  course  of  action  to  be 
revocation  of  the  skid  number  range  to  permit  a 
proposal  and  opportunity  for  comment.  The 
substitution  of  the  updated  and  uncontroversial 
ASTM  test  method  and  tire  is  not  revoked. 

No  other  aspect  of  the  test  procedure  modifica- 
tions was  cited  by  commenters  as  a  source  of 
specific  concern. 

As  for  the  period  of  time  that  the  skid  number 
range  and  initial  brake  temperature  requirements 
were  in  effect  (from  August  25th  to  the  date  of 
publication  of  this  notice),  the  agency  hereby  states 
that  it  will  not  pursue  cases  that  arose  as  a  conse- 
quence of  these  requirements  during  the  short 
period  that  they  were  effective. 

Vehicle  Exclusions 

Auto  transporters  and  heavy  hauler  trailers  have 
been  excluded  from  Standard  No.  121  until 
January  1, 1979,  due  to  the  distinctive  construction 
or  use  of  these  vehicles  that  make  compliance  with 
certain  aspects  of  the  standard  more  difficult.  Four 
years  of  additional  time  were  granted  to  manufac- 
turers of  these  vehicles  in  order  for  them  to  work 
out  solutions  to  their  distinctive  equipment 
problems.  The  Truck  Trailer  Manufacturers 
Association  (TTMA)  recently  petitioned  the 
NHTSA  for  permanent  exclusion  of  heavy  hauler 
trailers  from  the  standard,  based  on  hardware 
problems  and  related  reasons. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  some  continued  exclu- 
sions for  these  and  related  vehicle  types  (43  FR 
41056;  September  14,  1978).  The  nature  of  the 
proposed  exclusions  was  based  on  equipment  space 
considerations,  rough  terrain  use  of  some  of  the 
vehicles,  and  most  importantly,  on  the  uncertainty 
over  future  road  testing  requirements  created  by 
pendency  of  the  Ninth  Circuit  litigation.  It  was 
accordingly  proposed  that  heavy  hauler  trailers 
and  auto  transporters  be  temporarily  excluded 


from  stopping  distance  requirements,  including 
the  "no  lockup"  and  related  reservoir  size 
requirements.  Also,  heavy  haulers,  pulpwood 
trailers,  and  straddle  trailers  would  be  permitted 
the  same  option  as  agriculture  trailers  and 
converter  dollies  have  to  meet  only  the  emergency 
breakaway  requirements  and  no  parking  brake 
requirements. 

The  proposed  temporary  exclusions  from  the 
road  test  and  reservoir  volume  requirements  were 
supported  by  Freightliner  and  General  Motors, 
manufacturers  of  tractors  for  auto  transporter 
use,  and  by  Delavan  Industries,  Inc.,  an  auto 
transporter  manufacturer.  The  California 
Highway  Patrol  (CHP)  and  Wagner  Electric  Co.,  a 
brake  component  manufacturer,  expressed 
concern  that  the  exclusions  not  be  made  perma- 
nent, and  that  these  vehicles  eventually  be 
required  to  exhibit  the  same  performance  as  other 
air-braked  trucks  and  trailers.  No  date  for 
compliance  was  suggested.  TTMA  requested  a 
review  of  the  reservoir  volume  requirements  for  all 
vehicles  in  light  of  the  PACCAR  decision,  and 
suggested  a  reduced  volume  requirement  for 
trailers.  No  other  comments  on  these  subjects 
were  received. 

This  amendment  makes  final  the  temporary 
exclusions  from  road  test  and  reservoir  volume 
requirements  for  heavy  hauler  trailers  and  auto 
transporters.  No  termination  date  for  the  exclu- 
sions was  proposed  or  is  made  in  the  final  rule,  but 
manufacturers  of  these  vehicles  must  be  and  are 
hereby  placed  on  notice  that  these  exclusions  are 
not  made  as  permanent  exclusions.  The  temporary 
exclusions  will  therefore  remain  in  effect  until  a 
final  decision  is  made  regarding  the  reservoir 
volume  and  stopping  distance  requirements  for  all 
vehicles.  Notice  and  opportunity  for  comment  will 
precede  any  amendment  of  the  reservoir  volume 
and  stopping  distance  requirements. 

The  CHP  requested  rewording  of  the  exclusion 
of  auto  transporter  tractors  from  the  road  test 
requirement  in  S5.7.1,  to  avoid  confusion  over  the 
reference  to  such  requirements  in  S5.7.3.  The 
wording  is  changed  to  expand  the  exclusion  to  both 
S5.7.1  andS5.7.3. 

The  proposed  permanent  exclusion  from  the 
parking  brake  requirements  for  heavy  hauler 
trailers  was  supported  by  TTMA  and  Fontaine 
Truck  Equipment  Co.,  a  heavy  hauler  trailer 
manufacturer.  The  CHP  expressed  the  desire  that 
the  exclusion  be  only  temporary,  and  be  reviewed 
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in  the  future  when  more  compact  parking  brake 
designs  are  available.  The  National  Automobile 
Transporters  Association  (NATA),  and  two  auto 
transporter  manufacturers,  Delavan  and  Cottrell- 
Sullivan,  requested  permanent  exclusion  from  the 
parking  brake  requirement  for  auto  transporter 
trailers  as  well.  Reasons  cited  were  the  problems 
of  mounting  the  parking  brake  components  and  the 
associated  air  reservoirs  without  loss  of  cargo- 
carrying  capacity,  lack  of  availability  of  more 
compact  hardware,  and  the  short  lead  time  to 
redesign  equipment  by  January  1,  1979.  NATA 
also  noted  that  auto  transporters  usually  operate 
as  married  units,  and  have  a  good  safety  record. 
Another  manufacturer,  Traffic  Transport 
Engineering,  requested  permanent  exclusion  from 
the  entire  standard,  based  on  the  same  arguments. 

The  NHTSA  is  aware  that  auto  transporter 
manufacturers  are  presented  with  difficult  hard- 
ware packaging  problems  related  to  parking 
brakes  on  trailers,  but  is  also  aware  that  prototype 
auto  transporters  have  been  built  to  full 
compliance  with  the  standard  about  two  years  ago. 
This  constitutes  strong  evidence  that  such  systems 
can  be  built  on  a  production  basis,  and  the  agency 
takes  note  that  manufacturers  of  auto  transporters 
have  had  four  years  longer  to  solve  their  hardware 
problems  than  manufacturers  of  other  types  of 
trailers. 

Nevertheless,  the  agency  also  recognizes  that 
the  availability  of  new,  more  compact  parking 
brake  systems  is  dependent  on  the  proposed 
changes  in  the  parking  and  emergency  brake 
requirements,  which  have  not  yet  been 
implemented.  Some  additional  delay  of  applica- 
bility of  the  parking  brake  requirement  for  auto 
transporters  therefore  appears  reasonable.  An 
additional  delay  of  one  year  is  provided,  with  the 
expectation  that  any  changes  in  the  parking  brake 
requirements  will  be  made  final  by  early  1979, 
allowing  sufficient  lead  time  for  manufacturers  to 
incorporate  such  changes  in  their  trailers. 
Requests  for  permanent  exclusion  from  the  park- 
ing brake  requirements  or  the  entire  standard  for 
auto  transporters  are  denied,  on  the  grounds  that 
it  has  been  demonstrated  that  complying  vehicles 
can  be  designed  without  significant  loss  of  cargo 
carrying  capacity,  and  that  the  additional  year's 
exclusion  should  compensate  for  any  lead  time 
difficulties.  Unlike  heavy  hauler  trailers,  auto 
transporter  trailers  are  not  subjected  to  the  same 
off-road  environment  that  formed  the  basis  for 
excluding  certain  vehicle  types  from  the  parking 


brake  requirement.  The  proposed  parking  brake 
exclusion  of  heavy  hauler  and  other  trailers  is 
adopted  as  proposed. 

TTMA  and  three  of  its  members— Birmingham 
Manufacturing  Co.,  Ferree  Trailer  Corp.,  and 
Fontaine  Truck  Equipment  Co.— repeated  their 
requests  for  permanent  exclusion  from  the  entire 
standard  for  heavy  hauler  trailers,  and  expressed 
dismay  that  all  of  the  points  raised  in  their  petition 
for  exclusion  had  not  been  addressed  in  the  pre- 
amble to  the  agency's  proposal.  The  NHTSA 
regrets  the  brevity  of  its  treatment  of  the  issues  in 
the  proposal,  but  it  should  not  be  interpreted  as  a 
lack  of  attention  or  concern  for  the  problems  of  the 
heavy  hauler  industry.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the 
petition  and  comments  to  the  proposal  is  being 
prepared.  Copies  will  be  sent  to  the  TTMA  and 
parties  who  commented  on  the  proposal,  and 
placed  in  the  public  docket.  Because  of  its  length 
and  technical  nature,  it  is  only  summarized  here. 

To  place  the  subject  in  perspective,  it  is 
necessary  to  first  see  what  portions  of  the  stand- 
ard apply  to  heavy  hauler  trailers.  Section  S5.1  and 
S5.7  of  the  standard  apply  only  to  trucks  and 
buses.  By  this  notice,  heavy  hauler  trailers  have 
been  permanently  excluded  from  S5.6,  and 
temporarily  excluded  from  S5.3  and  parts  of  S5.2. 
Section  S5.5  applies  only  if  the  trailer  is  antilock- 
equipped,  which  is  not  required  according  to  the 
Ninth  Circuit  decision.  To  the  NHTSA's 
knowledge  all  heavy  hauler  trailers  already  are 
compljnng  with  the  applicable  portions  of  S5.2  and 
S5.8,  because  of  industry  standards  or  BMCS 
requirements.  Thus  the  only  remaining 
requirements  that  could  necessitate  any  change  in 
the  vehicles  are  the  dynamometer  requirements  of 
S5.4. 

The  assertion  that  is  presented  in  the  TTMA 
petition,  and  repeated  in  the  comments  to  the 
proposal,  is  that  compliance  with  Standard  No.  121 
will  necessitate  the  addition  of  more  axles, 
resulting  in  substantially  increased  cost.  This 
possibility  arises  because  of  the  current  method  of 
rating  the  capacity  of  heavy  hauler  trailers.  Axle 
weight  ratings  (GAWR's)  depend  upon  the  load- 
carrying  capacity  of  the  axle,  rims,  and  tires,  and 
the  torque  capability  of  the  brakes  on  the  axle. 
According  to  industry  standards,  tires  can  be  rated 
for  higher  loads  if  speed  is  restricted.  Current 
practice  is  to  rate  heavy  hauler  trailers  according 
to  the  capacity  of  the  axles  and  tires,  using  the  tire 
load  capacity  ratings  at  20  mph.  The  brakes  used 
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are  currently  not  considered  in  axle  rating  calcula- 
tions for  the  restricted  speed  rating. 

For  a  trailer  subject  to  Standard  No.  121, 
however,  the  dynamometer  requirements  of  S5.4.1 
require  that  the  brake  retardation  capability  be 
proportional  to  the  GAWR's.  If  the  retardation 
capability  of  the  brakes  on  a  trailer  is  insufficient 
to  meet  the  minimum  performance  requirement,  a 
manufacturer  must  either  install  more  powerful 
brakes  or  "derate"  the  axles  to  bring  the  GAWR's 
in  line  with  the  braking  capability  afforded.  In  the 
case  of  heavy  hauler  trailers,  manufacturers  say 
that  they  are  already  using  the  most  powerful 
brakes  available  for  15-inch  wheels,  and  those 
brakes  are  rated  at  only  17,000  pounds  per  axle. 
The  manufacturers  assert  that  since  nearly  all 
heavy  hauler  trailer  axles  are  currently  rated  for  a 
higher  load,  the  derating  to  17,000  pounds  per  axle 
necessitated  by  consideration  of  brakes  in  the 
rating  calculations  would  require  them  to  add  more 
axles  to  provide  the  same  overall  capacities  for 
their  trailers. 

The  data  supplied,  however,  do  not  support  this 
view.  The  dynamometer  tests  are  run  at  50  mph, 
and  therefore  the  17,000-pound  axle  rating  for 
brakes  is  a  factor  in  determining  the  GAWR  at 
that  speed.  Examination  of  the  load  ratings  of  the 
tires  typically  used  on  heavy  hauler  trailers 
(8.25  x  15  and  9.00  x  15)  show  that  their  ratings  at 
50  mph  are  below  17,000  pounds  per  axle. 
Therefore,  the  tires  are  the  limiting  element  in 
determination  of  GAWR  at  50  mph,  and  the  brakes 
currently  being  used  on  these  trailers  already 
comply  with  the  dynamometer  requirements  of  the 
standard  with  the  tires  employed. 

The  misunderstanding  apparently  arises  from 
the  current  practice  of  rating  heavy  hauler  trailers 
at  20  mph.  It  is  noted  that  while  §  567.4(hX3)  of 
NHTSA  certification  regulations  (49  CFR  Part 
567)  allows  manufacturers  to  specify  GVWR- 
GAWR  ratings  for  operation  of  a  vehicle  at 
restricted  speeds  in  addition  to  the  unrestricted 
ratings,  the  GAWR  used  for  determination  of 
compliance  with  the  dynamometer  requirements 
must  be  that  corresponding  to  a  speed  not  less  than 
the  dynamometer  test  speed  (50  mph).  Testing  at 
the  restricted  speed  GAWR  would  represent  an 
overloaded  condition  at  the  dynamometer  test 
speed.  The  portion  of  the  dynamometer  test  condi- 
tions dealing  with  GAWR  (S6.2.1)  is  hereby 
amended  to  clarify  this  fact.  The  only  trailers  that 
would  actually  have  to  be  derated  (at  50  mph) 


would  be  those  using  10.00  x  15  or  11.00  x  15  tires. 
Very  large  heavy  hauler  trailers  (over  50  ton 
capacity)  are  not  affected  because  they  are  already 
permanently  excluded  by  virtue  of  having  a  gross       j 
vehicle  weight  rating  over  120,000  pounds.  i 

In  view  of  the  longer  than  anticipated  time  for 
response  to  the  TTMA  petition  and  the  short  time 
remaining  before  the  existing  January  1979  effec- 
tive date,  the  NHTSA  has  decided  to  and  hereby 
delays  the  effective  date  for  institution  of  the 
dynamometer  requirements  for  heavy  hauler 
trailers  to  July  1,  1979,  as  requested  by  TTMA. 

CHP  suggested  changing  the  word 
"agriculture"  to  "agricultural"  in  the  definition  of 
a  commodity  trailer,  and  deletion  of  the  phrase  "an 
arrangement  of  air  control  lines  and  reservoirs 
that  minimizes  damage  in  field  operation"  because 
it  is  vague.  Midland-Ross  commented  that  straddle 
trailers  would  be  included  in  the  agricultural 
commodity  trailer  definition,  and  that  a  separate 
definition  is  unnecessary.  CHP  suggested  that  the 
term  "logging  trailer"  be  used  instead  of 
"pulpwood  trailer",  and  that  the  definition  be 
reworded  to  be  similar  to  the  definition  of 
agricultural  commodity  trailer.  CHP  also 
suggested  deleting  the  reference  to  hydraulic 
lifting  arms  in  the  case  of  straddle  trailers,  because 
it  is  too  design  restrictive.  The  NHTSA  agrees 
with  the  spirit  of  these  suggestions  but,  in  the 
interests  of  preserving  continuity  in  interpretation 
of  existing  terminology,  the  changes  are  only  made 
where  they  do  not  conflict  with  wording  already  in 
the  standard  or  in  previous  interpretations  of  it. 

It  is  noted  that  the  comments  on  the  parking  and 
emergency  brake  aspects  of  the  September  14th 
notice  have  convinced  the  NHTSA  that  further 
consideration  should  precede  rulemaking  changes 
in  this  area. 

In  accordance  with  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion policy  for  the  analysis  of  regulatory  actions,  it 
is  found  that  these  amendments  of  Standard  No. 
121  do  not  have  significant  impact  as  defined  in  the 
Department's  criteria  for  internal  review.  The 
changes  all  permit  greater  manufacturing  flexi- 
bility and  do  not  impose  any  additional 
requirements.  The  implementation  of  some  of  the 
standard's  requirements  for  heavy  hauler  trailers 
and  auto  transporters  reflects  the  termination  of 
an  exclusion,  not  new  agency  action.  It  is  also 
found  that  no  significant  adverse  environmental 
impact  will  result  from  these  amendments. 
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In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard  No. 
121  (49  CFR  571.121)  is  amended 

Effective  date  finding:  Due  to  the  short  time 
remaining  before  vehicles  would  have  to  be 
modified  to  comply  with  the  established  January 
1979  requirements,  it  is  found  that  notice  and 
opportunity  for  comment  on  the  delay  of  the 
dynamometer  requirements  for  heavy  hauler 
trailers  to  July  1,  1979,  and  the  parking  brake 
requirements  for  auto  transporter  trailers  to 
January  1,  1980,  is  impracticable  and  contrary  to 
the    public    interest    in    establishing    the    final 


requirements  as  early  as  practicable.  For  the  same 
reason,  it  is  found  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to 
make  the  relieving  amendments  effective 
immediately. 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  document 
are  Duane  Perrin  and  Tad  Herlihy,  respectively. 

Issued  on:  December  11,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 
43  F.R.  58820 
December  18, 1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO 
MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    121 

Air  Brake  Systems — Interpretative  Amendment 
(Docket  No.   75-16;   Notice   26) 


Action:  Final  rule. 

Summary:  This  notice  amends  the  lan^ua^e  of 

Air  Brake  Standard  121  to  reflect  the  U.S.  Court 

of   Appeals   decision    in    PACCAR   v.   Nntionol 

Highway     Tra^c    Safety     Admini'it  ration     and 

Department  of   T ranHportat'ioti.     This   action   is 

intended   to   clear   up   any   confusion    about   the 

effect  of  the  court's  decision  on  portions  of  tlic 

standard. 

Effective  date:  August  f).  1970. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Roger  Tilton,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street.  S.W..  Wasli- 
ington,  D.C.  (202-426-9511). 

Supplementary  information:  Standard  No.  121 
(49  CFR  .571.121)  regulates  the  braking  system 
performance  of  air-braked  trticks.  buses,  and 
trailers.  The  standard  has  Ijeen  in  effect  since 
January  1975  for  trailers  and  Marcli  1975  for 
trucks  and  buses.  Petitions  for  judicial  review 
of  the  standard  were  filed  and  resulted  in  in- 
validation of  three  aspects  of  the  air  l)rake  regu- 
lation (see  PACCAR  \.  NETS  A  and  DOT.  573 
F.2d  632.  Cir.  1978.  cert  denied.  October  2,  1978). 
The  agency  explained  its  interpretation  of  the 
court's  action  in  three  Federal  Register  notices 
(4.3  FR  .39.390.  September  5.  1978;  43  FR  48646. 
October  19.  1978;  43  FR  58820,  December  18. 
1978)  and  in  several  meetings  held  with  equip- 
ment and  vehicle  manufacturers  and  air-lirakc 
vehicle  users. 

It  has  become  apparent  that  some  confusion 
exists  with  regard  to  the  agency's  interpretatioii 
of  the  comljined  effect  of  two  aspects  of  the 
court's  decision.  The  first  is  the  agency's  view 
that  the  court  in\-alidated  the  "no  lockup''  por- 


tions of  S5.3.1  and  S5.3.2  insofar  as  they  apply 
to  trucks  and  trailers,  along  with  the  related 
stopping  distances  of  293  feet  for  service  brake 
capability  and  613  feet  for  emergency  brake 
capability  (720  for  truck-tractors  in  the  un- 
loaded condition)  established  for  60-mph  loaded 
and  unloaded  stopping  tests  under  S5.3.1  and 
So. 7  for  trucks.  The  second  is  the  agency's  view 
that  the  court  invalidated  the  "skid  number'' 
measurement  technique  of  test  surface  frictional 
characteristics  foi-  use  in  measuring  whether 
trucks  meet  the  sti-ict  stopping  distance  require- 
ments of  the  standard.  The  Court  found  that 
while  the  "skid  numliei'"  of  a  surface  is  an  olijec- 
tive  measurement,  it  is  not  a  practicable  test 
method  for  manufacturers  since  normal  fluctua- 
tions for  a  given  load  surface  would  require 
manufactures  to  o\eicompensate  by  testing  their 
vehicles  on  road  surfaces  sul)stantially  slicker 
than  the  regulation  rei|uires.  The  agency  acted 
to  correct  the  skid  numlier  variability  problem 
and  measurement  technifpie  but  subsequently 
withdrew  the  correction  as  it  I'clated  to  skid 
number  variability  liecause  of  disagreement  both 
over  the  meaning  of  tiie  coui't's  opinion  and  the 
consequences  of  the  modification  adopted  (43 
FR  .58820;  December  18.  1978). 

Several  references  by  the  agency  to  the  fact 
that  the  court  did  not  invalidate  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  other  than  the  60-mph  stops 
for  trucks  have  apparently  been  taken  to  mean 
that  the  agency  is  in  a  position  to  enforce  com- 
pliance with  all  icmaining  stopping  distances. 
The  fact  that  the  standard's  stopping  distances 
remain  completely  valid  for  buses  may  contribute 
to  this  view.  Tn  fact,  the  court's  remand  to  the 
agency  of  the  skid  number  specification  and  dura- 
tion   of    time    interval    between    repetitive    road 
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tests  effectively  precludes  the  agency  from  en- 
forcinfr  compliance  with  any  road  test  re(iiiiic- 
ment  for  trucks  and  trailers  at  any  speed  on  wet 
or  dry  surfaces.  It  is  apparent  tliat  amendment 
of  the  lanofuaire  of  tlu'  standard  to  reflect  the 
court's  actions  would  be  lieneficial  to  end  any 
confusion  that  may  exist.  Tlie  i)uri)()sc  of  thi> 
notice   is   to   maivc   tiiat    amendment. 

It  is  noted  that  tiiis  action  lias  no  effect  on 
the  requirements  for  huses.  or  on  the  application 
and  release  timinjj:.  d3-namometei'.  oi'  parkinu' 
brake  requirements  for  all  vehicles.  Foi-  this 
reason,  the  XHTSA  is  not  amending  the  test 
procedures  which  are  applicable  to  vehicles  or 
requirements  othei-  than  those  addi-esscd  by  the 
court. 

The  agency  is  amending  tlie  a[)[)lication  sec- 
tion of  the  standard  to  state  that  trucks  and 
trailers  need  not  comply  with  ceitain  paragrajihs 
of  the  regulation.  T\w  i-egulation  is  being 
amended  in  this  manner  rather  than  deleting  oi- 
revising  the  woi'ding  of  each  of  the  affected 
sections  in  order  to  disturb  the  actual  text  of 
the  standard  as  little  as  possilile.  In  that  way. 
the  affected  sections  can  most  easily  be  reinstated 
when  suitable  solutions  to  the  requirements  laid 
down  by  the  Court  ai'e  found.  In  addition,  by  re- 
taining the  standard's  language  in  its  existing 
form,  manufacturers  are  made  aware  of  what 
the  agency  still  considers  to  be  I'easonable  stand- 
ards for  minimum  acceptable  pei'formance.  and 
those  manufacturers  that  wish  to  construct  their 
vehicles  in   accoi-dance    with   the   non-mandatoi'v 


sections  of  the  standard  will  have  the  necessary 
guidance  to  do  so.  The  agency  also  has  taken 
this  opportunity  to  delete  from  .*>;>  references  to 
temporary   exclusion-   «liic]i    ha\'e   expired. 

Effectivi'  ildfc  fihiliiKj:  The  agency  is  is.-uing 
an  interpretatixe  amendment  that  merely  con- 
forms that  -tandard",-  language  to  its  meaning 
following  the  remand  by  the  Ninth  Circuit,  and 
tlierefnre  the  amendment  does  not  change  the 
standard  in  any  respect.  Accoi'dingly.  it  is  found 
for  good  cause  shown  that  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  conmient  are  unnecessary  and  that  an 
effective  date  for  the  aiuendments  sooner  than 
;>()  days  from  the  date  of  pnbliration  in  the 
Fi<Ji  ral  R((jht(  r  i.-  justified. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  \-l\  (49  CFK  .■)71.1-J1)  is  amended  by  i-eplac- 
ing  the  last  paragrapli  of  S:')  with  tlie  followim:' 
paragraph : 

Xotwithstanding  any  language  lo  the  contrary, 
sections  S5.3.1.  S.").:;.!.!.  ^:^:.\:l.  S."i.:i.-.^.l.  ^:^:-\:l:l. 
S;').?.!  and  S.").?.:)  of  this  standard  are  not  a|ipli- 
cable  to  trucks  and  trailers. 

The  program  official  and  lawyei'  principally 
i'esponsil)le  for  the  de\elopment  of  this  document 
are  Duane  Perrin  and  Roger  Tilton.  respecti\ely. 

Issued  on :  August  :i  1979. 

.loan  Claybrook 
-Vdministrator 

44    F.R.    46849 
August    9,     1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO 
MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.    121 


Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.   75- 

Action:  Final  rule. 

Summary:  This  notice  amends  the  air  l)rake 
standard  to  expand  the  latitude  whicli  a  ve- 
hicle manufacturer  has  in  selectintr  means  to 
comply  with  the  parking  brake  requirements. 
The  amendment  makes  final  one  of  .several 
chanjies  to  the  parkinp  and  emergency  brake  re- 
quirements that  had  been  proposed  previously. 
The  other  proposed  chan<res  liave  been  reexamined 
in  lifrlit  of  conunents  to  the  proposal  and  to  a 
separate  proposal  outlininjr  plans  for  replace- 
ment of  FMVSS  121  by  a  new  standard.  .  The 
XHTSA  has  decided  to  suspend  rulemakin<r 
action  on  those  items  until  research  results  and 
other  furtlier  information  is  available. 
Effective  date:  August  9.  1979. 
For  further  information  contact: 

^Ir.  Duane  Perrin.  Office  of  Crash  Avoidance. 
\ational  Hifrhway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration. Washinoton.  D.C..  20590  (202-12fi- 
21.53). 

Supplementary  inforynation :  Standard  No.  121 
(49  CFR  .571.121)  re<rulates  the  brakin.s:  system 
performance  of  air-braked  trucks,  buses,  and 
trailers.  The  standard  has  been  in  effect  for 
trailers  since  January  1.  1975.  and  for  trucks  and 
buses  since  ^larch  1.  1975.  The  standard  con- 
tains requirements  for  service  brake  systems, 
emergency  brake  systems,  and  parking  brake 
systems. 

Sloi'e  than  four  years'  experience  with  tlie 
standard  on  the  part  of  manufacturers,  users,  the 
agency,  and  other  interested  parties  indicate  a 
possibility  that  some  of  the  emergency  and  park- 
ing brake  performance  requii'ements  could  be 
more  broadly  stated  to  allow  new  design  options 
that    offei-   a    level   of   safety   e(]uivalent    to   tliat 


— Parking   Brakes 
16;   Notice   27) 

offered  by  existing  designs.  On  September  14. 
1978,  the  XHTSA  issued  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  (43  FR  41()5f))  that  would  liave  sub- 
stantially revised  the  pai'king  lirake  I'equirements 
for  all  vehicles  and  the  emergency  brake  require- 
ments for  ti-ailers.  .Subsequent  to  the  issuance 
of  that  proposal,  a  mandate  was  issued  by  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Xinth  Circuit,  in- 
validating cei'tain  aspects  of  P^MVS.S  1-Jl  (43 
FR  4S64fi.  October  19.  197s).  In  liglit  of  the 
court  decision,  tlie  XHT.SA  lias  tentatively  de- 
cided to  issue  a  new  lieavy  duty  veliicle  brake 
standard.  FMV.^.S  130.  wliich  will  eventually 
replace  FMVS.S  121.  An  Advance  Xotice  of 
Proposed  Rulemaking  (AXPR^I)  on  .Standard 
Xo.  130  was  issued  in  February  (44  FR  9783, 
February  15,  1979). 

Responses  to  the  AXPRM  on  Standard  Xo. 
130  underscored  the  need  for  stability  in  the 
industry.  To  achieve  stability,  commenters  sug- 
gested avoiding  unnecessaiy  changes  in  .Standard 
Xo.  121.  which  remains  in  effect  until  FMV.SS 
130  is  issued.  In  addition,  commenters  on  the 
September  notice  pointed  out  areas  where  some 
of  the  proposed  changes  need  further  research 
and  consideration.  For  these  reasons,  most  of 
the  changes  to  the  parking  and  emergency  brake 
sections  of  .Standard  Xo.  121  that  wei'e  proposed 
in  September  are  being  tentatively  i)ut  aside. 
Some  of  the  changes  proposed  in  the  .September 
notice  may  be  raised  again  in  the  new  proposal 
for  .Standard  Xo.  1.30.  after  further  information 
is  ol)tained  by   tlie  agency. 

The  XHTSA  has  determined,  however,  that 
one  of  the  proposed  changes  should  not  be  de- 
layed until  rulemaking  is  completed  on  FMVSS 
130.  That  change  allows  the  application  of  park- 
ing brakes  bv  means  of  service  brake  air.  as  long 
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as  the  application  can  be  made  when  a  faihtre 
exists  in  tlie  service  l)rake  system,  and  as  lon^- 
as  the  parkin<i-  brake  is  lield  in  tlie  applied  posi- 
tion by  mechanical  means.  The  standard  pre- 
vionsly  reqiiired  parking  brakes  to  be  applied 
by  a  separate  enerizy  source,  and  this  change 
allows  an  alternatixe  to  the  s})rin<;-applied  park- 
ino-  brake  systems  now  used.  The  alternative 
systems  could  be  less  costly  and  ha\c  essentially 
the  same  performance  as  current  systems.  Tn 
addition,  the  chan<;e  allow-  more  comi)act  sys- 
tems to  be  produced  for  vehicles  such  as  auto 
transporters  where  space  for  mountini;'  of  com- 
ponents is  at  a   premium. 

The  chanp-es  to  the  parkinp-  brake  a|)plication 
requirements  proi)osed  in  Sei)teml)er  (Docket 
Xo.  7.5-16;  Notice  •22)  were  oppo.sed  by  the  Cali- 
fornia Hishway  Patrol  (CUP),  on  the  assump- 
tion that  a  diaphrafrm  inside  a  brake  chamber 
is  considered  part  of  the  Intake  chamber  housing. 
and  that  the  proposal  would  have  allowed  a  re- 
duction in  safety  over  current  systems.  Previous 
interpretations,  however.  ha\e  clarified  tliat  a 
brake  chamber  housing  is  only  the  outer  body 
of  the  chamber  and  does  not  include  the  dia- 
phrao-m.  Thus,  the  prescribed  performance  nnist 
be  achieved  with  any  type  of  failure  in  the  serv- 
ice brake  system,  includinir  a  ruptured  dia- 
phragm. The  XHTSA  concludes,  therefore,  that 
this  interpretation  satisfies  the  concerns  of  the 
CUP.  The  CUP  also  supiiested  a  sliiiht  reword- 
in<r  to  indicate  that  tlie  i-equired  foive  is  applied 
at  the  drawbar  and  not  in  the  parking  brake 
itself.  The  wording  has  been  changed  somewhat 
to  clarify  that  point. 

The  American  Truckin<r  Associations  (ATA) 
and  Transquip  Industries  objected  to  the  pro- 
posal because  it  would  require  a  second  reservoir 
on  an  air-applied  parking  brake  system  in  order 
for  the  pai'kin.'i'  bi-akes  to  be  applied  in  the  event 
of  a  failure  of  the  service  reservoir.  The 
XHT.SA  miderstands  that  the  use  of  only  one 
reservoii-  would  reduce  cost.  However,  it  would 
also  offer  a  si<rnificant  reduction  in  pei'formance 
as  compared  to  present  systems,  because  certain 
service  brake  system  failures  could  occur  for 
which  there  would  be  no  secondary  means  of 
brakinsr  the  vehicle.  Accordin<rly.  the  XHTSA 
concludes  that    .VTA    and    Transcpiip    Industries' 


objections    do    not    warrant    any    chanjre    in    the 
amendment. 

Traffic  Transport  Enjiineerinp.  an  auto  trans- 
porter manufacturer.  re(iuested  clarification  of 
whether  two  relay  valves  would  be  required  in 
an  air-applied  system,  since  the  parking  brakes 
would  ha\e  to  be  capable  of  application  with 
any  single  failure,  and  the  relay  valve  could  fail. 
Since  relay  valve  failures  are  relati\ely  conunon. 
the  XHT.SA  considers  it  necessary  to  preserve 
the  performance  achieved  by  present  systems. 
Currently,  the  failure  of  a  relay  \alve  would 
not  pre\ent  emergency  application  of  the  trailer 
brakes.  Thus,  if  a  manufacturer  chooses  to 
e(|uip  a  trailei-  with  air-ai)plied  parkinjx  brakes, 
he  would  lune  to  de\ise  a  means  of  achieving 
a  brake  application  in  ca.se  of  failure  of  the  serv- 
ice brake  relay  \'alve.  That  could  be  accom- 
plished 1)V  usiuir  a  second  relay  \alve  and  reser- 
\<)ir. 

The  Dolphin  Brake  Corporation  asked  for 
clarification  of  the  proposed  wording  to  deter- 
bine  whether  or  not  theii-  parking  brake  that 
applies  by  means  of  hydi'aulic  fluid  would  meet 
the  requirements.  The  XITTS.V  believes  that  the 
wording  is  sufficiently  clear  to  indicate  tliat.  like 
an  air-applied  system,  such  a  brake  would  only 
meet  the  requirements  if  a  mechanical  means  of 
holding  the  application  in  the  e\ent  of  loss  of 
fluid   pi'essnre   weie   incorporated. 

Tn  order  to  minimi/-e  thanpes  to  FATVSS  1'21. 
the  amended  wordin<^  for  application  and  hold- 
ing;' will  remain  in  one  paragraph.  S5.6.8.  as  cur- 
rently in  the  standard. 

.Since  this  amendment  relieves  a  i-estriction  it 
is  beinp  made  effective  innnediately. 

In  consideration  of  tlie  forepoinp.  the  first 
sentence  of  paragraph  .S.".. ()..'!  of  Standard  Xo. 
121    (40  CFR   .".Tl.l-Jl)    is  amended   .... 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Duane 
Perrin  of  the  Office  of  Clash  .Vvoidance  and 
Roper  Tilton  of  the   Office   of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  .Vupust  (\  1979. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

44    F.R.   46850 
August    9,     1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO 
MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.    121 


(Docket  No.   75- 

Action:     Correction. 

Summary :  On  Aiifjust  9,  1970.  tlie  XHTSA  \mh- 
lished  in  the  Federal  Reghter  ;i  final  rule  aiiieiul- 
ing  the  applicability  section  (S3)  of  Standanl 
No.  121.  Air  Brake  Sysfema.  That  notice,  whicii 
added  a  sentence  to  the  end  of  S.3,  contained 
an  error  in  its  reference  to  section  S5.7.3.  The 
notice  appears  to  show  that  the  entire  section  of 
S5.7.3  no  longer  applies  to  trucks  and  trailei's. 
when  the  agency  intended  only  for  subpara- 
graphs (a)  and  (b)  to  be  inapplicable  to  trucks 
and  trailers.  These  vehicles  do  have  to  comply 
with  S5.7.3(c).  Accordingly,  the  August  9 
notice  is  corrected  by  changing  the  last  sentence 
of  section  S3  to  read :  Xotwithstanding  any  lan- 
guage to  the  contrary,  sections  Sr).3.1.   Sr).3.1.1. 


Air  Brake  Systems 

16;   Notice   28) 

S5.3.2,  S5.3.2.2,  S.5.7.1.  S5.7.3(a)    and  S5.7.3(b) 


of  this  standard  ai'c  not  applicable  to  truclcs  and 
ti-ailers. 

K-jfrct'tve  (laic:     September  13.  1079. 

For  further  in  format  ion  contart : 

Mr.  Scott  Shadle,  Office  of  Crash  Avoidance, 
Xational  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration. AVashington.  D.C.  20500  (O02_+26- 
2ir.3). 

Issued  on  September  4.  1979. 

Michael  M.   P'inkelstein 
As.sociate  Administrator  for 
Rulemalcing 

44  F.R.  53166 
September  13,   1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO 
MOTOR  VEHICLE   SAFETY  STANDARD   NO. 


121 


Action:     Final  rule;  correction. 


Summary:  On  Au<rust  9,  1979.  the  XHTSA  piil.- 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  a  final  rule  aiiieml- 
m^  the  applicability  section  (S3)  of  Standard 
Xo.  121,  .1?'?'  Brake  SyafemH.  On  Septeniher  13, 
the  agency  publislied  a  r(ji-iection  of  tliat  final 
rule.  An  error  was  made  in  the  September  13. 
correction  wlien  reference  to  section  So. 3. 2.1  was 
inadvertently-  deleted  from  the  notice.  .  Accord- 
innrly,  the  final  rule  is  corrected  l)y  chanfrinfr  tlie 
last  sentence  of  section  S3  to  read :  Xotwith- 
standing  any  language  to  the  contrary,  gg  5.3.1. 
5.3.1.1.  5.-3.2.  5.3.2.1,  5.3.2.2.  5.7.1.  0.7.3(a)  and 
5.7.3(b)  of  this  standard  are  not  applicable  to 
trucks  and  trailers. 


Air  Brake  Systems — Correction 
(Docket  No.   75-16;   Notice   29) 

Effective  date  :    October  1.  1979. 
For  fiirfhir  hifoniKifioti   coiifurf : 

Mr.  .Scott  ShadU".  Office  of  Cra^li  Avoitlance. 
Xational  lliginvay  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration. Washiiigloii.  D.C.  2(Ci9()  (2()l'-426- 
21.")3). 

Issued  on  .September  25.  1079. 


^lichael   M.   Finkelstein 
Associate  Administrator  for 
Rulenuiking 

44  F.R.  57100 
October   4,    1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO 

FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  121 

Air  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  79-03;  Notice  4) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  121, 
Air  Brake  Systems,  to  require  trucks,  buses  and 
trailers  equipped  with  air  brakes  to  have  service 
brake  systems  acting  on  all  wheels.  This  amend- 
ment is  being  made  in  response  to  reports  from 
several  manufacturers  that  some  trucks  and 
trailers  were  soon  to  be  constructed  without  front 
axle  brakes.  The  agency  concludes  that  such  a 
change  would  result  in  a  serious  downgrading 
of  existing  brake  systems  and,  accordingly, 
issues  this  amendment  to  prevent  this  from  hap- 
pening. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  This  amendment  is  effective  July 
24, 1980 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  John  Machey,  Crash  Avoidance  Division, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh 
Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590 
(202-426-1714) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  October  18, 
1979,  the  agency  published  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  (44  FR  60120)  proposing  the  implemen- 
tation of  a  small  part  of  a  new  safety  standard. 
Standard  No.  130,  Heavy  Duty  Vehicle  Brake 
Systems.  The  agency  has  also  issued  two  ANPRMs 
relating  to  long-  and  short-term  rulemaking  issues 
concerning  Standard  No.  130.  Resolution  of  the 
issues  raised  in  those  notices  will  occur  after  all 
necessary  agency  research  and  analyses  have  been 
completed.  The  October  18  notice,  which  was  very 
limited  in  its  scope,  proposed  the  implementation 
of  a  requirement  that  heavy  duty  vehicles  have 
brakes  acting  on  all  wheels.  The  requirement  was 
proposed  in  response  to  a  developing  problem  that 
was  brought  to  the  agency's  attention  by  both 


vehicle  and  equipment  manufacturers  concerning 
front  axle  brakes. 

Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  formerly 
required  trucks  and  trailers  to  comply  with  certain 
stopping  distances  and  other  road  test  require- 
ments. To  achieve  these  requirements,  trucks  and 
trailers  were  equipped  with  front  axle  brakes 
which  aid  significantly  in  improving  vehicle  stop- 
ping capability.  However,  in  PACCAR  v.  NHTSA, 
573  F.2d,  632  (9th  Cir.  1978)  cert,  den'd  439  U.S. 
862,  the  road  test  requirements  were  invalidated 
as  they  apply  to  trucks  and  trailers.  In  light  of  this 
development,  several  manufacturers  tentatively 
decided  to  remove  front  axle  brakes  as  a  way  to 
reduce  slightly  the  costs  associated  with  the  pro- 
duction of  heavy  duty  vehicles. 

When  the  agency  discovered  that  manufacturers 
intended  to  remove  front  axle  brakes,  the  NHTSA 
reexamined  data  available  to  it  concerning  the  ef- 
fect that  such  a  removal  of  brakes  would  have  upon 
the  capability  of  these  vehicles  to  make  safe  stops. 
The  results  of  this  examination,  which  were  de- 
tailed in  the  proposal  and  which  are  available  in 
the  docket,  lead  the  agency  to  conclude  that  the 
removal  of  front  axle  brakes  increases  a  vehicle's 
stopping  distance.  The  amount  of  this  increase 
depends  upon  the  type  of  vehicle,  the  vehicle 
loading  and  the  effectiveness  of  its  remaining 
brake  systems.  Sometimes  the  increase  in  stopping 
distances  is  substantial. 

The  agency  considers  any  increase  in  the  stop- 
ping distance  of  heavy  vehicles  to  be  contrary  to 
the  interests  of  safety.  Existing  heavy  duty 
vehicles  equipped  with  front  axle  brakes  already 
have  longer  stopping  distances  than  many  smaller 
vehicles  on  the  road.  This  disparity  in  the  stopping 
distances  between  large  and  small  vehicles  in- 
creases the  likelihood  of  accidents  between 
vehicles  when  both  are  involved  in  emergency 
braking  maneuvers.  To  permit  a  reduction  in  the 
braking  capabilities  of  heavy  vehicles,  that  would 
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result  in  exacerbating  the  disparity  between  the 
stopping  distances  of  heavy  and  lighter  vehicles, 
could  result  in  an  increased  risk  of  accidents  to  the 
occupants  of  both  vehicle  groups.  To  prevent  the 
downgrading  of  heavy  vehicle  brake  systems,  the 
agency  issued  its  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  to 
require  brakes  acting  on  all  wheels. 

Sixteen  comments  were  received  in  response  to 
the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking.  Most  of  the 
commenters  concurred  with  the  agency's  attempt 
to  prevent  the  downgrading  of  heavy  duty  vehicle 
brake  systems.  However,  many  of  the  commenters 
raised  minor  objections  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
proposed  action  was  to  be  taken. 

The  largest  single  complaint  from  the  com- 
menters concerning  the  proposal  was  that  it  would 
implement  only  a  small  portion  of  a  new  safety 
standard.  Many  commenters  suggested  that  the 
agency  should  not  implement  any  part  of  that 
standard  (Standard  No.  130)  until  all  research  has 
been  completed  and  the  agency  is  prepared  to 
issue  the  standard  in  its  entirety.  In  connection 
with  this  comment,  several  manufacturers  sug- 
gested that  the  proposed  amendment  would  be 
more  appropriately  placed  in  Standard  No.  121. 

Manufacturers  argued  the  merits  of  amending 
Standard  No.  121  rather  than  implementing  Stand- 
ard No.  130  in  several  ways.  First,  they  argued 
that  by  implementing  Standard  No.  130  in  a 
piecemeal  fashion,  the  agency  is  subjecting  itself  to 
many  of  the  criticisms  that  have  surrounded 
Standard  No.  121.  Therefore,  they  suggested  that 
the  agency  defer  action  on  Standard  No.  130  until  a 
complete  standard  can  be  issued.  Further,  they 
stated  that  the  implementation  of  a  new  safety 
standard  would  increase  paperwork  and  would  re- 
quire changes  in  certification  labels  and  incomplete 
vehicle  documents.  They  suggest  these  changes 
would  add  costs  and  would  require  extending  the 
leadtime  before  the  proposed  requirement  could 
become  effective.  On  the  other  hand,  manufac- 
turers stated  that  an  amendment  of  Standard  No. 
121  would  not  require  them  to  change  certification 
labels  or  modify  incomplete  vehicle  documents. 
This  would  lower  the  costs  associated  with  the  pro- 
posal. Also,  the  leadtime  for  implementing  a 
change  in  Standard  No.  121  would  be  minimal. 

In  response  to  the  manufacturers  first  argument 
that  no  portion  of  Standard  No.  130  should  be  im- 
plemented until  the  entire  standard  is  ready  for 
issuance,   the   agency   disagrees.   Currently,   the 


NHTSA  is  conducting  several  research  programs 
concerning  heavy  duty  vehicle  brakes.  Some  of  this 
rulemaking  is  long-term  while  some  is  short-term. 
The  agency  contemplates  implementation  of  some 
portions  of  the  short-term  rulemaking  actions  prior 
to  obtaining  information  on  all  of  its  long-term 
rulemaking  goals.  This  is  the  typical  rulemaking 
process  for  many  of  the  agency's  standards.  It  is 
not  in  the  interest  of  safety  to  defer  short-term 
safety  gains  while  waiting  for  the  results  of  long- 
term  safety  rulemaking. 

The  agency  is  more  persuaded  by  the  manufac- 
turers's  second  argument  that  implementation  of  a 
portion  of  Standard  No.  130  at  this  time  would  un- 
necessarily impose  additional  paperwork  burdens 
upon  manufacturers,  whereas  amending  Standard 
No.  121  to  accomplish  the  same  result  would  not  in- 
crease their  paperwork  burdens.  As  the  NHTSA 
indicated  in  the  notice  proposing  this  amendment, 
the  agency  seeks  only  to  maintain  the  existing 
quality  of  braking  systems.  Whether  this  goal  is 
achieved  by  amending  Standard  No.  121  or  im- 
plementing part  of  Standard  No.  130  is  not  impor- 
tant to  the  agency.  However,  since  manufacturers 
would  prefer  amending  Standard  No.  121  and  since 
implementing  part  of  Standard  No.  130  would  be 
more  costly,  the  agency  agrees  with  those  com- 
menters who  would  prefer  an  amendment  of  Stand- 
ard No.  121,  and  that  standard  is  amended  by  this 
notice.  Several  commenters  objected  to  the  pro- 
posal on  the  grounds  that  it  was  a  design  standard 
rather  than  a  performance  standard.  These  com- 
menters suggested  that  the  agency  should  delay 
amendments  implementing  any  requirements  until 
the  correct  performance  requirements  are 
developed.  The  agency  disagrees. 

All  of  the  agency's  safety  standards  affect 
design  choices  to  some  degree.  The  very  setting  of 
any  performance  standard  implies  some  narrowing 
of  design  choice.  Although  the  agency  attempts  to 
minimize  the  effect,  in  some  instances  a  significant 
limitation  on  design  is  necessary  to  secure  a  par- 
ticular type  of  safety  improvement.  Standard  No. 
121  does  not  differ  from  other  safety  standards  in 
its  effect  on  design.  It  uses  performance  re- 
quirements although  some  elements  of  design  are 
restricted.  Even  though  this  amendment  increases 
slightly  the  standard's  effect  on  design  choice,  the 
standard  remains  performance  oriented.  Further, 
the  effect  of  the  old  standard  was  to  require  brakes 
acting  on  all  wheels.  Although  this  amendment  is 
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more  specific  in  that  requirement,  the  result  is 
the  same.  Commenters  should  note  that  the 
agency  is  not  specifying  the  design  of  the  brakes 
that  must  be  used  on  each  wheel.  Accordingly, 
the  NHTSA  concludes  that  this  amendment  does 
not  substantially  or  unnecessarily  affect  design 
and  allows  manufacturers  significant  flexibility  in 
the  design  and  improvement  of  their  braking 
systems. 

As  a  result  of  the  PACCAR  decision  and  the 
resulting  possibility  of  brake  performance  down- 
grading, the  agency  is  forced  to  take  immediate 
corrective  action.  The  PACCAR  decision  raised 
questions  concerning  the  stopping  distance  re- 
quirements for  trucks  and  trailers.  The  Court 
urged  the  agency  to  reexamine  its  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  and  to  ensure  the  propriety 
of  any  requirement  that  might  be  reimposed.  In 
response,  the  agency  has  commenced  exploratory 
rulemaking  to  determine  the  appropiate  stopping 
distances  for  trucks  and  trailers.  When  the 
rulemaking  is  completed,  it  is  contemplated  that 
stopping  distance  requirements  will  be  reim- 
posed. The  agency  cannot  reimpose  those  re- 
quirements until  the  research  is  completed.  Given 
the  absence  of  stopping  distance  requirements 
for  trucks  and  trailers,  and  the  time  required  for 
reimplementing  stopping  distances  and  the  im- 
mediate problem  of  brake  system  downgrading, 
the  agency  must  adopt  a  more  expedient  ap- 
proach to  prevent  the  existing  levels  of  safety  in 
heavy-duty  vehicle  brakes  from  being  reduced. 

Kelsey-Hayes  supported  this  rulemaking  ac- 
tion but  at  the  same  time  requested  an  inter- 
pretation of  an  entirely  unrelated  section  of 
Standard  No.  121.  Unrelated  requests  for  inter- 
pretations should  not  be  included  with  docket 
comments  on  a  specific  proposal.  The  agency  will, 
however,  respond  to  Kelsey-Hayes  by  a  letter  or 
in  a  separate  notice. 

In  accordance  with  Executive  Order  12044,  the 
agency  has  reviewed  the  impacts  of  this  proposed 
amendment  and  has  determined  that  it  is  not 
significant.  Since  the  amendment  will  merely  re- 
quire manufacturers  to  continue  to  manufacture 
vehicles  as  they  are  doing  currently,  the  costs 
associated  with  this  amendment  will  be  minimal. 
Further,  the  agency  has  adopted  the  manufac- 
turers' suggestions  to  incorporate  this  amend- 
ment in  Standard  No.  121  to  further  minimize  the 
possibility  of  any  increased  costs. 


Since  this  amendment  imposed  no  additional 
burdens  upon  any  manufacturer  and  only  re- 
quires manufacturers  to  continue  existing 
manufacturing  practices  and  since  it  is  in  the  in- 
terest of  safety  to  prohibit  as  soon  as  possible  the 
manufacture  of  vehicles  without  front  axle 
brakes,  the  amendment  is  effective  45  days  after 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register.  In  the  notice 
proposing  this  amendment,  commenters  objected 
to  an  immediate  effective  date  especially  if  the 
amendment  were  made  in  Standard  No.  130.  Com- 
menters indicated  that  more  time  would  be  re- 
quired to  change  certification  labels.  Since  the 
amendment  is  being  incorporated  into  the  ex- 
isting Standard  No.  121,  the  agency  considers 
these  objections  to  the  effective  date  to  be  no 
longer  valid.  Nonetheless,  the  agency  is  giving  45 
days  of  leadtime  to  ensure  that  all  manufacturers 
have  ample  time  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing.  Volume  49  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  571  is 
amended  by  revising  Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake 
Systems,  as  follows: 

1.  A  new  paragraph  S5.1.8  is  added  to  49  CFR 
Part  571.121  to  read: 

S5.1.8  Brake  distribution.  Each  vehicle  shall  be 
equipped  with  a  service  brake  system  acting  on 
all  wheels. 

2.  A  new  paragraph  S5.2.2  is  added  to  49  CFR 
Part  571.121  to  read: 

S5.2.2  Brake  distribution.  Each  trailer  shall  be 
equipped  with  a  service  brake  system  acting  on 
all  wheels. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  John 
Machey  of  the  Crash  Avoidance  Division  and 
Roger  Tilton  of  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  June  2,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  38380 
June  9,  1980 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  121 


Air  Brake  Systems— Trucks,  Buses  and  Trailers 
(Docket  Nos.  70-16,  70-17;  Notice  No.  2) 


51 .  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  perform- 
ance and  equipment  requirements  for  braking 
systems  on  vehicles  equipped  with  air  brake 
systems. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  insure  safe  braking  performance  under  normal 
and  emergency  conditions. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
trucks,  buses,  and  trailers  equipped  with  air 
brake  systems.    However,  it  does  not  apply  to: 

(a)  Any  vehicle  that  has  an  overall  vehicle 
width  of  more  than  102  inches  with  extendable 
equipment  in  the  fully  retracted  position; 

(b)  Any  vehicle  equipped  with  an  axle  that 
has  a  gross  axle  weight  rating  (GAWR)  of 
29,000  pounds  or  more; 

(c)  Any  truck  or  bus  that  has  a  speed  attain- 
able in  2  miles  of  not  more  than  33  mph; 

(d)  Any  truck  that  has  a  speed  attainable  in 
2  miles  of  not  more  than  45  mph,  an  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  that  is  not  less  than  95  percent 
of  its  GVWR,  and  no  capacity  to  carry  occu- 
pants other  than  the  driver  and  operating  crew; 

(e)  Any  trailer  that  has  a  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating  GVWR  of  more  than  120,000  pounds 
and  whose  body  conforms  to  that  described  in 
the  definition  of  "Heavy  hauler  trailer"  set  forth 
in  S4; 

(f)  Any  trailer  that  has  an  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  which  is  not  less  than  95  percent  of  its 
GVWR;  and 

(g)  Any  load  divider  dolly. 

In  addition,  the  standard  does  not  apply  to  a 
heavy  hauler  trailer  manufactured  before  Jan- 
uary 1,  1979;  any  vehicle  manufactured  before 
January    1,    1979,    that,    in    combination    with 


another  vehicle,  constitutes  a  part  of  an  auto 
transporter;  and  any  vehicle  manufactured  be- 
fore September  1,  1977,  that  has  a  GAWR  for 
any  axle  of  24,000  pounds  or  more,  or  two  or 
more  front  steerable  axles  with  a  GAWR  of 
16,000  pounds  or  more  for  each  axle. 

S4.     Definitions. 

"Air  brake  system"  means  a  system  that  uses 
air  as  a  medium  for  transmitting  pressure  or 
force  from  the  driver  control  to  the  service  brake, 
but  does  not  include  a  system  that  uses  com- 
pressed air  or  vacuum  only  to  assist  the  driver  in 
applying  muscular  force  to  hydraulic  or  me- 
chanical components. 

"Antilock  system"  means  a  portion  of  a  serv- 
ice brake  system  that  automatically  controls  the 
degree  of  rotational  wheel  slip  at  one  or  more 
road  wheels  of  the  vehicle  during  braking. 

"Auto  transporter"  means  a  truck  and  a 
trailer  designed  for  use  in  combination  to  trans- 
port motor  vehicles,  in  that  the  towing  vehicle 
is  designed  to  carry  cargo  at  a  location  other 
than  the  fifth  wheel  and  to  load  this  cargo  only 
by  means  of  the  towed  vehicle. 

"Heavy  hauler  trailer"  means  a  trailer  with 
one  or  more  of  the  following  characteristics: 

(1)  Its  brake  lines  are  designed  to  adapt  to 
separation  or  extension  of  the  vehicle  frame; 
or 

(2)  Its  body  consists  only  of  a  platform 
whose  primary  cargo-carrying  surface  is  not 
more  than  40  inches  above  the  ground  in  an 
unloaded  condition,  except  that  it  may  include 
sides  that  are  designed  to  be  easily  removable 
and  a  permanent  "front-end  structure"  as  that 
term  is  used  in  (^  393.106  of  this  title. 
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"Initial  brake  temperature"  means  the  average 
temperature  of  the  service  brakes  on  the  hottest 
axle  of  the  vehicle  0.2  miles  before  any  brake 
application. 

"Load  divider  dolly"  means  a  trailer  com- 
posed of  a  trailer  chassis  and  one  or  more  axles, 
writh  no  solid  bed,  body,  or  container  attached, 
and  which  is  designed  exclusively  to  support 
a  portion  of  the  load  on  a  trailer  or  truck  ex- 
cluded from  all  the  requirements  of  this  stand- 
ard. 

"Skid  number"  means  the  frictional  resistance 
of  a  pavement  measured  in  accordance  with 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials 
Method  "E-274-70  (as  revised  July  1974)"  at  40 
mph,  omitting  water  delivery  as  specified  in  para- 
graphs S7.1  and  7.2"  of  that  method. 

"Speed  attainable  in  two  miles"  means  the 
speed  attainable  by  accelerating  at  maximum  rate 
from  a  standing  start  for  two  miles  on  a  level 
surface. 

S5.  Requirements.  Each  vehicle  shall  meet 
the  following  requirements  under  the  conditions 
specified  in  S6. 

S5.1     Required    equipment— truclts    and    buses. 

Each   truck   and   bus   shall   have   the   following 
equipment: 

55.1.1  Air  Compressor.  An  air  compressor  of 
sufficient  capacity  to  increase  air  pressure  in  the 
supply  and  service  reservoirs  from  85  pounds  per 
square  inch  (psi)  to  100  (psi)  when  the  engine 
is  operating  at  the  vehicle  manufacturer's  maxi- 
mum recommended  rpm  within  a  time,  in  seconds, 
determined  by  the  quotient 

actual  reservoir  capacity  x  25 
required  reservoir  capacity 

55.1.2  Reservoirs.  One  or  more  service  reser- 
voir systems,  from  which  air  is  delivered  to  the 
brake  chambers,  and  either  an  automatic  con- 
densate drain  valve  for  each  service  reservoir  or 
a  supply  reservoir  between  the  service  reservoir 
system  and  the  source  of  air  pressure. 

S5.1.2.1  The  combined  volume  of  all  service 
reservoirs  and  supply  reservoirs  shall  be  at  least 
twelve  times  the  combined  volume  of  all  service 
brake  chambers  at  maximum  travel  of  the  pistons 
or  diaphragms. 


55.1.2.2  Each  reservoir  shall  be  capable  of 
withstanding  an  internal  hydrostatic  pressure  of 
five  times  the  compressor  cutout  pressure  or  500 
p.s.i.,  whichever  is  greater  for  10  minutes. 

55.1.2.3  Each  service  reservoir  system  shall  be 
protected  against  loss  of  air  pressure  due  to 
failure  or  leakage  in  the  system  between  the 
service  reservoir  and  the  source  of  air  pressure, 
by  check  valves  or  equivalent  devices  whose 
proper  functioning  can  be  checked  without  dis- 
connecting any  air  line  or  fitting. 

55.1.2.4  Each  reservoir  shall  have  condensate 
drain  valve  that  can  be  manually  operated. 

S5.1.2.3    Towing  vehicle  protection  system.     If 

the  vehicle  is  intended  to  tow  another  vehicle 
equipped  with  air  brakes,  a  system  to  protect  the 
air  pressure  in  the  towing  vehicle  from  the  effects 
of  a  loss  of  air  pressure  in  the  towed  vehicle. 

55.1.4  Pressure  gauge.  A  pressure  gauge  in 
each  service  brake  system,  readily  visible  to  a 
person  seated  in  the  normal  driving  position, 
that  indicates  the  service  reservoir  system  air 
pressure.  The  accuracy  of  the  gauge  shall  be 
within  plus  or  minus  7  percent  of  the  compressor 
cut-out  pressure. 

55.1.5  Warning  signal.  A  signal,  other  than 
a  pressure  gauge,  that  gives  a  continuous  warn- 
ing to  a  person  in  the  normal  driving  position 
when  the  ignition  is  in  the  "on"  or  "run"  position 
and  the  air  pressure  in  the  service  reservoir  sys- 
tem is  below  60  psi.  The  signal  shall  be  either 
visible  within  the  driver's  forward  field  of  view, 
or  both  audible  and  visible. 

55.1.6  Antilock  warning  signal.  A  signal  on 
each  vehicle  equipped  with  an  antilock  system 
that  gives  a  continuous  warning  to  a  person  in 
the  normal  driving  position  when  the  ignition  is 
in  the  "on"  or  "run"  position  in  the  event  of  a 
total  electrical  failure  of  the  antilock  system. 
The  signal  shall  be  either  visible  within  the 
driver's  forward  field  of  view  or  both  audible, 
for  a  duration  of  at  least  10  seconds,  and  con- 
tinuously visible.  The  signal  shall  operate  in  the 
specified  manner  each  time  the  ignition  is  re- 
turned to  the  "on"  or  "run"  position. 

55.1.7  Service    brake    stop    lamp    switch.    A 

switch  that  lights  the  stop  lamps  when  the  service 
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brake  control  is  statically  depressed  to  a  point  that 
produces  a  pressure  of  6  psi  or  less  in  the  service 
brake  chambers. 

S5.1.8  Brake  distribution.  Each  vehicle  shall  be 
equipped  with  a  service  brake  system  acting  on  all 
wheels. 


S5.2     Required  equipment— trailers. 

shall  have  the  following  equipment: 


Each  trailer 


55.2.1  Reservoirs.  One  or  more  reservoirs  to 
which  the  air  is  delivered  from  the  towing  vehicle. 

55.2.1.1  A  reservoir  shall  be  provided  that  is 
capable,  when  pressurized  to  90  psi,  of  releasing  the 
vehicle's  parking  brakes  at  least  once  and  that  is 
unaffected  by  a  loss  of  air  pressure  in  the  service 
brake  system. 

55.2.1.2  Total  service  reservoir  volume  shall  be 
at  least  eight  times  the  combined  volume  of  all  serv- 
ice brake  chambers  at  maximum  travel  of  the 
pistons  or  diaphragms. 

55.2.1.3  Each  reservoir  shall  be  capable  of 
withstanding  an  internal  hydrostatic  pressure  of 
500  p.s.i.  for  10  minutes. 

55.2.1.4  Each  reservoir  shall  have  a  condensate 
drain  valve  that  can  be  manually  operated. 

55.2.1.5  Each  service  reservoir  shall  be  pro- 
tected against  loss  of  air  pressure  due  to  failure  or 
leakage  in  the  system  between  the  service  reservoir 
and  its  source  of  air  pressure  by  check  valves  or 
equivalent  devices. 

55.2.2  Brake  distribution.  Each  trailer  shall  be 
equipped  with  a  service  brake  system  acting  on  all 
wheels. 

S5.3  Service  brakes— road  tests.  The  service 
brake  system  on  each  truck  and  bus  shall,  under  the 
conditions  of  S6.1,  meet  the  requirements  of  S5.3.1, 
S5.3.3,  and  S5.3.4  when  tested  without  adjustments 
other  than  those  specified  in  this  standard.  The 
service  brake  system  on  each  trailer  shall,  under  the 
conditions  of  S6.1,  meet  the  requirements  of  S5.3.2, 
S5.3.3,  and  S5.3.4  when  tested  without  adjustments 
other  than  those  specified  in  this  standard.  How- 
ever, the  truck  and  trailer  portions  of  an  auto 
transporter  (if  both  are  manufactured  after  January 
1,  1979)  shall,  in  combination,  meet  the  require- 
ments of  S5.3.1  as  they  apply  to  a  single  unit  truck 
or  bus,  in  place  of  the  requirements  of  S5.3.2  as  they 
apply  to  the  trailer  portion,  and  in  place  of  the  re- 


quirements of  S5.3.1  as  they  apply  to  the  truck  por- 
tion in  the  loaded  condition. 

S5.3.1     Stopping    distance— trucks    and    buses. 

Except  for  a  school  bus  when  stopped  six  times  for 
each  combination  of  weight,  speed,  and  road  condi- 
tion specified  in  S5.3.1.1,  in  the  sequence  specified 
in  Table  I,  the  vehicle  shall  stop  at  least  once  in  not 
more  than  the  distance  specified  in  Table  II, 
measured  from  the  point  at  which  movement  of  the 
service  brake  control  begins,  without  any  part  of  the 
vehicle  leaving  the  roadway  and  without  lockup  of 
any  wheel  at  speeds  above  10  mph  except  for 

(a)  Controlled  lockup  of  wheels  of  not  more  than 
one  second  allowed  by  an  antilock  system,  or 

(b)  Lockup  of  wheels  on  nonsteerable  axles  other 
than  the  two  rearmost  nonliftable,  nonsteerable 
axles  on  a  vehicle  with  more  than  two  nonsteerable 
axis. 

TABLE  I 
STOPPING  SEQUENCE 

1.  Burnish 

2.  Control  traOer  service  brake  stops  at  60  mph 
(for  truck-tractors  tested  with  a  control  trailer 
in  accordance  with  S6.1.10.6). 

3.  Control  trailer  emergency  brake  stops  at  60 
mph  (for  truck-tractors  tested  with  a  control 
trailer  in  accordance  with  S6.1.10.7). 

4.  Stops  with  vehicle  at  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating: 

(a)  20  mph  service  brake  stops  on  skid  number 

range  71-81. 
(h)  60  mph  service  brake  stops  on  skid  number 

range  71-81. 

(c)  20  mph  service  brake  stops  on  skid  number 
range  20-30. 

(d)  20   mph   emergency   brake   stops   on   skid 
number  range  71-81. 

(e)  60   mph   emergency   brake   stops   on   skid 
number  range  71-81. 

5.  Parking  brake  test  with  vehicle  loaded  to 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating. 

6.  Stops  with  vehicle  at  unloaded  weight  plus 
500  lb.: 

(a)  20  mph  service  brake  stops  on  skid  number 
range  71-81. 
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(b)  60  mph  service  brake  stops  on  skid  number 
range  71-81. 

(c)  20  mph  service  brake  stops  on  skid  number 
range  20-30. 


on 


,(d)  20  mph  emergency  brake   stops 
number  range  71-81. 

(e)  60   mph   emergency  brake   stops  on 
number  range  71-81. 


skid 


skid 


7.  Parking  brake  test  with  vehicle  at  unloaded 
weight  plus  500  lb. 

S5.3.1.1  Stop  the  vehicle  from  60  m.p.h.  and 
20  mph  on  a  surface  with  a  skid  number  in 
the  range  of  71  to  81,  and  from  20  mph  on  a 
wet  surface  with  a  skid  number  in  the  range 
of  20  to  30,  with  the  vehicle  (a)  loaded  to  its 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating,  and  (b)  at  its  un- 
loaded vehicle  weight  plus  500  pounds  (including 
driver  and  instrumentation).  If  the  speed  at- 
tainable in  2  miles  is  less  than  60  mph,  the  ve- 
hicle shall  stop  from  a  speed  in  Table  11  that  is 
4  to  8  mph  less  than  the  speed  attainable  in  2 
miles. 

Table  II.— Stopping  Distance  in  Feet 


Vehicle- 


Service  Brake 
stopping  distance 


Emergency  Brake 
stopping  distance 


speed 

Column  1 

Column  2 

Column  3 

Column  4 

in 

Skid 

Skid  No. 

Skid  No. 

71-81 

miles 

Skid  No. 

20-20 

per  hour 

71-81 

20 

35 

60 

83 

85 

25 

53 

123 

131 

30 

75 

170 

186 

35 

101 

225 

250 

40 

131 

288 

325 

45 

165 

358 

409 

50 

203 

435 

504 

55 

246 

520 

608 

60 

293 

613 

720 

S5.3.2.  Stopping  capability— trailers.  When 
tested  at  each  combination  of  weight,  speed,  and 
road  condition  specified  in  S5. 3.2.1,  in  the  se- 
quence specified  in  Table  I,  with  air  pressure  of 
90  psi  in  the  control  line  and  service  reservoir 
system  and  with  no  application  of  the  towing 
vehicle's  brakes,  a  trailer  shall  stop  without  any 
part  of  the  trailer  leaving  the  roadway  and  with- 


out lockup  of  any  wheel  at  speeds  above  10  mph, 
except  for 

(a)  Controlled  lockup  of  wheels  of  not  more 
than  one  second  allowed  by  an  antilock 
system;  or 

(b)  Lockup  of  wheels  on  nonsteerable  axles 
other  than  the  two  rearmost  nonliftable; 
nonsteerable  axles  on  a  trailer  with  more 
than  two  nonsteerable  axles;  or 

(c)  In  the  case  of  an  axle  system  having  more 
than  four  wheels,  lockup  of  any  wheel 
other  than  the  outermost  wheel  at  each 
end  of  the  axle  system. 

55.3.2.1  Stop  the  vehicle  from  60  m.p.h.  and 
20  mph  on  a  surface  with  skid  number  in  the 
range  of  71  to  81,  and  from  20  mph  on  a  wet 
surface  with  a  skid  number  in  the  range  of  20 
to  30,  with  the  vehicle  (a)  loaded  to  its  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating,  and  (b)  at  its  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  plus  500  pounds  (including  in- 
strumentation). 

55.3.2.2  When  stopped  in  accordance  with 
S5.3.2.,  any  trailer  designed  exclusively  for  har- 
vesting logs  or  pulpwood  and  constructed  with 
a  skeletal  frame  with  no  means  for  attachment 
of  a  solid  bed,  body,  or  container,  and  with  an 
arrangement  of  air  control  lines  and  reservoirs 
designed  to  minimize  damage  in  off-road  opera- 
tions, need  not  meet  the  requirements  relating  to 
wheel  lockup,  but  must  nevertheless  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  staying  within  the  12-foot  lane. 

S5.3.3  Brake  actuation  time.  With  an  initial 
service  reservoir  system  air  pressure  of  100  psi, 
the  air  pressure  in  each  brake  chamber  shall, 
when  measured  from  the  first  movement  of  the 
service  brake  control,  reach  60  psi  in  not  more 
than  0.45  seconds  in  the  case  of  trucks  and  buses, 
0.35  seconds  in  the  case  of  trailer  converter  dol- 
lies, and  0.30  seconds  in  the  case  of  trailers  other 
than  trailer  converter  dollies.  A  vehicle  designed 
to  tow  a  vehicle  equipped  with  air  brakes  shall 
be  capable  of  meeting  the  above  actuation  time 
requirement  with  a  50-cubic-inch  test  reservoir 
connected  to  the  control  line  coupling.  A  trailer, 
including  a  trailer  converter  dolly,  shall  meet  the 
above  actuation  time  requirement  with  its  brake 
system  connected  to  the  test  rig  shown  in 
Figure  1. 
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FIGURE  1 
TRAILER  TEST  RIG 


relative  to  brake  chamber  air  pressure  shall  have 
values  not  less  than  those  shown  in  Column  1 
of  Table  III.  Retardation  force  shall  be  deter- 
mined as  follows: 


TRACTOR  PROTECTION  VALVE 

(OPTIONAL  I 

SUPPLY  COUPLING  - 

CP, 
CONTROL  COUPLING 


SERVICE  BRAKE  PEDAL 


S5.3.4  Brake  release  time.  With  an  initial 
service  brake  chamber  air  pressure  of  95  psi,  the 
air  pressure  in  each  brake  chamber  shall,  when 
measured  from  the  first  movement  of  the  service 
brake  control,  fall  to  5  psi  in  not  more  than 
0.55  seconds  in  the  case  of  trucks  and  buses,  and 
fall  to  5  psi  in  not  more  than  0.65  seconds  in  the 
case  of  trailers,  including  trailer  converter  dollies. 
A  vehicle  designed  to  tow  another  vehicle 
equipped  with  air  brakes  shall  be  capable  of 
meeting  the  above  release  time  requirement  with 
a  50-cubic-inch  test  reservoir  connected  to  the 
control  line  coupling.  A  trailer,  including  a 
trailer  converter  dolly,  shall  meet  the  above  re- 
lease time  requirements  with  its  brake  system 
connected  to  the  test  rig  shown  in  Figure  1. 

S5.4     Service  brake  system— dynamometer  tests. 

When  tested  without  prior  road  testing,  under 
the  conditions  of  S6.2,  each  brake  assembly  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  S5.4.1,  S5.4.2,  and 
S5.4.3  when  tested  in  sequence  and  without  ad- 
justments other  than  those  specified  in  the  stand- 
ard. For  purposes  of  the  requirements  of  S5.4.2 
and  S5.4.3,  an  average  deceleration  rate  is  the 
change  in  velocity  divided  by  the  deceleration 
time  measured  from  the  onset  of  deceleration. 

S5.4.1     Brake    retardation    force.    The    sum    of 

the  retardation  forces  exerted  by  the  brakes  on 
each  vehicle  designed  to  be  towed  by  another 
vehicle  equipped  with  air  brakes  shall  be  such 
that  the  quotient 

sum  of  the  brake  retardation  forces 

sum  of  GAWRs 


TABLE 

III 

BRAKE 

RETARDATION  FORCE 

BRAKE  RETARDATION 

BRAKE  CHAMBER 

FORCE 

GAWR 

PRESSURE,  p.s.i. 

Column  1 

Column  2 

0.05 

20 

0.12 

30 

0.18 

40 

0.25 

50 

0.31 

60 

0.37 

70 

0.41 

80 

S5.4.1.1  After  burnishing  the  brake  pursuant 
to  S6.2.6,  retain  the  brake  assembly  on  the  inertia 
dynamometer.  With  an  initial  brake  temperature 
between  125°F  and  200°F,  conduct  a  stop  from 
50  mph,  maintaining  brake  chamber  air  pressure 
at  a  constant  20  psi.  Measure  the  average  torque 
exerted  by  the  brake  from  the  time  the  specified 
air  pressure  is  reached  until  the  brake  stops  and 
divide  by  the  static  loaded  tire  radius  specified 
by  the  tire  manufacturer  to  determine  the  re- 
tardation force.  Repeat  the  procedure  six  times, 
increasing  the  brake  chamber  air  pressure  by  10. 
After  each  stop,  rotate  the  brake  drum  or  disc 
until  the  temperature  of  the  brake  falls  to  be- 
tween 125°F.  and  200°F. 

S5.4.2  Brake  power.  When  mounted  on  an 
inertia  dynamometer,  each  brake  shall  be  capable 
of  making  10  consecutive  decelerations  at  an 
average  rate  of  9  fpsps  from  50  mph  to  15  mph, 
at  equal  intervals  of  72  seconds,  and  shall  be 
capable  of  declerating  to  a  stop  from  20  mph  at 
an  average  deceleration  rate  of  14  fpsps  one 
minute  after  the  10th  aceleration.  The  series  of 
decelerations  shall  be  conducted  as  follows: 

S5.4.2.1  With  an  initial  brake  temperature 
between  150°F  and  200°F  for  the  first  brake 
application,  and  the  drum  or  disc  rotating  at  a 
speed  equivalent  to  50  mph,  apply  the  brake  and 
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decelerate  at  an  average  deceleration  rate  of  9 
fpsps  to  15  mph.  Upon  reaching  15  mph,  accel- 
erate to  50  mph  and  apply  the  brake  for  a  second 
time  72  seconds  after  the  start  of  the  first  appli- 
cation. Repeat  the  cycle  until  10  decelerations 
have  been  made.  The  service  line  air  pressure 
-Shall  not  exceed  100  psi  during  any  deceleration. 

S5.4.2.2  One  minute  after  the  end  of  the  last 
deceleration  required  by  S5.4.2.1  and  with  the 
drum  or  disc  rotating  at  a  speed  of  20  mph,  de- 
celerate to  a  stop  at  an  average  deceleration  rate 
of  14  fpsps.  The  service  brake  line  air  pressure 
shall  not  exceed  108  psi. 

S5.4.3  Brake  recovery.  Starting  2  minutes 
after  completing  the  tests  required  by  S5.4.2,  the 
brake  of  a  vehicle  other  than  either  front  axle 
brake  of  a  truck-tractor  shall  be  capable  of  mak- 
ing 20  consecutive  stops  from  30  mph  at  an  aver- 
age deceleration  rate  of  12  ft/s/s,  at  equal 
intervals  of  1  minute  measured  from  the  start  of 
each  brake  application.  The  service  line  air 
pressure  needed  to  attain  a  rate  of  12  ft/s/s  shall 
be  not  more  than  75  lb. /in. 2,  and  not  less  than 
20  Ib./in.^  for  a  brake  not  subject  to  the  control 
of  an  antilock  system,  or  12  Ib./in.^  for  a  brake 
subject  to  the  control  of  an  antilock  system. 

55.5  Antilock  system. 

55.5.1  Antilock  system  failure.  On  a  vehicle 
equipped  with  an  antilock  system,  electrical  fail- 
ure of  any  part  of  the  antilock  system  shall  not 
increase  the  actuation  and  release  times  of  the 
service  brakes. 

55.5.2  Antilock   system   power— trailers.     On   a 

trailer  equipped  with  an  antilock  system  that  re- 
quires electrical  power  for  operation,  the  power 
shall  be  obtained  from  the  stop  lamp  circuit. 
Additional  circuits  may  also  be  used  to  obtain 
redundant  sources  of  electrical  power. 

55.6  Parking  brake  system.  Each  vehicle 
other  than  a  trailer  converter  dolly  shall  have  a 
parking  brake  system  that  under  the  conditions 
of  S6.1  meets  the  requirements  of  S5.6.1  or 
S5.6.2,  at  the  manufacturer's  option,  and  the  re- 
quirements of  S5.6.3  and  S5.6.4.  However,  a 
trailer  that  is  designed  to  transport  bulk  agricul- 
tural commodities  in  off-road  harvesting  sites  and 
to  a  processing  plant  or  storage  location,  as  evi- 


denced by  skeletal  construction  that  accommo- 
dates harvest  containers,  a  maximum  length  of  28  ' 
feet,  and  an  arrangement  of  air  control  lines  and 
reservoirs  that  minimizes  damage  in  field  opera-  ; 
tions,  shall  meet  the  requirements  of  this  section 
or,  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer,  the  require- 
ments of  §  393.43  of  the  title. 

S5.6.1  Static  retardation  force.  With  all  other 
brakes  rendered  inoperative,  during  a  static 
drawbar  pull  in  a  forward  or  rearward  direction, 
the  static  retardation  force  produced  by  the  ap- 
plication of  the  parking  brakes  shall  be: 

(a)  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  other  than  a  truck- 
tractor  that  is  equipped  with  more  than  two 
axles,  such  that  the  quotient 

static  retardation  force 


GAWR 

is  not  less  than  0.28  for  any  axle  other  than  a 
steerable  front  axle;  and 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  truck-tractor  that  is 
equipped  with  more  than  two  axles,  such  that 
the  quotient 

static  retardation  force 


GVWR 
is  not  less  than  0.14. 

55.6.2  Grade  fiolding.  With  all  parking 
brakes  applied,  the  vehicle  shall  remain  sta- 
tionary facing  uphill  and  facing  downhill  on  a 
smooth,  dry  portland  cement  concrete  roadway 
with  a  20%  grade,  both  (a)  when  loaded  to  its 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating,  and  (b)  at  its  un- 
loaded vehicle  weight  plus  500  pounds  (includ- 
ing driver  and  instrumentation). 

55.6.3  Application  and  holding.  The  parking 
brakes  shall  be  applied  by  an  energy  source  that 
is  not  affected  by  loss  of  air  pressure  or  brake 
fluid  pressure  in  the  service  brake  system.  Once 
applied,  the  parking  brakes  shall  be  held  in  the 
applied  position  solely  by  mechanical  means. 

55.6.4  Parking  brake  control— trucks  and  buses. 

The  parking  brake  control  shall  be  separate  from 
the  service  brake  control.  It  shall  be  operable 
by  a  person  seated  in  the  normal  driving  posi- 
tion. The  control  shall  be  identified  in  a  manner 
that  specifies  the  method  of  control  operation. 
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The  parking  brake  control  shall  control  the  park- 
ing brakes  of  the  vehicle  and  of  any  air  braked 
vehicle  that  it  is  designed  to  tow. 

S5.7  Emergency  brake  system— trucks  and 
buses.  Each  vehicle  shall  be  equipped  with  an 
emergency  brake  system  which,  under  the  con- 
ditions of  S6.1,  conforms  to  the  requirements  of 
S5.7.1  through  S5.7.3.  The  emergency  brake 
system  may  be  a  part  of  the  service  brake  system 
or  incorporate  portions  of  the  service  brake  and 
parking  brake  systems. 

S5.7.1     Emergency    brake    system    performance. 

When  stopped  six  times  for  each  combination 
of  weight  and  speed  specified  in  S5.3.1.1  on  a 
road  surface  with  a  skid  number  of  75,  with  a 
single  failure  in  the  service  brake  system  of  a 
part  designed  to  contain  compressed  air  or  brake 
fluid  (except  failure  of  a  common  valve,  mani- 
fold brake  fluid  housing,  or  brake  chamber  hous- 
ing), the  vehicle  shall  stop  at  least  once  in  not 
more  than  the  distance  specified  in  Column  3  of 
Table  II,  measured  from  the  point  at  which 
movement  of  the  service  brake  control  begins, 
without  any  part  of  the  vehicle  leaving  the  road- 
way, except  that  a  truck-tractor  tested  at  its  un- 
loaded vehicle  weight  plus  500  pounds  shall  stop 
at  least  once  in  not  more  than  the  distance 
specified  in  Column  4  of  Table  II. 

55.7.1.1  Automatic  application.  The  parking 
brakes  shall  be  automatically  applied  and  the 
supply  line  to  any  towed  vehicle  vented  to  at- 
mospheric pressure  when  the  air  pressure  in  all 
service  reservoirs  is  less  than  the  automatic  ap- 
plication pressure  level.  The  automatic  applica- 
tion pressure  level  shall  be  between  20  and  45 
p.s.i. 

55.7.1.2  Automatic  braking  performance.     With 

the  parking  brake  automatically  applied,  a  ve- 
hicle shall  either  be  capable  of  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  S5.7.2.3,  with  distances  measured 
from  the  point  of  automatic  application,  or  shall 
have  a  static  retardation  force  quotient  not 
greater  than  0.40  for  any  axle,  determined  in 
accordance  with  S5.6.1. 

55.7.1.3  Release    after    automatic    application. 

After  automatic  application,  the  parking  brakes 
shall  be  releasable  at  least  once  by  means  of  a 
parking   control.    The   parking   brakes   shall   be 


releasable  only  if  they  can  be  automatically  re- 
applied and  exert  the  force  required  by  S5.6 
immediately  after  release. 

S5.7.1.4  Manual  operation.  The  parking 
brakes  shall  be  manually  operable  and  releasable 
when  the  air  pressure  in  the  service  reservoir 
system  is  sufficient  to  keep  the  parking  brakes 
from  automatically  applying. 

S5.7.2     Emergency    brake    system    operation. 

The  emergency  brake  system  shall  be  applied  and 
released,  and  be  capable  of  modulation,  by  means 
of  the  service  brake  control. 

55.7.2.1  Emergency    braking    control.     The 

emergency  braking  system  shall  be  controlled  by 
the  service  brake  control  or  the  parking  brake 
control.  The  control  for  the  emergency  braking 
system  shall  control  the  brakes  on  any  towed 
vehicle  equipped  with  air  brakes. 

55.7.2.2  Emergency    braking    system    failure. 

In  the  event  of  a  failure  of  a  valve,  manifold, 
brake  fluid  housing,  or  brake  chamber  housing 
that  is  common  to  the  service  brake  and  emer- 
gency braking  systems,  loss  of  air  shall  not  cause 
the  parking  brake  to  be  inoperable. 

55.7.2.3  Emergency  braking  stopping  distance. 

Except  as  specified  in  S5.7.2.3.1  and  S5.7.2.3.2, 
when  stopped  six  times  for  each  combination  of 
weight  and  speed  specified  in  S5.3.1.1  on  a  road 
surface  with  a  skid  number  of  75,  with  a  single 
failure  in  the  service  brake  system  of  a  part  de- 
signed to  contain  compressed  air  or  brake  fluid 
(except  failure  of  a  common  valve,  manifold, 
brake  fluid  housing,  or  brake  chamber  housing), 
the  vehicle  shall  stop  at  least  once  in  not  more 
than  the  distance  specified  in  column  3  of  Table 
II,  measured  from  the  point  at  which  movement 
of  the  brake  control  begins,  without  any  part  of 
the  vehicle  leaving  the  roadway,  except  that  a 
truck-tractor  tested  at  its  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
plus  500  pounds  shall  stop  at  least  once  in  not 
more  than  the  distance  specified  in  Column  4  of 
Table  II. 

S5.7.2.3.1  A  truck  manufactured  before  Sep- 
tember 1,  1976,  that  has  a  front  steerable  non- 
driving  axle  with  a  GAWR  of  16.000  pounds  or 
more,  or  a  front  steerable  drive  axle  with  a 
GAWR  of  less  than  18,000  pounds,  and  a  truck 
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manufactured  before  September  1,  1975,  that  has 
a  front  steerable  drive  axle  of  any  GAWR,  must 
stop  in  accordance  with  S5.7.2.3  without  any 
part  of  the  vehicle  leaving  the  roadway,  but  need 
not  stop  in  the  distances  specified. 

S5.7.2.3.2  When  stopped  in  accordance  with 
S5.7.2.3,  a  truck  or  bus  manufactured  before 
September  1,  1975,  other  than  a  truck  described 
in  S5.7.2.3.1,  shall  stop  at  least  once  for  each 
speed  and  weight  condition  on  a  surface  with  a 
skid  number  of  75  in  not  more  than  the  distance 
specified  in  Table  Ila  instead  of  meeting  the  stop- 
ping distances  specified  in  Table  II  for  stops  on 
a  surface  with  a  skid  number  of  75. 

S5.7.3  Towing  vehicle  emergency  brake  re- 
quirements. In  addition  to  meeting  the  other 
requirements  of  85. 7,  a  vehicle  designed  to  tow 
another  vehicle  equipped  with  air  brakes  shall— 

(a)  In  the  case  of  a  truck-tractor  in  the  un- 
loaded condition  and  a  single  unit  truck  which 
is  capable  of  towing  an  air-brake  equipped  ve- 
hicle and  is  loaded  to  gross  vehicle  weight  rating, 
be  capable  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  S5.7.1 
by  operation  of  the  service  brake  control  only, 
with  the  trailer  air  supply  line  and  air  control 
line  from  the  towing  vehicle  vented  to  the  at- 
mosphere in  accordance  with  S6.1.14; 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  truck-tractor  loaded  to 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating,  be  capable  of  meet- 
ing S5.7.1  by  operation  of  the  service  brake  con- 
trol only,  with  the  air  control  line  from  the 
towing  vehicle  vented  to  the  atmosphere  in  ac- 
cordance with  S6.1.14;  and 

(c)  Be  capable  of  modulating  the  air  in  the 
supply  or  control  line  to  the  trailer  by  means  of 
the  service  brake  control  with  a  single  failure  in 
the  towing  vehicle  service  brake  system  as  speci- 
fied in  S5.7.1. 

S5.8     Emergency    braking    capability— trailers. 

Each  trailer  other  than  a  trailer  converter  dolly 
shall  have  a  parking  brake  system  that  conforms 
to  S5.6  and  that  applies  with  the  force  specified 
in  S5.6.1  or  85. 6. 2  when  the  air  pressure  in  the 
supply  line  is  at  atmospheric  pressure.  A  trailer 
converter  dolly  shall  have,  at  the  manufacturer's 
option,  (a)  a  parking  brake  system  that  conforms 
to  S5.6  and  that  applies  with  the  force  specified 
in  S5.6.1  or  85.6.2  when  the  air  pressure  in  the 


supply  line  is  at  atmospheric  pressure,  or  (b)  an 
emergency  system  that  automatically  controls  the 
service  brakes  when  the  serivce  reservoir  is  at 
any  pressure  above  20  Ib./in.^  and  the  supply  line     ,1 
is  at  atmospheric  pressure.    However,  a  trailer     11 
that  is  designed  to  transport  bulk  agricultural 
commodities  in  off-road  harvesting  sites  and  to  a 
processing  plant  or  storage  location,  as  evidenced      i 
by  skeletal  construction  that  accommodates  har-      1 
vest  containers,  a  maximum  length  of  28  feet,  and      ' 
an  arrangement  of  air  control  lines  and  reservoirs 
that  minimizes  damage  in  field  operations,  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  this  section  or,  at  the      ! 
option  of  the  manufacturer,  the  requirements  of      1 
§  393.43  of  this  title. 

S6  Conditions.  The  requirements  of  85  shall 
'  be  met  under  the  following  conditions.  Except 
as  otherwise  specified,  where  a  range  of  condi- 
tions is  specified,  the  vehicle  must  be  capable  of 
meeting  the  requirements  at  all  points  within  i 
the  range. 

S6.1     Road  test  conditions. 

56.1.1  Except  as  otherwise  specified,  the  ve- 
hicle is  loaded  to  its  gross  vehicle  weight  rating, 
distributed  proportionally  to  its  gross  axle  weight 
ratings. 

56.1.2  The  inflation  pressure  is  as  specified 
by  the  vehicle  manufacturer  for  the  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating. 

56.1.3  Unless  otherwise  specified,  the  trans- 
mission selector  control  is  in  neutral  or  the  clutch 
is  disengaged  during  all  decelerations  and  during 
static  parking  brake  tests. 

56.1.4  All  vehicle  openings  (doors,  windows, 
hood,  trunk,  cargo  doors,  etc.)  are  in  a  closed 
position  except  as  required  for  instrumentation 
purposes. 

56.1.5  The  ambient  temperature  is  between 
32°F  and  100°F. 

56.1.6  The  wind  velocity  is  zero. 

56.1.7  Unless  otherwise  specified,  stopping 
tests  are  conducted  on  a  122-foot  wide,  level, 
straight  roadway  having  a  skid  number  in  the 
range  of  71  to  81,  inclusive,  chosen  at  the  option 
of  the  manufacturer.    The  vehicle  is  aligned  in 
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the  center  of  the  roadway  at  the  beginning  of 
the  stop. 

S6.1.8  The  brakes  are  burnished  before  testing 
in  accordance  with  S6. 1.8.1.  However,  for  ve- 
hicles with  parking  brake  systems  not  utihzing 
the  service  brake  friction  elements,  burnish  the 
friction  elements  of  such  systems  prior  to  the 
parking  brake  test  according  to  the  manufactur- 
er's recommendations. 

S6.1.8.1  With  the  transmission  in  the  highest 
gear  appropriate  for  the  series  given  in  Table 
IV  make  500  brake  applications  at  a  deceleration 
rate  of  10  ft/s/s,  or  at  the  vehicle's  maximum 
deceleration  rate,  if  not  less  than  10  ft/s/s,  in  the 
sequence  specified  in  Table  IV.  After  each  brake 
application,    accelerate    to    the    speed    specified 

Table  IV 

Snub  conditions 
Series  Snubs  (highest  speed  specified) 


1 

175 

40  to  20  mph. 

2 

25 

45  to  20  mph. 

3 

25 

50  to  20  mph. 

4 

25 

55  to  20  mph. 

5 

250 

60  to  20  mph. 

and  maintain  that  speed  until  making  the  next 
brake  application  at  a  point  1  mile  from  the 
initial  point  of  the  previous  brake  application. 
If  a  vehicle  cannot  attain  the  specified  speed  in 
1  mile,  continue  to  accelerate  until  the  specified 
speed  is  reached  or  until  the  vehicle  has  traveled 
1.5  miles  from  the  initial  point  of  the  previous 
brake  application.  If  during  any  of  the  brake 
applications  specified  in  Table  IV,  the  hottest 
brake  raches  500°  F,  make  the  remainder  of 
the  500  applications  from  that  snub  condition 
except  that  a  higher  or  lower  snub  condition 
shall  be  used  as  necessary  to  maintain  an  after- 
stop  temperature  of  500°  F±50°  F.  Any  auto- 
matic pressure  limiting  valve  is  in  use  to  limit 
pressure  as  designed,  except  that  any  automatic 
front  axle  pressure  limiting  valve  is  bypassed  if 
the  temperature  of  the  hottest  brake  on  a  rear 
axle  exceeds  the  temperature  of  the  hottest  brake 
on  a  front  axle  by  more  than  125°  F.  A  bypassed 
valve  is  reconnected  if  the  temperature  of  the 
hottest  brake  on  a  front  axle  exceeds  the  tem- 
perature of  the  hottest  brake  on  a  rear  axle  by 


100°  F.  After  burnishing,  adjust  the  brakes  as 
recommended  by  the  vehicle  manufacturer. 

56.1.9  Static  parking  brake  tests  for  a  semi- 
trailer are  conducted  with  the  front  end  sup- 
ported by  an  unbraked  dolly.  The  weight  of 
the  dolly  is  included  as  part  of  the  trailer  load. 

56.1.10  In  a  test  other  than  a  static  parking 
brake  test,  truck-tractor  is  tested  at  its  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating  by  coupling  it  to  a  flatbed 
semitrailer  (hereafter,  control  trailer)  as  speci- 
fied in  S6.1.10.1  to  S6.1.10.7. 

56.1.10.1  The  control  trailer  conforms  to  this 
standard. 

56.1.10.2  The  center  of  gravity  of  the  loaded 
control  trailer  is  on  the  trailer's  longitudinal 
centerline  at  a  height  of  66  ±3  in.  above  the 
ground. 

56.1.10.3  For  a  truck-tractor  with  a  rear  axle 
gross  axle  weight  rating  of  26,000  lb  or  less, 
the  control  trailer  has  a  single  axle  with  a  gross 
axle  weight  rating  of  18,000  lb  and  a  length, 
measured  from  the  transverse  centerline  of  the 
axle  to  the  centerline  of  the  kingpin,  of  258  ±6  in. 

56.1.10.4  For  a  truck-tractor  with  a  total  rear 
axle  gross  axle  weight  rating  of  more  than  26,000 
lb  the  control  trailer  has  a  tandem  axle  with  a 
combined  gross  axle  weight  rating  of  32,000  lb 
and  a  length,  measured  from  the  transverse  cen- 
terline between  the  axles  to  the  centerline  of  the 
kingpin,  of  390  +  6  in. 

56.1.10.5  The  control  trailer  is  loaded  so  that 
its  axle  is  loaded  to  its  gross  axle  weight  rating 
and  the  tractor  is  loaded  to  its  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating,  with  the  tractor's  fifth  wheel  ad- 
justed so  that  the  load  on  each  axle  measured 
at  the  tire-ground  interface  is  most  nearly  pro- 
portional to  the  axles'  respective  gross  axle 
weight  ratings. 

56.1.10.6  Test    equipment    specification.    The 

control  trailer's  service  brakes  are  capable  of 
stopping  the  combination  from  the  maximum, 
speed  at  which  the  tractor  is  tested,  under  the 
conditions  of  S6.1,  without  assistance  from  the 
tractor  brakes,  in  the  distance  found  by  multi- 
plying the  value  68,  90,  115,  143,  174,  208,  or  245 
(corresponding  to  a  speed  of  30,  35,  40,  45,  50, 
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55,  or  60  mph  as  appropriate  for  the  truck- 
tractor  tested)  by  the  ratio: 

weight  on  all  axles  of  combination 

weight  on  trailer  axles 

with  the  tractor's  fifth  wheel  adjusted  as  speci- 
fied in  S6. 1.10.5,  the  trailer  service  reservoirs 
pressurized  to  100  Ib./in.^,  and  the  trailer  loaded 
so  that  its  axle  is  at  gross  axle  weight  rating 
and  its  kingpin  is  at  empty  vehicle  weight.  The 
stopping  distance  is  measured  from  the  point  at 
which  movement  of  the  valve  controlling  the 
trailer  brakes  begins.  The  service  brake  cham- 
bers on  the  trailer  reach  60  Ib./in.^  in  not  less 
than  0.20  second  and  not  more  than  0.30  second, 
measured  from  the  instant  at  which  movement 
of  the  valve  controlling  the  trailer  brakes  begins. 

S6.1.10.7    Test    equipment    specification.    The 

control  trailer's  emergency  brakes  are  capable  of 
stopping  the  combination  under  the  conditions 
of  S6.1  from  the  maximum  speed  at  which  the 
tractor  is  tested,  without  assistance  from  the 
tractor's  brakes,  in  the  distance  found  by  multi- 
plying the  emergency  brake  stopping  distance  in 
column  3  of  Table  II  by  the  ratio: 

weight  on  all  axles  of  combination 

weight  on  trailer  axles 

with  the  combination  loaded  in  accordance  with 
S6. 1.10.5.  Stopping  distance  is  measured  from 
the  point  at  which  movement  of  the  valve  con- 
trolling the  trailer  brakes  begins.  In  the  case  of 
control  trailers  that  utilize  parking  brakes  for 
emergency  stopping  capability,  the  pressure  in 
the  trailer's  spring  parking  brake  chambers  falls 
from  95  Ib./in.^  to  5  Ib./in.^  in  not  less  than  0.50 
second  and  not  more  than  0.60  second,  measured 
from  the  instant  at  which  movement  of  the  valve 
controlling  the  trailer's  spring  parking  brakes 
begins. 

S6.1.11  Special  drive  conditions.  A  vehicle 
equipped  with  an  interlocking  axle  system  of  a 
front  wheel  drive  system  that  is  engaged  and 
disengaged  by  the  driver  is  tested  with  the  sys- 
tem disengaged. 

S6.1.1.12  Lif table  axles.  A  vehicle  with  a  lift- 
able  axle  is  tested  at  gross  vehicle  weight  rating 
with  the  liftable  axle  down  and  at  unloaded  ve- 
hicle weight  with  the  liftable  axle  up. 


[S6.1.13  The  trailer  test  rig  shown  in  Figure  1 
is  capable  of  increasing  the  pressure  in  a  50  cubic 
inch  reservoir  from  atmospheric  to  60  Ib./in.^  in 
0.06  second,  measured  from  the  first  movement 
of  the  service  brake  control  to  apply  service 
brake  pressure  and  of  releasing  pressure  in  such 
a  reservoir  from  95  to  5  Ib./in.^  in  0.22  second 
measured  from  the  first  movement  of  the  service 
brake  control  to  release  service  brake  pressure. 

56.1.14  In  testing  the  emergency  braking 
system  of  towing  vehicles  under  S5. 7.3(a)  and 
S5. 7.3(b)  the  hose(s)  is  vented  to  the  atmos- 
phere at  any  time  not  less  than  1  second  and 
not  more  than  1  minute  before  the  emergency 
stop  begins,  while  the  vehicle  is  moving  at  the 
speed  from  which  the  stop  is  to  be  made  and  any 
manual  control  for  the  towing  vehicle  protection 
system  is  in  the  position  to  supply  air  and  brake 
control  signals  to  the  vehicle  being  towed.  No 
brake  application  is  made  from  the  time  the 
line(s)  is  vented  until  the  emergency  stop  begins 
and  no  manual  operation  of  the  parking  brake 
system  or  towing  vehicle  protection  system  occurs 
from  the  time  the  line(s)  is  vented  until  the 
stop  is  completed. 

56.1.15  Initial  brake  temperature.  The  tem- 
perature of  each  brake  is  measured  by  a  single 
plug-type  thermocouple  installed  in  the  center 
of  the  lining  surface  of  the  most  heavily  loaded 
shoe  or  pad  as  shown  in  Figure  2.  The  thermo- 
couple is  outside  any  center  groove.  With  the 
exception  of  conditions  specified  for  burnishing 
brakes  in  paragraph  S6.1.8,  repetitive  test  runs 
are  separated  by  an  interval  of  time  sufficient 
to  reach  any  initial  brake  temperature  in  the 
range  of  150°F  to  200°F.  If  the  initial  brake 
temperature  for  the  first  stop  in  a  test  procedure 
has  not  been  reached,  heat  the  brakes  to  the  ini- 
tial brake  temperature  by  making  not  more  than 
10  snubs  from  not  more  than  40  to  10  mph  at  a 
deceleration  not  greater  than  10  fpsps. 

S6.2     Dynamometer  test  conditions. 

56.2.1  The  dynamometer  inertia  for  each  wheel 
is  equivalent  to  the  load  on  the  wheel  with  the 
axle  loaded  to  its  gross  axle  weight  rating. 

56.2.2  The  ambient  temperature  is  between 
75°F  and  100°F. 
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56.2.3  Air  at  ambient  temperature  is  directed 
uniformly  and  continuously  over  the  brake  drum 
or  disc  at  a  velocity  of  2,200  feet  per  minute. 

56.2.4  The  temperature  of  each  brake  is 
measured  by  a  single  plus  type  thermocouple 
installed  in  the  center  of  the  lining  surface  of 
the  most  heavily  loaded  shoe  or  pad  as  shown  in 
Figure  II.  The  thermocouple  is  outside  any 
center  groove. 

56.2.5  The  rate  of  brake  drum  or  disc  rota- 
tion on  a  dynamometer  corresponding  to  the  rate 
of  rotation  on  a  vehicle  at  a  given  speed  is  cal- 
culated by  assuming  a  tire  radius  equal  to  the 
static  loaded  radius  specified  by  the  tire  manu- 
facturer. 

56.2.6  Brakes  are  burnished  before  testing 
as  follows:  Place  the  brake  assembly  on  an  in- 
ertia dynamometer  and  adjust  the  brake  as  rec- 
ommended by  the  brake  manufacturer.  Make 
200  stops  from  40  mph  at  a  deceleration  of  10 
fpsps,  with  an  initial  brake  temperature  on  each 
stop  of  not  less  than  315  °F  and  not  more  than 
385 °F.  Make  200  additional  stops  from  40  mph 
at  a  deceleration  of  10  fpsps  with  an  initial 
brake  temperature  on  each  stop  of  not  less  than 
450 °F  and  not  more  than  550 °F.  After  burnish- 
ing, the  brakes  are  adjusted  as  recommended  by 
the  brake  manufacturer. 

56.2.7  The  brake  temperature  is  increased  to 
a  specified  level  by  conducting  one  or  more  stops 


FIGURE  2 
THERMOCOUPLE  INSTALLATION 
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from  40  mph  at  a  deceleration  of  10  fpsps.  The 
brake  temperature  is  decreased  to  a  specified 
level  by  rotating  the  drum  or  disc  at  a  constant 
30  mph. 

36   F.R.  3817 
February  27,  1971 
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EHactlve:   Scpttmber   1,    1973 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   122 
Motorcycle  Brake  Systems 


This  notice  amends  Part  571  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations,  to  add  a  new  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  122  (49  CFR  §  571.- 
122)  that  establishes  performance  requirements 
for  motorcycle  brake  systems.  A  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  on  this  subject  was  published 
on  March  24,  1971    (36  F.R.  5516). 

The  safety  afforded  by  a  motorcycle's  brak- 
ing system  is  determined  by  several  factors,  in- 
cluding stopping  distance,  linear  stability  whib 
stopping,  fade  resistance,  and  fade  recovery.  A 
safe  system  should  have  features  that  both  guard 
against  malfunction  and  stop  the  vehicle  should 
a  malfunction  occur  in  the  normal  service  sys- 
tem. Standard  No.  122  covers  each  of  these 
aspects  of  brake  safety,  establishing  equipment 
and  performance  requirements  appropriate  for 
two-wheeled  and  three-wheeled  motorcycles. 
These  requirements  do  not  differ  greatly  from 
the  proposals,  and  comments  received  in  response 
to  the  notice  have  been  considered  in  promulgat- 
ing the  rule. 

I.  Equipment.  Each  motorcycle  is  required 
to  have  either  a  split  hydraulic  service  brake 
system  or  two  independently  actuated  service 
brake  systems.  The  latter  system  encompasses 
a  hydraulic  service  brake  system  combined  with 
a  hand  operated  parking  brake  system.  Although 
several  objections  were  received  to  the  split 
hydraulic  service  brake  system  proposal,  the 
NHTSA  has  determined  that  partial  failure 
braking  features  are  necessary  in  the  event  of  a 
hydraulic  pressure  loss  in  the  nomial  service 
brake  system.  If  a  motorcycle  has  a  hydraulic 
service  brake  system,  it  must  also  have  a  reservoir 
for  each  master  cylinder,  and  a  master  cylinder 
reservoir  label  advising  the  proper  grade  of  DOT 
brake  fluid.  If  the  service  brake  system  is  a 
split  hydraulic  type,  a  failure  indicator  lamp 
is  required. 


Additionally,  three-wheeled  motorcycles  must 
be  equipped  with  a  friction  type  parking  brake 
with  a  solely  mechanical  means  to  retain  engage- 
ment. Some  commenters  felt  that  pin  or  pawl 
type  brakes  should  be  permitted.  The  Admin- 
istration does  not  know  of  an  impact  test  ade- 
quate to  test  the  strength  of  a  mechanical  lock, 
and  pin  or  pawl  type  brakes,  prone  to  failure 
upon  impact,  have  been  found  to  be  inadequate. 
The  NHTSA  concurs,  however,  with  comments 
objecting  to  the  proposed  parking  brake  indicator 
lamp,  and  has  determined  that  the  safety  bene- 
fits involved  are  negligible  in  comparison  with 
the  expense  of  providing  it. 

II.  Performance.  Conformity  with  perform- 
ance requirements  will  be  determined  by  subject- 
ing motorcycles  to  a  series  of  road  tests.  Vehicles 
must  demonstrate  the  effectiveness  of  their  serv- 
ice brake  systems  by  stopping  within  specified 
distances  from  30  mph,  60  mph,  80  mph,  and 
from  a  speed  divisible  by  5  mph  that  is  4  mph 
to  8  mph  less  than  the  maximum  vehicle  speed. 

Motorcycles  will  demonstrate  fade  resistance 
of  their  braking  systems  by  making  recovery 
stops  subsequent  to  a  series  of  fade  stops  from 
60  mph.  The  hand  lever  force  for  the  final  re- 
covery stop  must  be  within  plus  20  pounds  and 
minus  10  pounds  of  the  baseline  check  average 
force.  This  is  a  modification  of  the  proposed 
"plus  10  pounds  or  20  percent,  whichever,  is  less, 
and  minus  20  percent,"  based  upon  comments 
requesting  the  substitution  of  absolute  values. 
The  same  modification  is  made  in  the  final  water 
recovery  stop.  The  maximum  speed  fade  and 
recovery  proposal  has  not  been  adopted,  as  two 
and  three-wheeled  motor  vehicles  do  not  have 
the  inherent  cooling  problems  that  braking  sys- 
tems on  four-wheeled  vehicles  experience.  Reten- 
tion of  the  60  mph  stops  will  ensure  that  the 
system  maintain  adequate  stopping  ability  despite 
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the  high  temperatures  created  by  prolonged  use, 
and  may  reveal  undesirable  brake  lining  char- 
acteristics such  as  glazing. 

The  test  sequence  has  been  rearranged  so  that 
the  parking  brake  system  test  for  three-wheeled 
motorcycles  occurs  immediately  before  the  water 
recovery  test.  At  this  point  in  the  test  sequence 
the  brakes  will  have  been  fully  burnished,  and 
the  test  will  therefore  be  more  indicative  of 
service  performance.  Parking  brake  application 
forces  have  been  modified  from  the  proposal,  and 
specify  a  maximum  applied  force  of  not  more 
than  90  pounds  for  a  foot-operated  system  and 
55  pounds  for  a  hand-operated  system.  These 
forces  are  identical  to  those  specified  in  S6.10, 
the  test  condition  on  brake  actuation  forces,  and 
result  in  a  uniformity  of  brake  actuation  forces 
throughout  the  standard. 

Finally,  a  motorcycle  must  demonstrate  ac- 
ceptable stopping  performance  after  its  brake 
system  has  been  exposed  to  water.  Comments 
expressed  dissatisfaction  with  the  proposed  test 
procedure,  stating  that  complete  immersion  of 
the  brakes  is  not  indicative  of  the  manner  in 
which  they  become  wet  in  actual  service.  NHTSA 
agrees  that  poor  braking  performance  often  is 
not  attributable  to  complete  immersion,  but 
rather  to  prolonged  exposure  to  a  constant  spray 
from  the  road  surface.  However,  there  is  no 
basis  on  which  to  specify  a  test  procedure  reflect- 
ing these  conditions,  and  the  immersion  procedure 
has,  therefore,  been  retained. 

At  the  end  of  the  test  procedure  the  brake 
system  must  pass  a  durability  inspection. 

All  stops  must  be  made  without  lockup  of  any 
wheel.  Two-wheeled  motorcycles  must  remain 
within  an  8-foot-wide  lane  during  stops  (modi- 
fied from  the  proposed  6-foot-wide  lane),  and 
three-wheeled  ones  within  a  lane  equal  to  vehicle 
width  plus  five  feet.  Some  commenters  asked 
that  tests  be  performed  with  the  clutch  engaged. 
However,  the  effectiveness  of  a  brake  system  in 
bringing  a  vehicle  to  a  stop  within  required 
distances  is  more  accurately  judged  by  requiring 
that  stops  be  made  with  the  clutch  disengaged; 
there  is  less  reliance  on  extraneous  factors  such 
as  use  of  engine  retardation  as  a  braking  assist 
and  the  varying  skills  of  individual  drivers  when 
shifting  downward  through  gears. 


Regarding  test  conditions,  comments  were  re- 
ceived that  it  is  unnecessary  for  both  braking 
systems  of  a  two-wheeled  motorcycle  to  be  within 
the  specified  pedal  and  lever  force  range  simul- 
taneously. The  Administration  did  not  concur 
with  these  comments.  The  safety  of  cyclists 
requires  not  only  that  motorcycles  be  capable  of 
stopping  within  specified  distances,  but  also  that 
this  capability  be  demonstrated  when  reasonable 
forces  are  applied  to  the  brake  lever  and  pedal. 

Several  commenters  also  objected  to  the  "im- 
possibility" of  the  test  condition  that  "the  wind 
velocity  is  zero."  The  comment  reveals  misunder- 
standing of  the  significance  of  the  test  condi- 
tions. A  manufacturer  may  test  for  compliance 
by  running  the  tests  under  any  wind  conditions 
that  are  adverse  to  the  vehicle;  obviously  if  the 
vehicle  meets  the  requirements  under  adverse 
wind  conditions,  it  will  meet  them  under  no- 
wind  conditions.  Similarly,  the  Government  will 
prove  noncompliance  by  orienting  the  test  runs 
so  that  wind  conditions  are  favorable  to  the 
vehicle.  Thus,  the  condition  uniquely  allows 
testing  under  whatever  wind  conditions  are  pres- 
ent. It  is  retained  as  the  most  practicable  and 
least  burdensome  test  method  for  all  parties. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1973.  Because  of 
the  necessity  to  allow  manufacturers  sufficient 
production  leadtime,  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown,  that  an  effective  date  later  than  one  year 
after  issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  by  add- 
ing §  571.122,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  122,  Motorcycle  Brake  System. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
section  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  from 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR 
1.51. 


Issued  on :  March  1,  1972. 


Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 

37  F.R.  5033 
March   9,    1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   122 

Motorcycle  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  1-3;  Notice  No.  4) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsid- 
eration of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
122  (49  CFR  §  571.122),  and  changes  the  effective 
date  of  the  standard  to  January  1,  1974. 

Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  122  estab- 
lishing requirements  for  motorcycle  braking 
equipment,  stopping  distance,  brake  system  fade 
and  recovery,  and  wet  brake  recovery,  effective 
September  1,  1973,  was  published  on  March  9, 
1972  (37  F.R.  5033).  Thereafter,  pursuant  to 
49  CFR  §  553.35,  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
the  rule  were  filed  by  Japan  Automobile  Manu- 
facturers Association,  Inc.  ("JAMA"),  and 
Cushman  Motors  ("Cushman")  through  counsel. 
In  response  to  these  petitions,  the  effective  date 
of  the  standard  is  being  changed.  The  Admin- 
istrator has  declined  to  grant  requested  relief 
from  other  requirements  of  the  standard. 

1.  Lining  inspection  requirement.  S5.1.5  of 
Standard  No.  122  requires  a  brake  system  to  be 
installed  "so  that  the  lining  thickness  of  drum 
brake  shoes  may  be  visually  inspected,  either  di- 
rectly or  by  use  of  a  mirror  without  removing 
the  drums.  .  .  .'"  JAMA  has  petitioned  that  the 
word  "indirectly"  be  substituted  for  "by  use  of  a 
mirror"  in  order  to  allow  use  of  a  device  such 
as  a  wear  indicator  on  the  outside  of  front  and 
rear  brake  panels.  The  NHTSA  considers  wear 
indicators  to  be  a  "direct"  method  of  visual  in- 
spection since  the  extent  of  lining  wear  may  be 
determined  without  removal  of  the  drums.  There 
is  no  need  to  amend  the  Standard  to  allow  their 
use,  and  JAMA's  petition  is  denied. 

2.  Brake  wetting  procedure.  The  procedure 
for  wetting  the  brakes  prior  to  testing  for  wet 
brake  recovery  (S7.10.2)  specifies  the  complete 
immersion  of  brake  assemblies. 


JAMA  has  petitioned  that  a  water  trough  be 
substituted,  with  water  depth  varying  according 
to  the  cycle's  tire  rim  size,  through  which  the 
cycle  would  be  driven  for  2  minutes  at  a  speed 
of  10  m.p.h.  JAMA  notes  that  this  is  similar 
to  the  procedure  NHTSA  proposed  in  Docket 
No.  70-27,  Hydraulic  Brake  Systems,  and  com- 
mented that  the  same  procedure  should  apply  to 
all  motor  vehicles. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  the  inherent 
instability  of  two-  and  three-wheeled  vehicles 
under  wet  road  conditions  justifies  a  different 
test  procedure.  The  difference  in  configuration 
between  motorcycles  and  four-wheeled  vehicles 
is  distinct  enough  that  there  is  no  assurance 
motorcycle  brakes  will  be  wet,  or  wet  uniformly, 
by  the  trough  method.  It  is  recognized  that 
neither  m.ethod  may  represent  the  way  brakes 
become  wet  under  actual  road  conditions,  but 
immersion  of  brake  assemblies  has  been  deter- 
mined to  be  the  more  efficiently  reproducible 
method  of  establishing  a  condition  under  which 
motorcycle  brake  system  performance  may  be 
evaluated.    The  petition  is  denied. 

3.  Stopping  distance.  JAMA  and  Cushman 
petitioned  for  a  relaxation  of  the  stopping  dis- 
tance requirements  of  Table  I.  JAMA  recom- 
mended that  the  stopping  distance  values  in 
Column  II  (Preburnish  effectiveness,  partial 
mechanical  system)  and  Column  III  (Effective- 
ness— total  system)  up  to  and  including  70  m.p.h. 
be  the  stopping  distances  specified  in  SAE  Rec- 
ommended Practice  J109a.  This  would  mean  an 
increase  in  range  of  39-136  feet  for  the  pre- 
burnish stopping  distances,  and  1-15  feet  for 
total  system  effectiveness  over  the  values  of 
Standard  No.  122.  JAMA  alleges  that  stopping 
distance   is   highly   dependent   upon   the  rider's 
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ability  to  control  the  brakes,  and  it  requested  the 
increased  stopping  distances  to  compensate  for 
variations  in  the  rider's  skill. 

Cushman,  whose  three-wheeled  vehicles  have  a 
top  speed  of  38  m.p.h.,  requests  that  all  stopping 
distances  from  30  m.p.h.  and  35  m.p.h.  be  modi- 
fied, alleging  that  the  only  way  it  can  meet  the 
stopping  distances  is  by  redesigning  its  vehicle. 
Cushman  also  states  that  it  is  unaware  of  any 
incident  where  the  stopping  distances  achieved 
by  its  present  vehicle  have  become  a  factor  in  an 
accident,  and  that  accordingly  there  is  no  need 
for  the  stopping  distances  set  forth  in  Table  I, 
as  they  apply  to  Cushman,  in  order  to  protect 
the  public. 

The  NHTSA  recognizes  that  its  standards  on 
braking  (the  forthcoming  amendment  to  Stand- 
ard No.  105,  Hydraulic  Brake  Systems,  Standard 
No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  and  Standard  No. 
122,  Motorcycle  Brake  Systems)  impose  stringent 
requirements  on  the  manufacturers  of  all  types 
of  vehicles,  and  that,  in  some  instances,  redesign 
may  be  necessary.  But  because  of  the  ever  in- 
creasing numbers  of  vehicles  on  urban  and  inter- 
state roadways,  and  of  passenger-miles  traveled, 
the  NHTSA  considers  improved  braking  systems 
to  be  the  highest  priority  in  its  prog'-am  of  ac- 
cident avoidance.  Prompt  and  accurate  braking 
response  is  deemed  especially  critical  in  providing 
a  margin  by  which  the  vulnerable  motorcyclist 
may  escape  death  or  serious  injury.  While  the 
fatality  rate  for  all  motor  vehicle  occupants  fell 
3.8  per  cent  in  1970,  it  rose  18.9  per  cent  for 
motorcycle  riders.  Motorcycles  account  for  less 
than  2.3  per  cent  of  total  vehicle  registrations, 
but  they  are  involved  in  3.6  per  cent  of  all  fatal 
accidents.  Therefore,  the  necessity  that  the  in- 
dustry achieve  the  full  capability  of  the  present 


state  of  the  art.  has  been  found  to  outweigh  the 
problems  caused  the  individual  manufacturers  by 
compliance. 

The  NHTSA  recognizes  the  effect  of  rider 
control  upon  stopping  distance  in  the  wording  of 
S7.  which  deems  stopping  distance  requirements 
met  if  only  one  of  the  specified  number  of  stops 
occurs  within  the  maximum  allowable  stopping 
distances.  Comments  to  Docket  No.  1-3  indicate 
that  it  is  clearly  reasonable  and  practicable  to 
require  motorcycles  to  meet  the  stopping  distances 
adopted  for  Standard  No.  122.  The  petitions  of 
JAMA  and  Cushman  are  denied. 

4.  Elective  date.  JAMA  has  requested  a  4 
month  delay  in  the  effective  date  of  Standard 
No.  122  because  model  changeover  time  for  Japa- 
nese manufacturers  extends  through  autumn  to 
the  end  of  the  year.  It  estimates  that  only  50 
per  cent  of  the  industry  could  be  brought  into 
compliance  by  September  1, 1973.  In  light  of  the 
design  changes  that  may  be  necessitated,  the  Ad- 
ministrator finds  this  request  reasonable  and  that 
for  good  cause  shown  a  later  effective  date  is  in 
the  public  interest.  The  effective  date  of  Stand- 
ard No.  122  is  hereby  changed  to  January  1,  1974. 

The  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  the  authority 
of  sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  from 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR 
1.51. 


Issued  on  June  9,  1972. 


Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.   11973 
June  16,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   122 

Motorcycle  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.   1-3;  Notice  6) 


This  notice  amends  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  122,  Motorcycle  Brake  Systems, 
49  CFR  571.122,  to  modify  the  master  cylinder 
labeling  and  the  wetting  procedure  for  the  water 
recovery  test,  effective  January  1,  1974. 

The  amendment  is  based  upon  a  notice  pub- 
lished December  15,  1972,  (37  F.R.  26739).  The 
NHTSA  proposed  a  change  in  the  wording  of 
the  master  cylinder  reservoir  label  which  would 
be  identical  to  that  specified  in  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  105a,  Hydraulic  Brake  Sys- 
tems (37  F.R.  17970).  In  addition,  a  change  in 
the  wetting  procedure  for  the  water  recovery 
test  was  proposed  to  require  sequential  immersion 
of  the  front  and  rear  brake  assemblies  in  lieu 
of  simultaneous  immersion. 

The  comments  recei\ed  generally  supported  the 
proposal.  Some  minor  changes  were  requested, 
and  Standard  No.  122  is  being  amended  accord- 
ingly. The  reservoir  labeling  requirements  have 
been  modified  in  format  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  recent  amendments  to  Standard  No.  105a 
(38  F.R.  1.3017).  The  height  of  the  lettering 
has  been  retained  at  3/32  of  an  inch.  In  order 
to  avoid  any  misinterpretation,  it  is  the  NHTSA's 
intent  to  have  the  label  completed  with  DOT 
and  the  grade  of  fluid  designed  for  use  in  the 
system  and  not  a  manufacturer's  brand  name 
and  number.  If,  however,  silicone-based  or  petro- 
leum-based fluids  are  appropriate  for  the  system 
design  specific  fluids  may  be  designated  until  a 
DOT  grade  and  performance  requirements  have 
been  specified.  A  contrast  in  color  will  be  re- 
quired only  of  printed  labels.  For  this  pur- 
pose, it  has  been  decided  that  raised  or  lowered 


letters  will  provide  a  suflScient  degree  of  legi- 
bility. 

Finally,  based  on  a  comment  made  by  the 
Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Association, 
Inc.  (JAMA),  the  wetting  procedure  for  the 
water  recovery  test  has  been  changed  to  extend 
the  maximum  testing  time  from  5  minutes  to 
7  minutes.  JAMA  stated  that  immersion  of  the 
rear  brake '  first  would  still  create  engine  stall 
problems  if  the  water  were  allowed  to  enter  the 
engine  through  the  muffler (s)  during  the  front 
brake  assembly  immersion  period.  The  NHTSA 
feels  strongly  that  the  front  brake  should  be 
immersed  last  due  to  potential  instabilies  created 
by  a  "grabbing"  front  brake.  The  extra  time 
which  has  been  allotted  should  be  sufficient  for 
manufacturers  to  provide  protection  for  the  ex- 
haust system,  thereby  alleviating  the  problem  of 
engine  stall,  and  providing  a  measure  of  relief 
for  those  who  considered  the  5-minute  period  as 
excessiv-ely  short. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
§571.122,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
122,  is  amended. .  . . 

E-ffective  date:  January  1,  1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat. 
718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407;  delegation  of 
authority  at  38  F.R.  12147) 

Issued  on  May  30,  1973. 

James  E.  Wilson 
Associate    Administrator 
Traffic  Safety  Programs 

38  F.R.   14753 
June   5,   1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR   VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    122 

(Docket   No.   74-16;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFR  571.108,  571.122, 
and  571.123,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards 
Nos.  108,  122.  and  123,  to  modify  current  re- 
quirements that  apply  to  motor-driven  cycles. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afi'orded  an  op- 
portunity to  participate  in  tJie  making  of  tJie 
amendment  l)y  a  notice  of  pro[)osed  rulemaking 
publislied  on  April  12,  1974  (39  F.R.  13287)  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all  comments 
received  in  response  to  the  notice,  insofar  as  they 
relate  to  matters  within  its  scope. 

The  prior  notice  responded  to  petitions  by 
Cycles  Peugeot,  Ateliers  de  la  Motobecane.  and 
S.I.X.F.A.C.,  manufacturers,  and  Bermuda  Bikes, 
Inc.,  and  Robert  F.  Smith,  retail  dealers.  The 
notice  proposed  that  a  motor-driven  cycle  whose 
speed  attainable  in  1  mile  is  30  mph  or  less  need 
not  be  equipped  with  turn  signal  lamias,  and  may 
be  equipped  with  a  stop  lamp  with  one-half  the 
photometric  output  otherwise  required.  Braking 
fade  and  recovery  requirements  also  would  not 
apply  to  these  low-speed  vehicles.  Maximum 
stopping  distance  values  for  the  various  tests 
should  l)e  added  for  test  speeds  of  25,  20,  and  15 
mph.  Finally,  a  braking  control  on  the  left 
handlebar  would  be  a  permissible  alternative  to 
the  required  right  foot  braking  control. 

The  comments  received  addressed  Iwth  areas 
of  ]>erformance  covered  in  the  proposal,  and 
areas  where  no  standards  currently  exist,  such 
as  motors,  transmissions,  pedals,  and  a  request 
for  exemption  from  Standard  No.  119,  Tires  for 
Vehiehft  Other  Than  PoHseTiger  Cars.  As  these 
latter  comments  cover  matters  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  proposal,  this  notice  does  not  discu.ss  them. 
The  agency,  however,  has  been  formally  peti- 
tioned for  rulemaking  covering  transmissions 
and  Standard  No.  119,  and  will  respond  to  the 
petitioners  in  the  near  future. 

The  decision  by  NHTSA  not  to  establish  a 
separate  category  of  vehicle  was  objected  to  by 


some  commenrers.  In  support  of  their  request, 
they  argued  that  the  majority  of  motor-driven 
cycles  have  engines  producing  only  1.5  to  2  horse- 
power, and  consequent  low  maximum  speede, 
reducing  the  need  for  forward  lighting  that  is 
currently  required  of  these  vehicles.  Petitioners 
submitted  no  data  justifying  their  request.  The 
XHTSA,  liowever,  intends  to  study  tiie  matter 
of  forward  lighting  for  low-powered  two- 
wiieeled  \ehicles  through  a  re.search  contract 
with  the  University  of  Michigan.  When  the 
contract  is  completed  the  agency  will  then  decide 
wliether  further  rulemaking  is  warranted. 

The  proposal  distinguished  motor-driven 
cycles  on  the  basis  of  maximum  speed  attainable 
in  1  mile,  ratiier  than  on  horsepower,  and  the 
value  selected,  30  mph,  fell  within  the  maximum 
(40  mph)  and  minimum  (20  mph)  suggested  by 
commenters.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded  there- 
fore that  the  distinction  should  be  adopted  as 
proposed. 

Some  manufacturers  requested  restrictive  con- 
trols on  power  plant  output,  apparently  in  fear 
that  the  engine  of  a  vehicle  with  a  top  speed  of 
30  mph  or  less  could  be  modified  to  exceed  that 
speed,  and  therefore  cause  the  vehicle  to  no 
longer  comi)ly  with  the  Federal  standards.  This 
agency  lias  not  found  that  course  of  action  to  be 
practicable.  The  various  ways  to  modify  a  ve- 
hicle after  purchase  cannot  be  anticipated  or 
prevented  at  tlie  manufacturer  level.  On  the 
other  liand,  the  great  majority  of  consumers  use 
tlieir  vehicles  in  tlie  form  in  which  they  were 
purchased.  The  motor-driven  cycle  category  it- 
self contains  a  limitation  of  5  horsepower,  which 
will  be  applicable  to  the  special  lighting  modi- 
fications. In  the  NHTSAs  judgment,  modifica- 
tions bj'  consumers  and  the  consequent  equipment 
requirements  should  continue  to  be  regulated  at 
the  State  level. 
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The  fact  that  the  agency  took  no  action  to 
propose  a  reduction  in  existing  headhxmp  re- 
quirements for  motor-driven  cycles  was  criticized 
by  several  manufacturers  as  unduly  restrictive 
because  of  the  low  speed  and  power  output  of 
their  vehicles.  No  justification  has  been  shown 
for  such  a  cliange.  Motor-driven  cycles  therefore 
must  have  sufficient  generating  and/or  battery 
capacity  to  meet  the  headlamp  requirements. 

There  was  no  substantive  objection  to  the  ac- 
tual proposals  for  omission  of  turn  signals,  re- 
duced stop  lamp  photometries,  relief  from  brake 
fade  requirements,  inclusion  of  maximum  allovr- 
able  stopping  distances  for  low  speeds,  and  rear 
brake  control  placement.  Accordingly,  the 
standards  are  being  amended  in  the  manner 
proposed. 

Standard  No.  122  is  also  being  amended  to 
delete  the  final  effectiveness  test  (S5.5)  for  those 
motor-driven  cycles  excused  from  the  fade  and 
recovery  requirements.  The  purpose  of  the  final 
effectiveness  test  is  to  check  the  stopping  ability 
of  the  vehicle  after  the  fade  and  recovery  tests. 
Since  this  requirement  has  been  eliminated  for 
motor-driven  cycles  of  low  top-speed,  the  final 
effectiveness  test  is  redundant,  and  an  unneces- 


sary duplication  of  the  second  effectiveness  test. 
No  safety  purpose  is  served  by  its  retention. 
Language  is  also  added  to  the  fade  and  recovery 
and  final  effectiveness  test  procedures  (S7.6, 
S7.7,  and  S7.8),  making  it  clear  that  they  do  not 
apply  to  motor-driven  cycles  whose  speed  attain- 
able in  1  mile  is  30  mph  or  less. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  .571  is  amended  .... 

Ineffective  date:  October  14,  1974.  As  the 
amendments  allow  new  options  for  compliance, 
relieve  restrictions,  and  impose  no  additional 
burdens  on  regulated  persons,  it  is  found  for 
good  cause  shown  tha^.  an  effective  date  earlier 
than  180  days  after  issuance  of  the  amendments 
is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  10.3,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  September  6,  1974. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  f.R.  32914 
September  12,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   122 


Motorcycle  Brake  Systems 


This  notice  corrects  an  error  in  paragraph 
S7.8.1  of  49  CFR  571.122,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  122,  Motorcycle  Brake  Systems. 

On  March  24,  1971  NHTSA  proposed  (36  FR 
5516)  as  part  of  its  anticipated  motorcycle  brak- 
ing standard,  that  the  final  effectiveness  test  "re- 
peat S7.6  including  S7.3.1".  Proposed  S7.6  was 
the  service  brake  system  second  effectiveness  test. 
Wlien  Standard  No.  122  was  issued  on  March  9, 
1972  (37  F.R.  5033)  the  proposal  was  adopted, 
in  S7.8.1,  that  the  final  effectiveness  test  "Repeat 
S7.6  including  S7.3.1".  However,  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  final  rule  the  test  sequence  was  re- 
arranged and  the  second  effectiveness  test  had 
become  S7.5.  Through  oversight,  a  corresponding 
change  was  not  made  in  the  final  effectiveness 
test  provisions.  Accordingly  the  change  is  being 
made  by  this  notice. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  paragraph 
S7.8.1  of  49  CFR  §  571.122,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  122  is  revised  to  read  "S7.8.1  Serv- 
ice brake  system.    Repeat  S7.5  including  S7.3.1". 

Ejfective  date:  December  10, 1974.  Because  the 
notice  corrects  an  error  and  creates  no  additional 
burden  upon  any  person,  it  is  found  for  good 
cause  shown  that  an  immediate  effective  date  is 
in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51) 

Issued  on  December  4,  1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  43075 
December  10,   1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    122 

Motorcycle  Brake  Systems 
(Docket  No.  75-27;   Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  106-75, 
Hydraulic  Brake  Systems^  and  Standard  No.  122, 
Motorcycle  Brake  Systems,  to  modify  the  means 
for  establishing  the  frictional  resistance  of  the 
surface  on  which  stopping  distance  tests  are  con- 
ducted. A  similar  amendment  is  made  to  Part 
575,  Consumer  Information,  of  Title  49  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA)  proposed  the  change  in 
Standard  No.  105-75  (49  CFR  571.105-75), 
Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems  (49  CFE 
571.121),  Standard  No.  122  (49  CFR  571.122), 
and  the  Consumer  Information  Regulations  (49 
CFR  575.101)  in  response  to  a  petition  from 
British-Leyland  Motors  Limited  (40  FR  45200, 
October  1,  1975).  The  existing  test  procedure  in 
these  regulations  has  specified  use  of  the  Ameri- 
can Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM) 
E-274-65T  procedure,  using  an  ASTM  E249  tire 
that  is  no  longer  manufactured. 

Responses  were  received  on  the  proposed  ASTM 
change  from  White  Motor  Corporation  (Wliite), 
Mack  Trucks,  Inc.  (Mack),  Freightliner  Corpor- 
ation (Freightliner),  Ford  Motor  Company 
(Ford),  General  Motors  Corporation  (GM), 
Chrysler  Corporation  (Chrysler),  American 
Motors  Corporation  (AMC),  and  International 
Harvester  (IH).  The  National  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Advisory  Council  made  no  comment  on 
the  proposal. 

Most  conunenters  supported  use  of  the  new 
test  procedure  and  tire,  although  they  differed  in 
recommendations  for  correlating  the  reading 
produced  under  the  new  procedure  with  that  pro- 
duced under  the  old  procedure.  Manufacturers 
are  presently  certifying  compliance  to  brake 
standards  on  test  surfaces  with  a  satisfactory 
reading  under  the  old  procedure,  and  they  should 


be  able  to  continue  testing  and  certifying  com- 
pliance on  the  same  surface  without  anj'  increase 
in  the  severity  of  the  tests.  To  accomplish  this 
transition,  the  correlation  in  readings  between 
the  procedures  has  been  determined,  and  the  dif- 
ference is  reflected  in  a  change  of  the  dry  surface 
value  from  "skid  number"  75  to  "skid  number" 
81. 

Freightliner  urged  postponement  of  any  action 
until  it  could  be  supported  by  "adequate  and 
statistically  reliable  test  data."  AMC  also  recom- 
mended that  the  NHTSA  do  nothing  "until  the 
industry  has  had  sufficient  time  to  evaluate  and 
verify  the  performance  of  the  ASTM  E501  test 
tire  on  all  types  of  surfaces." 

The  change  in  procedure  is  prompted  by  the 
ASTM  decision  to  utilize  a  new  tire  in  ascertain- 
ing the  frictional  coefficient  of  test  surfaces.  As 
a  result  the  old  tire  is  no  longer  manufactured 
and  only  the  new  tire  is  available  for  skid  num- 
ber measurement.  Manufacturers  have  conducted 
comparative  tests  with  the  new  tire  to  determine 
the  correlation  between  the  readings  given  by  the 
two  tires.  Neither  Freightliner  nor  AMC  sub- 
mitted data  showing  that  the  agency's  proposal 
to  adjust  the  dry  surface  skid  number  upwards 
is  unjustified.  Only  Mack  submitted  data  and  it 
supported  the  NHTSA  and  Federal  Highway 
Administration  test  data  that  have  been  placed 
in  the  docket.  General  Motors  considered  the 
agency's  proposed  upward  adjustment  to  be  the 
maximum  desirable  based  on  its  data.  Interna- 
tional Harvester,  Chrysler,  and  Ford  supported 
the  change  in  dry  surface  skid  number  without 
qualification,  and  Wliite  suggested  that  a  skid 
number  of  85  be  utilized.  The  agency  finds  that 
the  AMC  and  Freightliner  requests  for  further 
delay  are  unjustified. 
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Ford  and  Freightliner  asked  that  the  skid 
number  for  the  lower  coefficient  (wet)  surface 
also  be  adjusted.  The  agency's  purpose  in  pro- 
posing the  adjustment  is  limited  to  changes  nec- 
essary to  avoid  a  modification  of  the  t«st  surfaces 
or  an  increase  in  the  severity  of  performance 
levels  specified  under  the  safety  standards.  The 
NHTSA  earlier  concluded  that  change  of  the  wet 
surface  specification  was  unnecessai-y,  and  no 
evidence  has  been  supplied  that  would  modify 
the  earlier  determination. 

General  Motors  noted  that  an  editorial  change 
to  the  newer  ASTM  procedure  does  not  appear 
in  early  publications  of  that  procedure.  To  put 
all  interested  persons  on  notice  of  the  editorial 
change,  the  NHTSA  has  included  the  change  in 
its  references  to  the  ASTM  E274-70  procedure. 

Freightliner  asserted  that  the  newei-  procedure 
included  modification  of  a  formula  that  justified 
a  larger  upwards  adjustment  than  that  proposed 
by  the  agency.  Actually,  the  modifications  only 
corrected  an  error  in  the  earlier  formida  which 
had  no  effect  on  the  determination  of  frictional 
coefficient.  Manufacturers  either  utilized  a  test 
trailer  that  obviated  the  need  for  calculations 
using  the  formula,  or  were  aware  of  the  error 
and  corrected  for  it  in  their  calculations.  Thus 
the  adjustment  requested  by  Freightliner  is  not 
warranted. 

In  accordance  with  recently-enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regida- 
tory  action  (41  FR  16201,  April  16,  1976),  the 
agency  herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of  the 
economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  amend- 
ment on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including 
possible  loss  of  safety  benefit.  Because  the  new 
references  to  procedures  and  a  test  tire  are  ex- 
pected to  accord  with  existing  practices,  the 
amendment  is  judged  not  to  have  any  significant 
impact  on  costs  or  benefits  of  the  standards  and 


consumer  information  item  that  are  modified  by 
the  change. 

Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  is  pres- 
ently subject  to  judicial  review  under  §  105(a) 
of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  (15  U.S.C.  §  1394(a)).  The  U.S.  Court,  of 
Appeals  hearing  the  petition  for  review  has  indi- 
cated that  it  prefers  to  review  the  standard  as  it 
presently  exists,  without  unnecessary  amendment. 
To  the  degree  possible,  the  agency  is  complying 
with  that  request  and  therefore,  in  the  case  of 
Standard  No.  121,  will  delay  the  update  of 
ASTM  procedure  until  review  is  completed. 

It  is  noted  that  this  change  in  procedure  for 
ascertaining  the  frictional  resistance  of  the  test 
surface  does  not  invalidate  data  collected  using 
the  older  procedure,  and  manufacturers  can  pre- 
sumably certify  on  the  basis  of  stopping  distance 
tests  conducted  on  surfaces  measured  by  the  old 
tire. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  amendments 
are  made  in  Chapter  V  of  Title  49,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations. 

Effective  date:  June  14,  1976.  Because  the 
older  test  tire  is  no  longer  manufactured,  and 
because  the  amendment  of  procedure  and  test  tire 
is  intended  only  to  duplicate  the  existing  pro- 
cedure and  tire,  this  amendment  creates  no  addi- 
tional requirements  for  any  person,  and  an 
immediate  effective  date  is  found  to  be  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  June  8,  1976. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  24592 
June  17,  1976 


PART  571;  S  122— PRE  12 


Effective:    October    10,    1978 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   122 

(Docket  No.   78-14;   Notice    1) 

Motorcycle  Brake  Systems 


This  notice  amends  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  Xo.  122  Motorcycle  Brake  Systems,  to 
incorporate  an  interpretation,  clarifying  that  the 
parking  brake  system  test  for  a  3-wheeled  motor- 
cycle does  not  require  that  a  vehicle  be  held  on 
a  30  percent  grade  for  5  minutes  if  the  limit  of 
traction  of  its  braked  wheels  is  reached  on  a 
lower  grade  so  that  the  vehicle  begins  to  slide. 
This  notice  also  amends  the  standard  to  clarify 
the  conditions  under  which  ti'action  is  deter- 
mined. The  action  is  occasioned  by  a  recent  in- 
terpretation of  the  agency  provided  in  response 
to  a  petition  for  temporary  exemption  from 
Standard  Xo.  122  by  Daihatsu  Motor  Company 
whose  B-20  vehicle's  limit  of  traction  was  reached 
on  a  20  percent  grade  (43  F.R.  36548).  The 
amendment  has  no  effect  upon  safety  since  it  is 
a  statement  and  clarification  of  an  existing 
agency  interpretation. 

Effective  date:  As  an  interpretative  rule,  the 
amendment  is  effective  upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register.     October  10,  1978. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Scott  Shadle,  Office  of  Rulemaking,  Xational 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 
AVashington,  D.C.  20590  "(202-426-2153). 

Supplementary  information :  Paragraph  So.6 
of  40  CFR  571.122,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ard Xo.  122,  requires  in  part  that  the  parking- 
brake  system  for  a  3-wheeled  motorcycle  "be 
capable  of  holding  the  motorcycle,  for  5  minutes 
in  both  forward  and  reverse  directions,  on  a  30 
percent  grade.  .  .  ."  Recently  the  agency  enter- 
tained a  petition  from  Daihatsu  Motor  Company, 
Ltd.  for  a  renewal  of  an  exemption  granted  an 
electric  motor-driven  cycle  in  1976  because  of  the 
inability  of  its  braked  wheels  to  hold  it  on  a 
30  percent  grade  in  tlie  reverse  direction.  The 
agency  disposed  of  the  petition  by  publishing 
an  interpretation  allowing  Daihatsu  to  certify 
compliance  with  Standard  Xo.  122,  stating  that 


tlie  agenc}'  did  not  intended  "to  dictate  design 
requirements  such  as  center  of  gravity  location 
and  tire  design  mandating  that  the  vehicle  itself 
have  a  limit  of  traction  sufficient  to  hold  it  on 
a  grade  that  is  30  percent  or  greater  when  its 
wheels  are  braked."     (43  F.R.  36548) 

XHTSA  has  decided  to  incorporate  this  inter- 
pretation into  Standard  Xo.  122  by  appropriate 
amendments  to  the  parking  brake  system  require- 
ment (S5.6)  and  test  procedures  (S7.9).  A 
similar  limit-of-traction  provision  already  exists 
with  respect  to  the  parking  brake  system  require- 
ments for  hydraulically  braked  vehicles  (para- 
graph S5.2.1  of  49  CFR  571.105). 

This  notice  also  amends  Standard  Xo.  122  to 
set  forth  the  road  surface  on  which  traction  is 
to  be  determined.  As  in  the  case  of  the  parking 
lirake  test  conditions  in  paragraph  S6.9  of  49 
CFR  571.105  and  paragraph  S5.6.2  of  59  CFR 

571.121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  this  notice  specifies 
a  surface  of  clean,  dry,  smooth  portland  cement 
concrete. 

Because  the  amendment  is  an  interpretative 
rule,  under  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act 
it  may  be  adopted  without  prior  notice  and  public 
comnient  (5  U.S.C.  553(b)). 

The  principal  authors  of  this  amendment  are 
Taylor  Vinson  of  the  Office  of  Cliief  Counsel  and 
John  Carson  of  the  Office  of  Rulemaking. 

In    consideration    of   the    foregoing,   49    CFR 

571.122,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  Xo.  122 
is  amended.  .  .  . 

(Sees.  103.  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392.  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  October  3,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43  F.R.  46547-46548 
October  10,  1978 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  122 
Motorcycle  Brake  Systems 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  perform- 
ance requirements  for  motorcycle  brake  systems. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  the  standard  is 
to  insure  safe  motorcycle  braking  performance 
under  normal  and  emergency  conditions. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
motorcycles. 

54.  Definitions. 

"Braking  interval"  means  the  distance  meas- 
ured from  the  start  of  one  brake  application  to 
the  start  of  the  next  brake  application. 

"Initial  brake  temperature"  means  the  tem- 
perature of  the  hottest  service  brake  of  the  vehicle 
0.2  miles  before  any  brake  application. 

"Skid  number"  means  the  frictional  resistance 
of  a  pavement  measured  in  accordance  with 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials 
(ASTM)  Method  E-274-70  (as  revised  July 
1974)  at  40  mph,  omitting  water  delivery  as 
specified  in  paragraphs  7.1  and  7.2  of  that 
method. 

"Stopping  distance"  means  the  distance 
traveled  by  a  vehicle  from  the  start  of  the  brake 
application  to  the  point  where  the  vehicle  stops. 

"Split  service  brake  system"  means  a  brake 
system  consisting  of  two  or  more  subsystems 
actuated  by  a  single  control  designed  so  that  a 
leakage-type  failure  of  a  pressure  component  in 
a  single  subsystem  (except  structural  failure  of 
a  housing  that  is  common  to  all  subsystems)  shall 
not  impair  the  operation  of  the  other  sub- 
system(s). 

S.5  Requirements.  Each  motorcycle  shall 
meet  the  following  requirements  under  the  con- 
ditions specified  in  S6,  when  tested  according 
to  the  procedures  and  in  the  sequence  specified 
in  S7.  Corresponding  test  procedures  of  S7  are 
indicated  in  parentheses.    If  a  motorcycle  is  in- 


T.\BLE  I 

STOPPING  DISTANCES  FOR  EFFECTIVENESS.  FADE  AND 

PARTUL  SYSTEM  TESTS 

Stopping  distance,  feet 

Effectiveness  tests 

Vehicle               Prebur-                  Prebur-  Effective-  Effective- 
test                nish  effec-              nish  effec-  ness  total  ness  partial 
speed                tiveness                 tiveness  system  hydraulic 
m.p.h.                   total                     partial  (S5.4)  systems 
system                  mechani-  (S5.7.1)  (S5.7,2) 
(S5.2.1)               cal  systems 
(S5.2.2) 

I                   n  ui  rv 

15          13           30  il  25 

20          24           54  19  44 

25         37          84  30  68 

30          54          121  43  97 

35          74          165  58  132 

40         96          216  75  173 

45        121         273  95  218 

50         150          337  128  264 

55         181          407  155  326 

60         216          484  185  388 

65   217  415 

70   264  527 

75 .  .  _  303  606 

80  _.    __....  345  689 

85 389  788 

90 484  872 

95 540  971 

100  _  .   ._  598  1076 

105  659  1188 

110    _  _  723  1302 

115   ._  .   791  1423 

120  ..  861  1549 


TABLE  II 

BRAKE  TEST  SEQUENCE  AND 

REQUIREMENTS 

SEQUENCE    L.C. 

Test  pro- 

Require- 

cedure 

ments 

S7.2 

2.  First  (Prebumish)  effectivess  test: 

(a)  Service  brake  system 

S7.3.1 

S5.2.1 

(b)  Partial  service  brake  system 

S7.3.2 

S5.2.2 

3.  Burnish  procedure 

S7.4 

4.  Second  effectiveness  test 

S7.5 

S5.3 

5.  First  fade  and  recovery  test 

S7.6 

S5.4 

6.  Rebumish 

S7.7 

7,  Final  effectiveness  test: 

S7.8.1 

S5.5.1 

S7.8.2 

S5.5.2 

8.  Parking  brake  test 

{three-wheeled  motorcycles  only)   

S7.9 

S5.6 

9.  Water  recovery  test 

_    S7.10 

S5.8 

10.  Design  durability 

.    S7.ll 

S5.8 
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capable  of  attaining  a  specified  speed,  its  service 
brakes  shall  be  capable  of  stopping  the  vehicle 
from  the  multiple  of  5  mph  that  is  4  mph  to 
8  mph  less  than  the  speed  attainable  in  1  mile, 
within  stoppping  distances  that  do  not  exceed 
,the  stopping  distances  specified  in  Table  1. 

S5.1  Required  equipment— split  service  brake 
system.  Each  motorcycle  shall  have  either  a 
split  service  brake  system  or  two  independently 
actuated  service  brake  systems. 

55.1.1  Mechanical    service    brake    system. 

Failure  of  any  component  in  a  mechanical  service 
brake  system  shall  not  result  in  a  loss  of  brak- 
ing ability  in  the  other  service  brake  system  on 
the  vehicle. 

55.1.2  Hydraulic    service    brake    system.    A 

leakage  failure  in  a  hydraulic  service  brake  system 
shall  not  result  in  a  loss  of  braking  ability  in 
the  other  service  brake  system  on  the  vehicle. 
Each  motorcycle  equipped  with  a  hydraulic 
brake  system  shall  have  the  equipment  specified 
in  S5.1.2.1  and  S5.1.2.2. 

55. 1.2.1  Master  cylinder  reservoirs.  Each 
master  cylinder  shall  have  a  separate  reservoir 
for  each  brake  circuit,  with  each  reservoir  filler 
opening  having  its  own  cover,  seal,  and  cover 
retention  device.  Each  reservoir  shall  have  a 
minimum  capacity  equivalent  to  one  and  one-half 
times  the  total  fluid  displacement  resulting  when 
all  the  wheel  cylinders  or  caliper  pistons  serv- 
iced by  the  reservoir  move  from  a  new  lining, 
fully  retracted  position  to  a  fully  worn,  fully 
applied  position.  Where  adjustment  is  a  factor, 
the  worst  condition  of  adjustment  shall  be  used 
for  this  measurement. 

55.1.2.2  [Reservoir  labeling.  Each  motorcycle 
shall  have  a  brake  fluid  warning  statement  that 
reads  as  follows,  in  letters  at  least  3/32  of  an 
inch  high: 

"WARNING:  Clean  filler  cap  before  removing. 

Use  only fluid  from  a  sealed  container." 

(Inserting  the  recommended  type  of  brake  fluid 
as  specified  in  49  CFR  §  571.116,  e.g.  DOT  3) 
The  lettering  shall  be— 

(a)  Permanently  affixed,  engraved  or  em- 
bossed; 

(b)  Located  so  as  to  be  visible  by  direct  view, 
either  on  or  within  4  inches  of  the  brake  fluid 
reservoir  filler  plus  or  cap;  and 


(c)  Of  a  color  that  contrasts  with  its  back- 
ground, if  it  is  not  engraved  or  embossed. 

S5.1.3.  Split  service  brake  system.  In  addition 
to  the  equipment  requu*ed  by  S5.1.2  each  motor- 
cycle equipped  with  a  split  service  brake  system 
shall  have  a  failure  indicator  lamp  as  specified 
inS5.1.3.1. 

S5.1.3.1     Failure  indicator  lamp. 

(a)  One  or  more  electrically  operated  service 
brake  system  failure  indicator  lamps  that  is 
mounted  in  front  of  and  in  clear  view  of  the 
driver,  and  that  is  activated— 

(1)  In  the  event  of  pressure  failure  in  any 
part  of  the  service  brake  system,  other  than  a 
structural  failure  of  either  a  brake  master  cyl- 
inder body  in  a  split  integral  body  type  master 
cylinder  system  or  a  service  brake  system 
failure  indicator  body,  before  or  upon  appli- 
cation of  not  more  than  20  pounds  of  pedal 
force  upon  the  service  brake. 

(2)  Without  the  application  of  pedal  force, 
when  the  level  of  brake  fluid  in  a  master  cylin- 
der reservoir  drops  to  less  than  the  recom- 
mended safe  level  specified  by  the  manufac- 
turer or  to  less  than  one-half  the  fluid  reservoir 
capacity,  whichever  is  the  greater. 

(b)  All  failure  indicator  lamps  shall  be  acti- 
vated when  the  ignition  switch  is  turned  from 
the  "off"  to  the  "on"  or  to  the  "start"  position. 

(c)  Except  for  the  momentary  activation  re- 
quired by  S5. 1.3. 1(b),  each  indicator  lamp,  once 
activated,  shall  remain  activated  as  long  as  the 
condition  exists,  whenever  the  ignition  switch  is 
in  the  "on"  position.  An  indicator  lamp  acti- 
vated when  the  ignition  is  turned  to  the  "start" 
position  shall  be  deactivated  upon  return  of  the 
switch  to  the  "on"  position  unless  a  failure  exists 
in  the  service  brake  system. 

(d)  Each  indicator  lamp  shall  have  a  red  lens 
with  the  legend  "Brake  Failure"  on  or  adjacent 
to  it  in  letters  not  less  than  %2  of  an  inch  high 
that  shall  be  legible  to  the  driver  in  daylight 
when  lighted. 

S5.1.4  Parking  Brake.  Each  three-wheeled 
motorcycle  shall  be  equipped  with  a  parking 
brake  of  a  friction  type  with  a  solely  mechanical 
means  to  retain  engagement. 
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S5.1.5  Other  requirements.  The  brake  system 
shall  be  installed  so  that  the  lining  thickness  of 
drum  brake  shoes  may  be  visually  inspected, 
either  directly  or  by  use  of  a  mirror  without 
removing  the  drums,  and  so  that  disc  brake 
friction  lining  thickness  may  be  visually  inspected 
without  removing  the  pads. 

S5.2  Service  Brake  System.  First  (pre- 
bumish)  effectiveness. 

S.5.2.1  Service  bral<e  system.  The  service 
brakes  shall  be  capable  of  stopping  the  motor- 
cycle from  30  mph  and  60  mph  within  stopping 
distances  which  do  not  exceed  the  stopping  dis- 
tances specified  in  Column  I  of  Table  I  (S7.3.1). 

S5.2.2  Partial  service  brake  system.  Each  in- 
dependently actuated  service  brake  system  on 
each  motorcycle  shall  be  capable  of  stopping  the 
motorcycle  from  30  mph  and  60  mph  within 
stoping  distances  which  do  not  exceed  the  stop- 
ping distances  specified  in  Column  II  of  Table  I 
(S7.3.2). 

S.5.3  Service  brake  system— second  effective- 
ness. The  service  brakes  shall  be  capable  of 
stopping  the  motorcycle  from  30  mph,  60  mph, 
80  mph,  and  the  multiple  of  5  mph  that  is  4  mph 
to  8  mph  less  than  the  speed  attainable  in  1  mile 
if  this  speed  is  95  mph  or  greater,  within  stop- 
ping distances  that  do  not  exceed  the  stopping 
distances  specified  in  Column  III  of  Table  I 
(S7.5). 

S5.4     Service  brake  system— fade  and  recovery. 

These  requirements  do  not  apply  to  a  motor- 
driven  cycle  whose  speed  attainable  in  1  mile  is 
30  mph  or  less. 

S.5.4.1  Baseline  check— minimum  and  maxi- 
mum pedal  forces.  The  pedal  and  lever  forces 
used  in  establishing  the  fade  baseline  check  aver- 
age shall  be  within  the  limits  specified  in  S6.10 
(S7.  6.  1). 

55.4.2  Fade.  Each  motorcycle  shall  be  ca- 
pable of  making  10  fade  stops  from  60  mph  at 
not  less  than  15  fpsps  for  each  stop  (S7.6.2). 

55.4.3  Fade  recovery.  Each  motorcycle  shall 
be  capable  of  making  five  recovery  stops  with  a 
pedal  force  that  does  not  exceed  90  pounds,  and 
a  hand  lever  force  that  does  not  exceed  55  pounds 


for  any  of  the  &st  four  recovery  stops  and  that 
for  the  fifth  recovery  stop  is  within  plus  20 
pounds  and  minus  10  pounds  of  the  fade  test 
baseline  check  average  force  (S7.6.3). 

55.5  Service  brake  system— final  effectiveness. 

These  requirements  do  not  apply  to  a  motor- 
driven  cycle  whose  speed  attainable  in  1  mile  is 
30  mph  or  less. 

55.5.1  Service  brake  system.  The  service 
brakes  shall  be  capable  of  stopping  the  motor- 
cycle in  a  manner  that  complies  with  S5.3 
(S7.8.1). 

55.5.2  Hydraulic  service  brake  system— partial 
failure.  In  the  event  of  a  pressure  component 
leakage  failure,  other  than  a  structural  failure 
of  either  a  brake  master  cylinder  body  in  a  split 
integral  body  type  master  cylinder  system  or  a 
service  brake  system  failure  indicator  body,  the 
remaining  portion  of  the  service  brake  system 
shall  continue  to  operate  and  shall  be  capable  of 
stopping  the  motorcycle  from  30  mph  and  60 
mph  within  stopping  distances  that  do  not  exceed 
the  stopping  distances  specified  in  Column  IV 
of  Table  I  (S7.8.2). 

55.6  Parking  brake  system.  The  parking 
brake  system  shall  be  capable  of  holding  the 
motorcycle  stationary  (to  the  limits  of  traction 
of  the  braked  wheels),  for  5  minutes,  in  both 
forward  and  reverse  directions,  on  a  30  percent 
grade,  with  an  applied  force  of  not  more  than 
90  pounds  for  a  foot-operated  system  and  55 
pounds  for  a  hand-operated  system  (S7.9). 

55.7  Service  brake  system— water  recovery. 

55.7.1  Baseline  check.  The  pedal  and  lever 
forces  used  in  establishing  the  water  recovery 
baseline  check  average  shall  be  within  the  limits 
specified  in  S6. 10(87.10.1). 

55.7.2  Water  recovery  test.  Each  motorcycle 
shall  be  capable  of  making  five  recovery  stops 
with  a  pedal  force  that  does  not  exceed  90  pounds, 
and  a  hand  lever  force  that  does  not  exceed  55 
pounds,  for  any  of  the  first  four  recovery  stops, 
and  that  for  the  fifth  recovery  stop  is  within 
plus  20  pounds  and  minus  10  pounds  of  the  base- 
line check  average  force  (S7.10.2). 
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S5.8     Service    brake    system    design    durability. 

Each  motorcycle  shall  be  capable  of  completing 
all  braking  requirements  of  S5  without  detach- 
ment of  brake  linings  from  the  shoes  or  pad, 
detachment  or  fracture  of  any  brake  system  com- 
ponents, or  leakage  of  fluid  or  lubricant  at  the 
wheel  cyclinder  and  master  cylinder  reservoir 
cover,  seal,  or  retention  device  (S7.ll). 

S6.  Test  conditions.  The  requirements  of  S5 
shall  be  met  under  the  following  conditions. 
Where  a  range  of  conditions  is  specified,  the 
motorcycle  shall  be  capable  of  meeting  the  re- 
quirements at  all  points  within  the  range. 

56.1  Vehicle  weight.  Motorcycle  weight  is 
unloaded  vehicle  weight  plus  200  pounds  (includ- 
ing driver  and  instrumentation),  with  the  added 
weight  distributed  in  the  saddle  or  carrier  if  so 
equipped. 

56.2  Tire  inflation  pressure.  Tire  inflation 
pressure  is  the  pressure  recommended  by  the 
manufacturer  for  the  vehicle  weight  specified  in 
paragraph  S6.1. 

56.3  Transmission.  Unless  otherwise  speci- 
fied, all  stops  are  made  with  the  clutch  disen- 
gaged. 

56.4  Engine.  Engine  idle  speed  and  ignition 
timing  settings  are  according  to  the  manufac- 
turer's recommendations.  If  the  vehicle  is 
equipped  with  an  adjustable  engine  speed  gov- 
ernor, it  is  adjusted  according  to  the  manufac- 
turer's recommendation. 

56.5  Ambient  temperature.  The  ambient  tem- 
perature is  between  32°  and  100°  F. 

56.6  Wind  velocity.  The  wind  velocity  is 
zero. 

56.7  Road  surface.  Road  tests  are  conducted 
on  level  roadway  having  a  skid  number  of  81. 
The  roadway  is  8  feet  wide  for  two-wheeled 
motorcycles,  and  overall  vehicle  width  plus  5 
feet  for  three- wheeled  motorcycles.  The  park- 
ing brake  test  surface  is  clean,  dry,  smooth  port- 
land  cement  concrete. 

56.8  Vehicle  position.  The  motorcycle  is 
aligned  in  the  center  of  the  roadway  at  the  start 


of  each  brake  application.  Stops  are  made  with- 
out any  part  of  the  motorcycle  leaving  the  road- 
way and  without  lockup  of  any  wheel. 

S6.7  Thermocouples.  The  brake  temperature 
is  measured  by  plug-type  thermocouples  installed 
in  the  approximate  center  of  the  facing  length 
and  width  of  the  most  heavily  loaded  shoe  or 
disc  pad,  one  per  brake,  as  shown  in  Figure  1. 


CB  DRILL  NO  31 
0  100  MAX  DEPTH 
BEFORE  GRIND 


FIGURE  1 

TYPICAL  PLUG  TYPE 
THERMOCOUPLE  INSTALLATIONS 


S6.10  Brake  actuation  forces.  Except  for  the 
requirements  of  the  fifth  recovery  stop  in  S5.4.3 
and  S5.7.2  (S7.6.3  and  S7.10.2)  the  hand  lever 
force  is  not  less  than  five  and  not  more  than  55 
pounds  and  the  foot  pedal  force  is  not  less  than 
10  and  not  more  than  90  pounds.  The  point  of 
initial  application  of  the  lever  forces  is  1.2  inches 
from  the  end  of  the  brake  lever  grip.  The  direc- 
tion of  the  force  is  perpendicular  to  the  handle 
grip  on  the  plane  along  which  the  brake  lever 
rotates,  and  the  point  of  application  of  the  pedal 
force  is  the  center  of  the  foot  contact  pad  of  the 
brake  pedal.  The  direction  of  the  force  is  per- 
pendicular to  the  foot  contact  pad  on  the  plane 
along  which  the  brake  pedal  rotates,  as  shown 
in  Figure  2. 
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FIG.  2    DIRECTION  OF  FORCE 


BRAKE  LEVER 


IBRAKE  PEDAL 


S7.  Test  procedures  and  sequence.  Each 
motorcycle  shall  be  capable  of  meeting  all  the 
requirements  of  this  standard  when  tested  accord- 
ing to  the  procedures  and  in  the  sequence  set 
forth  below  without  replacing  any  brake  sys- 
tem part,  or  making  any  adjustments  to  the  brake 
system  other  than  as  permitted  in  S7.4.  A  motor- 
cycle shall  be  deemed  to  comply  with  S5.2,  S5.3 
and  S5.5  if  at  least  one  of  the  stops  specified 
in  S7.3,  S7.5  and  S7.8  is  made  within  the  stop- 
ping distances  specified  in  Table  I. 

57.1  Braking  warming.  If  the  initial  brake 
temperature  for  the  first  stop  in  a  test  procedure 
(other  than  S7.10)  has  not  been  reached,  heat 
the  brakes  to  the  initial  brake  temperature  by 
making  up  to  10  stops  from  30  mph  at  a  decelera- 
tion of  not  more  than  10  fpsps.  On  independ- 
ently operated  brake  systems,  the  coldest  brake 
shall  be  within  10°  F  of  the  hottest  brake. 

57.2  Pretest  Instrumentation  check.  Conduct 
a  general  check  of  test  instrumentation  by  mak- 
ing not  more  than  10  stops  from  a  speed  of  not 
more  than  30  mph  at  a  deceleration  of  not  more 
than  10  fpsps.  If  test  instrument  repair,  replace- 
ment, or  adjustment  is  necessary,  make  not 
more  than  10  additional  stops  after  such  repair, 
replacement  or  adjustment. 

57.3  Service  brake  system  -  first  (preburnished) 
effectiveness  test. 

57.3.1  Service  brake  system.  Make  six  stops 
from  30  mph  and  then  six  stops  from  60  mph 
with  an  initial  brake  temperature  between  130°  F 
and  150°  F. 

87.3.2  Partial    service    brake    system.     For    a 

motorcycle  with  two  independently  actuated  serv- 
ice brake  systems,  repeat  S7.3.1  using  each  service 
brake  system  individually. 


57.4  Service  brake  system— burnish  procedure. 

Burnish  the  brakes  by  making  200  stops  from 
30  mph  at  12  fpsps.  The  braking  interval  shall 
be  either  the  distance  necessary  to  reduce  the 
initial  brake  temperature  to  between  130°  F  and 
150°  F  or  1  mile,  whichever  occurs  first.  Accel- 
erate at  maximum  rate  to  30  mph  immediately 
after  each  stop  and  maintain  that  speed  until 
making  the  next  stop..  After  burnishing  adjust 
the  brakes  in  accordance  with  the  manufacturer's 
recommendation. 

87.5  Service  brake  system— second  effective- 
ness test.  Repeat  S7. 3.1.  Then,  make  four  stops 
from  80  mph  and  four  stops  from  the  multiple 
of  5  mph  that  is  4  mph  to  8  mph  less  than  the 
speed  attainable  in  1  mile  if  that  speed  is  95  mph 
or  greater. 

87.6  Service  brake  system— fade  and  recovery 
test.  These  requirements  do  not  apply  to  a 
motor-driven  cycle  whose  speed  attainable  in  1 
mile  is  30  mph  or  less. 

87.6.1  Baseline  check  stops.  Make  three  stops 
from  30  mph  at  10  to  11  fpsps  for  each  stop. 
Compute  the  average  of  the  maximum  brake 
pedal  forces  and  the  maximum  brake  lever  forces 
required  for  the  three  stops. 

87.6.2  Fade  stops.  Make  10  stops  from  60 
mph  at  not  less  than  15  fpsps  for  each  stop. 
The  initial  brake  temperature  before  the  first 
brake  application  shall  be  between  130°  F  and 
150°  F.  Initial  brake  temperatures  before  brake 
appHcations  for  subsequent  stops  shall  be  those 
occurring  at  the  distance  intervals.  Attain  the 
required  deceleration  as  quickly  as  possible  and 
maintain  at  least  this  rate  for  not  less  than  three- 
fourths  of  the  total  stopping  distance  for  each 
stop.  The  interval  between  the  starts  of  service 
brake  applications  shall  be  0.4  mile.  Drive  1 
mile  at  30  mph  after  the  last  fade  stop  and  im- 
mediately conduct  the  recovery  test  specified  in 
S7.6.3. 

87.6.3  Recovery  test.  Make  five  stops  from 
30  mph  at  10  to  11  fpsps  for  each  stop.  The 
braking  interval  shall  not  be  more  than  1  mile. 
Immediately  after  each  stop  accelerate  at  maxi- 
mum rate  to  30  mph  and  maintain  that  speed 
until  making  the  next  stop. 
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S7.7  Service  brake  system— reburnish.  Re- 
peat S7.4  except  make  35  burnish  stops  instead 
of  200  stops.  Brakes  may  be  adjusted  after  re- 
burnish  if  no  tools  are  used.  These  require- 
ments do  not  apply  to  a  motor-driven  cycle  whose 
speed  attainable   in   1   mile  is  30  mph  or  less. 


57.8  Service  brake  system— final  effectiveness 
test.  These  requirements  do  not  apply  to  a 
motor-driven  cycle  whose  speed  attainable  in  1 
mile  is  30  mph  or  less. 

57.8.1  Service  brake  system.  Repeat  S7.5 
including  S7.3.1. 

57.8.2  Partial      service     brake     system     test. 

Alter  the  service  brake  system  on  three-wheeled 
motorcycles  to  induce  a  complete  loss  of  braking 
in  any  one  subsystem.  Determine  the  line  pres- 
sure or  pedal  force  necessary  to  cause  the  brake 
system  failure  indicator  to  operate.  Make  six 
stops  from  30  mph  and  then  six  stops  from  60 
mph  with  an  initial  brake  temperature  between 
130°  F  and  150°  F.  Repeat  for  each  subsystem. 
Determine  that  the  brake  failure  indicator  is 
operating  when  the  master  cylinder  fluid  level 
is  less  than  the  level  specified  in  S5. 1.3. 1(a)  (2), 
and  that  it  complies  with  S5. 1.3. 1(c).  Check 
for  proper  operation  with  each  reservoir  in  turn 
at  a  low  level.  Restore  the  service  brake  system 
to  normal  at  completion  of  this  test. 

57.9  Parking  brake  test.  Starting  with  an 
initial  brake  temperature  of  not  more  than 
150°  F  drive  the  motorcycle  downhill  on  the 
30  percent  grade  with  the  longitudinal  axis  of 
the  motorcycle  in  the  direction  of  the  grade. 
Apply  the  service  brakes  with  a  force  not  ex- 
ceeding 90  pounds  to  stop  the  motorcycle  and 
place  the  transmission  in  neutral.  Apply  the 
parking  brake  by  exerting  a  force  not  exceeding 
those  specified  in  S5.6  Release  the  service 
brake  and  allow  the  motorcycle  to  remain  at  rest 
(to  the  limit  of  traction  of  the  braked  wheels) 
for  5  minutes.  Repeat  the  test  with  the  motor- 
cycle parked  in  the  reverse  (uphill)  position  on 
the  grade. 


57.10  Service  brake  system— water  recovery 
test. 

57.10.1  Baseline  check  stops.  Make  three 
stops  from  30  mph  at  10  to  11  fpsps  for  each 
stop.  Compute  the  average  of  the  maximum 
brake  pedal  forces  and  of  the  maximum  brake 
lever  forces  required  for  the  three  stops. 

57.10.2  Wet  brake  recovery  stops.  Com- 
pletely immerse  the  rear  brake  assembly  of  the 
motorcycle  in  water  for  2  minutes  with  the 
brake  fully  released.  Next  completely  immerse  the 
front  brake  assembly  of  the  motorcycle  in  water 
for  2  minutes  with  the  brake  fully  released. 
Perform  the  entire  wetting  procedure  in  not  more 
than  7  minutes.  Immediately  after  removal 
of  the  front  brake  from  water,  accelerate  at  a 
maximum  rate  of  30  mph  without  a  brake  appli- 
cation. Immediately  upon  reaching  that  speed 
make  five  stops,  each  from  30  mph  at  10  to 
11  fpsps  for  each  stop.  After  each  stop  (except 
the  last)  accelerate  the  motorcycle  immediately 
at  a  maximum  rate  to  30  mph  and  begin  the 
next  stop. 

57.11  Final  inspection.  Upon  completion  of 
all  the  tests  inspect  the  brake  system  in  an  as- 
sembled condition,  for  compliance  with  the  brake 
lining  inspection  requirements.  Disassemble  all 
brakes  and  inspect: 

(a)  The  entire  brake  system  for  detachment 
or  fracture  of  any  component; 

(b)  Brake  linings  for  detachment  from  the 
shoe  or  pad; 

(c)  Wheel  cylinder,  master  cylinder,  and  axle 
seals  for  fluid  or  lubricant  leakage; 

(d)  Master  cylinder  for  reservoir  capacity 
and  retention  device;  and 

(e)  Master  cylinder  label  for  compliance  with 
S5.1.2.2. 


37  F.R.  5033 
March  9,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   123 

Motorcycle  Controls  and  Displays 
(Docket  No.  70-26;  Notice  3) 


This  notice  amends  Part  571  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations,  to  add  a  new  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  123  (49  CFR 
§  571.123)  that  establishes  requirements  for 
motorcycle  controls  and  displays.  A  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  on  this  subject  was  pub- 
lished on  November  6,  1970  (35  F.R.  17117). 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration estimates  that  over  3,000  accidents  may 
be  avoided  annually  by  specifying  a  uniform 
standard  for  motorcycle  controls  and  displays. 
As  this  agency  commented  in  the  prior  notice: 
"Controls  and  displays  link  the  operator  and  the 
machine,  and  if  there  is  confusion  as  to  their 
location,  interpretation,  or  operation,  a  danger- 
ous situation  may  result.  A  cyclist,  especially 
the  novice  and  the  cyclist  who  has  changed  from 
one  make  of  machine  to  another,  must  not  hesi- 
tate when  confronted  with  an  emergency."  The 
purpose  of  the  new  standard  is  to  minimize 
operator  error  in  responding  to  the  motoring 
environment,  by  standardizing  certain  motor- 
cycle controls  and  displays. 

The  basic  operational  requirement  of  Standard 
No.  123  is  that  handlebar-mounted  controls  be 
operable  throughout  their  full  range  without  the 
operator  removing  his  hand  from  the  handgrip. 
Standard  No.  1^  requires  att  motorcycles  to 
have  a  supplemental  engine  stop  control,  oper- 
able from  the  right  handlebar,  intended  for  use 
in  emergency  situations.  Notice  of  this  require 
ment  was  proposed  in  Notice  2  to  Docket  No. 
69-20,  Accelerator  Control  Systems  (35  F.R. 
15241).  Standard  No.  123  also  requires  that  if 
any  of  ten  other  specified  equipment  items  are 
provided  on  a  motorcycle,  the  location  and 
method  of  operation  of  the  applicable  control 
shall  be  standardized.  These  items  are :  manual 
clutch    or   integrated    clutch    and    gear   change, 


foot-operated  gear  change,  headlamp  upper- 
lower  beam  control,  horn,  turn  signal  lamps, 
ignition,  manual  fuel  shutoff  control,  twist-grip 
throttle,  front  wheel  brake,  and  rear  wheel 
brakes.  Motorcycles  that  are  designed  and  sold 
exclusively  for  use  by  law  enforcement  agencies 
are  excluded  from  Standard  No.  123,  as  the 
configuration  of  certain  controls  on  such  vehicles, 
necessary  for  law  enforcement  purposes,  differs 
from  that  required  by  the  new  standard.  Pro- 
posals applicable  to  the  instrument  illumination 
intensity  control,  the  electric  starter,  and  the 
kick  starter  have  not  been  adopted  as  insufficient 
correlation  with  motor  vehicle  safety  has  been 
found  for  these  items. 

As  noted  below,  some  of  the  location  and  op- 
erational requirements  that  were  proposed  have 
not  been  adopted  in  the  following  instances 
Otherwise,  the  location  and  operation  of  controls 
are  required  as  proposed. 

1.  F oot-of crated  gear  change.  The  likelihood 
of  inadvertent  engagement  of  reverse  gear  has 
been  found  to  be  so  slight  that  a  means  to  pro- 
hibit it  has  not  been  found  necessary.  Further, 
no  requirement  has  been  specified  for  location  of 
neutral  gear.  Under  Proposal  A,  neutral  would 
have  occurred  lowest  in  the  gear  sequence.  Pro- 
posal A  Tvas  not  adopted  because  of  the  likeli- 
hood of  overshooting  low  gear  when  downshift- 
ing, thus  contributing  to  a  possible  loss  of 
control.  In  Proposal  B,  the  transmission  would 
be  put  into  neutral  by  a  rearward  motion  of  the 
operator's  heel  on  a  control  device  separate  from 
the  shift  lever.  This  method  was  not  adopted 
since  it  appears  to  have  no  inherent  safety  ad- 
vantages over  any  other  means  of  finding  neutral. 
The  intent  of  Proposal  B  was  to  ensure  that 
neutral  can  reliably  be  selected  when  desired 
without  being  selected   inadvertently   when  not 
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desired.  The  conventional  neutral  light  may 
serve  as  an  aid  to  such  shifting;  however,  any 
system  which  requires  eye  movements  away  from 
the  road  merely  to  shift  gears  cannot  be  consid- 
ered to  be  an  adjunct  to  safety. 

The  present  standard  does  not  impose  specific 
requirements  for  ease  of  locating  the  gear  posi- 
tion, or  for  protection  against  inadvertent  shift- 
ing into  neutral.  However,  the  Administration 
considers  these  to  be  desirable  objectives  and 
will  consider  amending  the  standard  if  it  ap- 
pears necessary  to  do  so. 

2.  Headlamf  control.  Because  heavy  gloves 
are  needed  for  safe  riding,  only  a  simple  "up  for 
higher  beam,  down  for  lower  beam"  requirement 
has  been  adopted. 

3.  Turn  signal  lamps.  Because  turn  signal 
lamps  are  not  a  required  item  of  motorcycle 
equipment  until  January  1,  1973,  and  the  indus- 
try is  experimenting  with  various  controls. 
Standard  No.  123  specifies  only  that  the  turn 
signal  lamp  control  be  located  on  the  handlebars. 

4.  Igniticn:  Because  of  the  adoption  of  the 
requirement  that  motorcycles  be  equipped  with 
a  supplemental  engine  stop  control  on  the  right 
handlebar,  the  need  to  specify  a  location  and 
method  of  operation  for  the  ignition  has  dimin- 
ished. Accordingly,  the  sole  ignition  control 
requirement  is  that  the  "off"  position  be  counter- 
clockwise from  all  other  positions. 

5.  Manual  fuel  shuto-ff  control.  The  require- 
ments adopted  do  not  apply  to  automatic  fuel 
shutoff  controls.  No  location  for  a  manual  con- 
trol is  specified.  Based  upon  comments,  revisions 
have  been  made  in  the  direction  of  valve  oper- 
ation. 

Substantial  modifications  have  been  made  as 
well  in  the  display  proposals.  Because  of  the 
limited  range  within  which  displays  can  be  lo- 


cated on  a  motorcycle,  it  has  been  determined 
that  no  specific  location  requirements  are  neces- 
sary. Illumination  of  the  neutral  position  and 
the  speedometer  has  been  deemed  essential ;  the 
proposal  that  a  green  lamp  indicate  neutral  po- 
sition has  been  adopted,  and  the  speedometer 
must  be  illuminated  whenever  the  headlamp  is 
activated.  Because  turn  signals  and  upper  beam 
indicators  are  covered  in  Standard  No.  108,  they 
have  been  omitted  from  the  display  illumination 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  123. 

Proposals  for  control  identification,  stands, 
and  passenger  foot-rests  have  been  adopted  sub- 
stantially as  proposed.  Since  operating  instruc- 
tions are  invariably  provided  with  motorcycles, 
the  NHTSA  has  not  adopted  the  proposal  cov- 
ering them. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1974.  Because 
of  the  leadtime  necessary  for  preparation  for 
production,  it  is  found,  for  good  cause  shown, 
that  an  effective  date  later  than  one  year  after 
the  issue  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  by 
adding  §  571.123,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  123,  Motorcycle  Controls  and  Displays,  as 
set  forth  below. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  from 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR 
1.51. 


Issued  on  April  4, 1972. 


Douglas   W.   Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.   7207 
April    12,    1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   123 

Motorcycle  Controls  and  Displays 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  123  (49  CFR  §571.123)  and  amends  the 
standard  in  minor  respects. 

Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  123, 
establishing  requirements  for  the  location,  op- 
eration, identification,  and  illumination  of 
motorcycle  controls  and  displays,  effective 
September  1,  1974,  was  published  on  April  12, 
1972  (37  F.R.  7207).  Thereafter,  pursuant  to  49 
CFR  §  553.35,  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the 
rule  were  filed  by  Japan  Automobile  Manufac- 
turers Asociation,  Inc.  ("JAMA"),  Kawasaki 
Motors  Corp.  (Kawasaki),  and  Cushman 
Motors  ("Cushman")  through  counsel.  In  re- 
sponse to  these  petitions  the  standard  is  being 
revised  in  minor  respects.  The  Administrator 
has  declined  to  grant  requested  relief  from  other 
requirements  of  the  standard. 

1.  Manual  fuel  shutoff  valve.  Standard  No. 
123  requires  that  the  manual  fuel  shutoff  control 
point  downward  when  in  the  "on"  position,  for- 
ward in  the  "off"  position,  and  upward  to  supply 
fuel  from  a  reserve  source  if  one  is  provided. 

JAMA  has  requested  that  the  configuration 
found  on  most  Japanese  motorcycles  be  adopted : 
"off"  with  the  control  position  to  the  left,  "re- 
serve" to  the  right,  and  "on"  downward. 
JAMA's  request  was  originally  made  in  response 
to  the  notice  proposing  control  positions  for  the 
shut-off  valve,  and  was  considered  at  that  time. 
JAMA's  petition  is  denied.  The  NHTSA  has 
determined  that  the  control  should  be  stand- 
ardized by  requiring  its  operation  along  a  longi- 
tudinal rather  than  a  transverse  axis.  In  this 
location  there  is  a  greater  likelihood  that  in  the 
event  of  a  crash,  the  control  will  be  carried  by 
inertia  to  the  off  position,  thereby  shutting  off 
the  fuel. 

JAMA  also  asked  for  an  interpretation  of  the 
words   "control    pointing"   asking  if  the   words 


mean  the  direction  of  a  non-operational  pointer 
indicating  the  off-position,  or  the  direction  of  the 
control  end  operated  by  the  fingers.  "Control 
pointing"  means  the  direction  of  the  control  end 
operated  by  the  fingers.  To  eliminate  this  pos- 
sible ambiguity,  the  word  "pointing"  is  deleted 
from  the  entry  in  Table  I. 

2.  Headlamf  control.  The  NHTSA  requires, 
in  Standard  No.  123,  that  the  upper  headlamp 
beam  be  activated  with  an  upward  motion  of  the 
beam  control,  and  the  lower  beam  by  a  down- 
ward motion.  Kawasaki  has  asked  that  these 
positions  be  reversed.  It  reasons  that  when  the 
left  thumb  is  under  the  handlebar,  the  lower 
beam  control  can  be  more  quickly  activated  with 
an  upward  movement  of  the  thumb,  rather  than 
by  raising  the  thumb  above  the  switch  and  then 
depressing  it.  The  Administration  denies 
Kawasaki's  request,  as  it  is  considered  contrary 
to  good  human  factors  engineering.  Control 
mechanisms  which  are  used  for  increasing  the 
output  of  a  system  are  generally  designed  to  be 
switched  upward  for  higher  intensity. 

3.  Speedometer  graduations.  Both  JAMA 
and  Kawasaki  have  petitioned  for  reconsidera- 
tion of  the  requirement  that  major  and  minor 
graduations  and  numerals  appear  at  the  10  and 
5  mph  intervals  respectively,  alleging  that  op- 
erator confusion  could  be  caused  by  a  clutter  of 
numerals  and  graduations  at  5  mph  intervals. 
The  NHTSA  considers  these  petitions  to  have 
merit  and  is  amending  Standard  No.  123,  to  re- 
quire only  minor  graduations  at  the  5  mph 
intervals. 

4.  Control  identification.  JAMA  has  peti- 
tioned for  an  amendment  of  Table  3  to  eliminate 
identification  of  some  controls  and  to  identify 
only  control  positions.  The  petition  also  re- 
quested abbreviation  of  the  identification  pres- 
ently required.  JAMA  alleges  difficulty  in  pro- 
viding all  the  identification  marks  due  to  lack  of 
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space  around  the  handlebar.  It  argues  that  an 
individual  operator  will  not  mistake  one  equip- 
ment item  for  another  on  different  cycles  when 
all  controls  are  uniformly  located  as  specified  by 
Standard  No.  123. 

The  Administration  denies  JAMA's  petition. 
Labeling  control  positions  without  identifying 
the  control  itself  could  confuse  the  novice  motor- 
cyclist and  may  contribute  to  traffic  hazards. 
During  the  initial  learning  stage  the  cyclist  will 
not  be  able  to  identify  controls  by  their  required 
location.  Further,  there  are  no  common  ab- 
breviations with  universal  acceptance  for  the 
controls  mentioned,  viz.,  choke,  starter,  horn,  and 
neutral  indicator. 

JAMA  also  requested  a  clarification  as  to 
whether  control  identification  must  be  indicated 
in  capital  letters.  The  answer  is  no:  use  of 
upper  or  lower  case  lettering  is  at  the  manu- 
facturer's discretion.  Kawasaki  asked  whether 
it  is  permissible  to  add  information  to  the 
tachometer  identification  indicating  that  it 
registers  thousands  of  revolutions  per  minute. 
The  marking  requirements  of  the  standard  are 
minimum  requirements  only,  and  the  NHTSA 
has  no  objection  to  further  identification  of  this 
nature  for  the  tachometer. 

5.  Three-wheeled  motorcycles.  Cushman  man- 
ufactures three-wheeled  motorcycles.  It  alleged 
that  many  of  the  requirements  of  Standard  No. 
123  are  incompatible  with  the  configuration  of  its 
vehicle.  It  requested  that  Standard  No.  123  be 
amended  to  exclude  three-wheeled  motorcycles 
that  are  designed  to  achieve  a  maximum  speed 
no  greater  than  40  mph.  Cushman  raised  a 
number  of  specific  objections  concerning  control 
location  and  operation,  identification,  and  dis- 
plays. In  view  of  the  disposition  of  Cushman's 
petition  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  objec- 
tions in  detail. 


Cushman's  petition  is  denied  for  the  following 
reasons.  Petitioner  manufactures  two  types  of 
three-wheeled  vehicles,  identical  except  for  steer- 
ing configuration.  One  type  employs  handlebars, 
the  other  a  steering  wheel.  Its  sales  literature 
indicates  that  most  models  manufactured  with 
handlebars  are  intended  for  industrial  applica- 
tions on  private  property,  and  are  not  intended 
to  be  licensed  as  motor  vehicles  for  use  on  the 
public  roads.  The  remaining  models  manufac- 
tured with  handlebars  are  intended  for  police 
use.  Standard  No.  123  does  not  apply  to  this 
type  of  vehicle.  Cushman's  models  intended  for 
street  use  are  equipped  with  the  steering  wheel 
as  standard  equipment.  The  standard  does  not 
apply  to  motorcycles  with  steering  wheels.  A 
denial  of  Cushman's  petition  means  only  that, 
after  September  1,  1974,  three-wheeled  motor- 
cycles for  street  use  may  not  be  sold  with  the 
handlebar  option. 

6.  Miscellaneous.  A  typographical  error  is 
corrected  concerning  the  integrated  clutch  and 
gear  change. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
§571.123,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
123,  is  revised  ....  Effective  date:  September 
1,  1974,  the  same  effective  date  as  the  standard 
as  previously  issued '(37  F.R.  7207). 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51. 


Issued  on  August  22, 1972. 


Douglas    W.    Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.    17474 
August   29,    1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   123 

(Docket  No.   74-16;   Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFR  571.108,  571.122, 
and  571.123,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards 
Nos.  108,  122,  and  123,  to  modify  current  re- 
quirements that  apply  to  motor-driven  cycles. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded  an  op- 
portunity to  participate  in  the  making  of  the 
amendment  by  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
published  on  April  12,  1974  (39  F.R.  13287)  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all  comments 
received  in  response  to  the  notice,  insofar  as  they 
relate  to  matters  within  its  scope. 

The  prior  notice  responded  to  petitions  by 
Cycles  Peugeot,  Ateliers  de  la  Motobecane,  and 
S.I.N.F.A.C.,  manufacturers,  and  Bermuda  Bikes, 
Inc.,  and  Robert  F.  Smith,  retail  dealers.  The 
notice  proposed  that  a  motor-driven  cycle  whose 
speed  attainable  in  1  mile  is  30  mph  or  less  need 
not  be  equipped  with  turn  signal  lamps,  and  may 
be  equipped  with  a  stop  lamp  with  one-half  the 
photometric  output  otherwise  required.  Braking 
fade  and  recovery  requirements  also  would  not 
apply  to  these  low-speed  vehicles.  Maximum 
stopping  distances  values  for  the  various  tests 
would  be  added  for  test  speeds  of  25,  20,  and  15 
mph.  Finally,  a  braking  control  on  the  left 
handlebar  would  be  a  permissible  alternative  to 
the  required  right  foot  braking  control. 

Tlie  comments  received  addressed  both  areas 
of  performance  covered  in  the  proposal,  and 
areas  where  no  standards  currently  exist,  such 
as  motors,  transmissions,  pedals,  and  a  request 
for  exemption  from  Standard  No.  119,  Tires  for 
Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger  Cars.  As  these 
latter  comments  cover  matters  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  proposal,  this  notice  does  not  discuss  them. 
The  agency,  however,  has  been  formally  peti- 
tioned for  rulemaking  covering  transmissions 
and  Standard  Xo.  119,  and  will  respond  to  the 
petitioners  in  the  near  future. 

The  decision  by  NHTSA  not  to  establish  a 
separate  category  of  vehicle  was  objected  to  by 


some  commenters.  In  support  of  their  request, 
they  argued  that  the  majority  of  motor-driven 
cycles  have  engines  producing  only  1.5  to  2  horse- 
power, and  consequent  low  maximum  speeds,  re- 
ducing the  need  for  forward  lighting  that  is 
currently  required  of  these  vehicles.  Petitioners 
submitted  no  data  justifying  their  request.  The 
NHTSA,  however,  intends  to  study  the  matter 
of  forward  lighting  for  low-powered  two- 
wheeled  vehicles  through  a  research  contract 
with  the  University  of  Michigan.  When  the 
contract  is  completed  the  agency  will  then  decide 
whether  further  rulemaking  is  warranted. 

The  proposal  distinguished  motor-driven 
cycles  on  the  basis  of  maximum  speed  attainable 
in  1  mile,  rather  than  on  horsepower,  and  the 
value  selected,  30  mph,  fell  within  the  maximum 
(40  mph)  and  minimum  (20  mph)  suggested  by 
commenters.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded  there- 
fore that  the  distinction  should  be  adopted  as 
proposed. 

Some  manufacturers  requested  restrictive  con- 
trols on  power  plant  output,  apparently  in  fear 
that  the  engine  of  a  vehicle  with  a  top  speed  of 
.30  mph  or  less  could  be  modified  to  exceed  that 
speed,  and  therefore  cause  the  vehicle  to  no 
longer  comply  with  the  Federal  standards.  This 
agency  has  not  found  that  course  of  action  to  be 
practicable.  The  various  ways  to  modify  a  ve- 
hicle after  purchase  cannot  be  anticipated  or 
prevented  at  the  manufacturer  level.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  great  majority  of  consumers  use 
their  vehicles  in  the  form  in  which  they  were 
purchased.  The  motor-driven  cycle  category  it- 
self contains  a  limitation  of  5  horsepower,  which 
will  be  applicable  to  the  special  lighting  modi- 
fications. In  the  NHTSA's  judgment,  modifica- 
tions by  consumers  and  the  consequent  equipment 
requirements  should  continue  to  be  regulated  at 
the  State  level. 
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The  fact  tliat  the  agency  took  no  action  to 
propose  a  reduction  in  existing  lieadlanip  re- 
quirements for  motor-driven  cycles  was  criticized 
by  several  manufacturers  as  nndulj-  restrictive 
because  of  the  low  speed  and  power  output  of 
their  vehicles.  No  justification  has  been  shown 
for  such  a  change.  Motor-dri\-en  cycles  therefore 
must  have  sufficient  generating  and/or  battery 
caijacity  to  meet  the  headlamp  requirements. 

There  was  no  substantive  objection  to  the  ac- 
tual proposals  for  omission  of  turn  signals,  re- 
cUiced  stop  lamp  photometries,  relief  from  brake 
fade  requirements,  inclusion  of  maximum  allow- 
able stopping  distances  for  low  speeds,  and  rear 
brake  control  placement.  Accordingly,  the 
standards  are  being  amended  in  the  manner 
proposed. 

Standard  No.  122  is  also  being  amended  to 
delete  the  final  effectiveness  test  (S5.5)  for  those 
motor-driven  cycles  excused  from  the  fade  and 
recovery  requirements.  The  purpose  of  the  final 
effectiveness  test  is  to  check  the  stopping  ability 
of  the  vehicle  after  the  fade  and  recovery  tests. 
Since  this  requirement  has  been  eliminated  for 
motor-driven  cycles  of  low  top-speed,  the  final 
effectiveness  test  is  redundant,  and  an  unneces- 


sary duplication  of  the  second  effectiveness  test. 
No  safety  purpose  is  .ser\ed  by  its  retention. 
Language  is  also  added  to  the  fade  and  recovery 
and  final  effectiveness  test  procedures  (S7.(i, 
ST. 7,  and  S7.S),  making  it  clear  that  they  do  not 
apply  to  motor-driven  cycles  whose  speed  attain- 
able in  1  mile  is  30  mph  or  less. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  571  is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  October  14.  1974.  As  the 
amendments  allow  new  options  for  comjiliance, 
relieve  i-estrictions,  and  impose  no  additional 
burdens  on  regulated  persons,  it  is  found  for 
good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  earlier 
than  180  days  after  issuance  of  the  amendments 
is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563.  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  September  6,  1974. 

James   B.    Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  32914 
September  12,  1974 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  123 
Motorcycle  Controls  and  Displays 

(Docket  No.  70-26;  Notice  3) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  require- 
ments for  the  location,  operation,  identification, 
and  illumination  of  motorcycle  controls  and  dis- 
plays, and  requirements  for  motorcycle  stands 
and  footrests. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  minimize  accidents  caused  by  operator  error 
in  responding  to  the  motoring  environment,  by 
standardizing  certain  motorcycle  controls  and 
displays. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
motorcycles  equipped  with  handlebars,  except 
for  motorcycles  that  are  designed,  and  sold  ex- 
clusively, for  use  by  law  enforcement  agencies. 

54.  Definitions.  "Clockwise"  and  "counter- 
clockwise" mean  opposing  directions  of  rotation 
around  following  axes,  as  applicable: 

(a)  The  operational  axis  of  the  ignition  con- 
trol, viewed  from  in  front  of  the  ignition  lock 
opening; 

(b)  The  axis  of  the  right  handlebar  on  which 
the  twist-grip  throttle  is  located,  viewed  from 
the  end  of  that  handlebar; 

(c)  The  axis  perpendicular  to  the  center  of 
the  speedometer,  viewed  from  the  operator's 
normal  eye  position. 

55.  Requirements. 

55.1  Each  motorcycle  shall  be  equipped  with 
a  supplemental  engine  stop  control,  located  and 
operable  as  specified  in  Table  I. 

55.2  Each  motorcycle  to  which  this  standard 
applies  shall  meet  the  following  requirements: 

S5.2.1     Control  location  and  operation.    If  any 

item  of  equipment  listed  in  Table  1,  Column  1, 
is  provided,  the  control  for  such  item  shall  be 
located  as  specified  in  Column  2,  and  operable 


as  specified  in  Column  3.  Each  control  located 
on  a  right  handlebar  shall  be  operable  by  the 
operator's  right  hand  throughout  its  full  range 
without  removal  of  the  operator's  right  hand 
from  the  throttle.  Each  control  located  on  a 
left  handlebar  shall  be  operable  by  the  operator's 
left  hand  throughout  its  full  range  without  re- 
moval of  the  operator's  left  hand  from  the  hand- 
grip. If  a  motorcycle  with  an  automatic  clutch 
is  equipped  with  a  supplemental  rear  brake  con- 
trol, the  control  shall  be  located  on  the  left 
handlebar.  If  a  motorcycle  is  equipped  with 
self-proportioning  or  anti-lock  braking  devices 
utilizing  a  single  control  for  front  and  rear 
brakes,  the  control  shall  be  located  and  operable 
in  the  same  manner  as  a  rear  brake  control. 

55.2.2  Display    illumination   and   operation.     If 

an  item  of  equipment  listed  in  Table  2,  Column 
1,  is  provided,  the  display  for  such  item  shall 
be  visible  to  a  seated  operator  under  daylight 
conditions,  shall  illuminate  as  specified  in  col- 
umn 2,  and  shall  operate  as  specified  in  Column  3. 

55.2.3  Control    and    display    identification.     If 

an  item  of  equipment  listed  in  Table  3,  Column 
1,  is  provided,  the  control  for  such  item  shall  be 
identified  by  the  word  or  words  shown  in  Column 
2  and  any  corresponding  word  in  Column  3, 
placed  on  or  adjacent  to  the  control. 

Control  positions  shall  be  identified  as  speci- 
fied in  Column  3,  to  signify  the  function  per- 
formed at  that  setting.  The  abbreviations  used 
in  Columns  2  and  3  are  minimum  requirements 
and  appropriate  words  may  be  spelled  in  full. 
Identification  shall  appear  to  the  operator  in  an 
upright  position. 

Functional  identification  need  not  be  provided 
for  equipment  items  with  no  entry  in  Column  3. 
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S5.2.4  Stands.  A  stand  shall  fold  rearward 
and  upward  if  it  contacts  the  ground  when  the 
motorcycle  is  moving  forward. 


S5.2.5  Footrests.  Footrests  shall  be  provided 
for  each  designated  seating  position.  Each  foot- 
rest  for  a  passenger  other  than  an  operator  shall 
fold  rearward  and  upward  when  not  in  use. 


Table  1.— Motorcycle  Control  Location  and  Operation  Requirements 


Equipment  Control 


Location 


Operation 


Column  1 

1.  Manual  clutch  or  integrated 
clutch  and  gear  change 

2.  Foot  operated  gear  change 


3.  Headlamp  upper-lower  beam 


4.  Horn 

5.  Turn  signal  lamps 

6.  Ignition 

7.  Manual  fuel  shutoff  control 

8.  Twist-grip  throttle 

9.  Supplemental  engine  stop 
10.  Front  wheel  brake 

IL  Rear  wheel  brakes 


Column  2 
Left  handlebar 

Left  foot  control 


Left  handlebar 


Left  handlebar 
Handlebars 


Right  handlebar 

Right  handlebar 
Right  handlebar 
Right  foot  control  ' 
Left  handlebar  per- 
missible for  motor- 
driven  cycles. 


Column  3 
Squeeze  to  disengage  clutch. 

An  upward  motion  of  the  operator's  toe  shift  trans- 
mission toward  lower  numerical  gear  ratios  (commonly 
referred  to  as  "higher  gears"),  and  a  downward 
motion  toward  higher  numerical  gear  ratios  (common- 
ly referred  to  as  "lower  gears").  If  three  or  more 
gears  are  provided  it  shall  not  be  possible  to  shift 
from  the  highest  gear  directly  to  the  lowest  gear, 
or  vice  versa. 

Up  for  upper  beam,  down  for  lower  beam.  If  combined 
with  the  headlight  on-off  switch,  means  shall  be 
provided  to  prevent  inadvertent  actuation  of  the 
"off"  function. 

Push  to  activate. 

"Off— counterclockwise  from  other  positions. 
"Off-control    forward,    "On"-control    downward,    "Re- 
serve" (if  provided)-control  upward. 

Self-closing  to  idle  in  a  clockwise  direction  after  release 
of  hand. 

Squeeze  to  engage. 
Depress  to  engage. 


'  See  S5.2.1   for  requirements  for  vehicles  with  a  single  control  for  front  and  rear  brakes,  and  with  a  supplemental 
rear  brake  control. 


Table  2.— Motorcycle  Display  Illumination  and  Operation  Requirements 


Display 

Illumination 

Operation 

Column  1 

1.  Speedometer 

2.  Neutral  indication 

Column  2 
Yes 
Green  display  lamp 

Column  S 

The    display    is    illuminated    whenever    the    headlamp    is 

activated. 
The    display    lamp    illuminates    when    the    gear    selector 

is  in  neutral  position. 
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Table  3.— Motorcycle  Control  and  Display  Identification  Requirements 


Equipment 

Control  and  Display 
Identification 

Identification  at  Appropriate  Position  of  Control 
or  Display 

Column  1 

Column  2 

Column  S 

1.  Ignition 

2.  Supplemental  engine  stop 

3.  Manual  choke 

Ignition 
Engine  stop 
Choke 

Off 
Off,  run 

4.  Electric  starter 

Start' 

5.  Headlamp  upper-lower  beam 
control 

Lights 

Hi,  Lo 

6.  Horn 

Horn 

7.  Turn  signal 

8.  Speedometer 

9.  Neutral  indicator 

Turn 
M.P.H. 

Neutral 

L,R 
M.P.H.   increase  in  a  clockwise  direction.    Major  grad- 
uations and  numerals  appear  at  10  mph  intervals,  mi- 
nor   graduations    at   the    5    mph    intervals.    (37    F.R. 
17474-August  29,  1972.    Effective:  9/1/74) 

10.  Upper  beam  indicator 

11.  Tachometer 

High  beam 
R.P.M. 

12.  Fuel  tank  shutoff  valve 

Fuel 

Off,  on,  res. 

'Required  only  if  electric  starter  is  separate  from  ignition  switch. 


37  F.R.  7207 
April  12,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    124 

Accelerator  Control  Systems 

(Docket  No.  69-20;  Notice  3) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  establish  a 
new  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  that  specifies 
requirements  for  accelerator  control  systems  of 
passenger  cars,  multi-purpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks  and  buses. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  published  September  30,  1970  (35  F.R. 
15241).  The  majority  of  comments  received 
supported  the  proposal.  There  were  some  objec- 
tions and  questions,  which  have  been  considered 
in  formulating  the  final  rule. 

In  the  previous  notice,  the  Administrator  in- 
dicated the  importance  of  this  standard  in  re- 
ducing the  number  of  accidents  caused  by 
runaway  engines.  Since  1966,  sixty  recall  cam- 
paigns totalling  over  2.9  million  vehicles  have 
involved  this  problem.  Three  percent  of  all 
complaints  in  the  Administration's  files  have 
reported  malfunctioning  accelerator  or  carbure- 
tor systems.  Because  the  ability  of  a  driver  to 
control  his  vehicle  is  directly  related  to  the 
proper  functioning  of  the  accelerator  control 
system,  it  is  essential  that  this  system  perform 
as  expected,  especially  when  the  driver  removes 
the  actuating  force.  Therefore,  the  standard 
sets  requirements  to  ensure  the  reliability  of 
accelerator  control  systems  over  a  wide  range  of 
driving  conditions.  Each  system  must  include 
two  independent  sources  of  energy  (such  as 
springs)  which  shall  return  the  throttle  to  idle 
upon  the  removal  of  the  actuating  force.  In  the 
case  of  breakage  or  disconnection  in  the  ac- 
celerator system,  the  throttle  shall  return  to  idle 
either  at  the  time  of  breakage  or  at  the  removal 
of  the  actuating  force. 

The  latter  requirement  differs  from  the  NPRM, 
which  mandated  a  return  to  idle  only  when  the 
actuating    force    was    removed.      Industry    com- 


ments raised  valid  objections  to  this  requirement. 
In  some  cases,  if  a  breakage  occurred  and  the 
system  had  to  keep  operating  until  the  driver 
took  his  foot  off  the  pedal,  a  complicated  system 
of  sensors  would  have  to  be  built  into  the  throttle 
which  would  activate  the  redundant  energy 
sources  precisely  at  the  time  of  actual  removal. 
Such  a  device  would  be  too  expensive  for  its 
possible  safety  benefit,  since  the  incidence  of 
accidents  from  engine  loss  of  power  are  minimal 
when  compared  with  runaway  overspeed  statis- 
tics. Manufacturers,  therefore,  have  been  given 
the  option  to  use  either  return-to-idle  mode. 

Although  many  comments  suggested  modifi- 
cation of  the  temperature  range,  the  ambient 
temperature  levels  in  the  NPRM  are  retained. 
A  review  of  meteorological  data  indicates  that 
these  figures  conform  to  possible  driving  condi- 
tions in  various  areas  of  the  United  States. 

There  are  four  other  proposed  requirements 
in  the  NPRM  that  are  not  included  in  the  final 
rule.  These  are  the  300-pound  force  requirement, 
the  coverage  of  automatic  speed  control  systems, 
the  freedom-of-movement  requirement,  and  the 
coverage  of  motorcycles. 

Several  commenters  raised  objections  to  the 
300-pound  overforce,  and  some  asked  for  a  lesser 
force  than  300  pounds.  It  was  found  on  review 
.;hat  the  safety  benefits  of  an  overforce  test  has 
not  been  demonstrated  sufficiently  and  the  re- 
quirement has  been  dropped  from  the  rule. 

The  rule  does  not  contain  requirements  for 
automatic  speed  control  devices.  It  was  found 
that  although  nine  recall  campaigns  involving 
61,176  vehicles  have  concerned  these  devices,  no 
relationship  to  accelerator  overspeed  accidents 
could  be  established  from  automatic  speed  con- 
trols.     Of    the    540   multi-disciplinary    accident 
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reports  that  were  studied  in  formulating  the 
final  rule,  none  mentioned  the  automatic  system. 
The  requirements  of  the  NPRM  reiterated  SAE 
recommendations  that  are  already  used  by  manu- 
facturers. 

The  "freedom-of-movement"  paragraph  raised 
the  objections  of  subjectivity  and  difficulty  of 
implementation.  Enforcement  through  compli- 
ance testing  would  lead  to  controversy  over  the 
imprecise  meaning  of  "necessary  chafing."  It 
appears  that  to  comply  with  the  final  rule,  the 
accelerator  system  will  have  to  be  free  of  exces- 
sive and  unsafe  rubbing  and  friction. 

The  decision  to  eliminate  motorcycles  from  the 
applicability  of  this  standard  is  based  on  the 
fact  that  motorcycles  are  so  different  in  design 
from  the  other  vehicles  covered  that  definitions 
and  failure  modes  are  dissimilar.  Also,  a  safety 
standard  specifically  tailored  for  motorcycle  con- 
trols (Docket  70-26)  will  be  issued  this  year. 

This  issue  of  the  Federal  Register  contains  a 
Notice  of  Proposed  Rule-making  to  amend 
Standard  No.  124  (37  F.R.  7108).  The  proposal 
is  that  the  two  independent  sources  of  energy 
would  return  the  throttle  idle  within  one  half 
second  after  the  removal  of  the  actuating  force 
or  a  breakage  or  disconnection  in  the  accelerator 
control  system. 

This  standard  is  directed  at  the  hazard  caused 
by  a  failure  in  the  accelerator  control  system. 


Those  engine  overspeed  incidents  caused  by 
other  failure  modes  such  as  broken  or  worn  en- 
gine mounts  are  not  addressed  by  this  rulemak- 
ing action.  The  NHTSA  is  presently  developing 
performance  requirements  for  safety  under  other 
failure  modes. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Part  571  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is 
amended  by  adding  a  new  §  571.124,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  124,  as  set  forth 
below. 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1973. 

Because  of  the  development  work  and  prepara- 
tion for  production  that  this  standard  will  re- 
quire, it  is  found  that  an  effective  date  later 
than  1  year  from  the  date  of  issuance  is  in  the 
public  interest.  Accordingly,  the  standard  is 
effective  September  1, 1973. 

This  rule  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
Sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  March  31,  1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  7097 
April    8,    1972 


PART  571;  S  124^PRE  2 


EffMtiva:  S«pl*mb«r   1,    1973 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   124 

Accelerator  Control  Systems 

(Docket  No.  69>-20;Notice  5) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  124  (49  C.F.R.  571.124), 
and  to  amend  the  standard  to  specify  time  re- 
quirements for  the  return  of  a  vehicle's  throttle 
to  the  idle  position. 

On  April  8,  1972  (37  F.R.  7097),  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  124  was  published, 
establishing  requirements  for  accelerator  control 
systems,  effective  September  1,  1973.  Simul- 
taneously, a  notice  was  published  (37  F.R.  7108) 
proposing  that  when  the  driver  removes  the 
actuating  force  from  the  accelerator  control  or 
in  the  event  of  a  breakage  or  disconnection  in 
the  accelerator  control  system,  the  return  to  idle 
position  shall  occur  within  one-half  second. 

I.  Pursuant  to  49  C.F.R.  553.35,  petitions  for 
reconsideration  of  the  rule  were  filed  by  Alfa 
Romeo,  American  Automobile  Association 
(AAA),  American  Motors  Corporation,  Chrysler 
Corporation,  Diamond  Reo  Trucks,  Incorporated, 
Ford  Motor  Company,  General  Motors  Corpora- 
tion (GM),  International  Harvester  Company, 
Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Association 
(JA^IA),  Jeep  Corporation,  Jesse  R.  Hollins, 
Mack  Trucks,  Incorporated,  MacMillan  Engi- 
neering Lab,  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  As- 
sociation of  the  United  States,  Incorporated, 
(MVMA)  (formerly  Automobile  Manufacturers 
Association,  Incorporated),  and  Rolls-Royce 
Motors  Limited. 

Favorable  consideration  has  been  granted  to 
some  of  these  petitions,  and  accordingly,  the 
standard  is  being  amended  in  some  minor  re- 
spects. The  Administrator  has  declined  to  grant 
requested  relief  from  other  requirements  of  the 
standard. 


GM  and  Ford  requested  that  vehicles  over 
10,000  pounds  GVTVR  be  exempted  from  the 
standard,  while  Mack  and  Diamond  Reo  re- 
quested an  exemption  for  vehicles  of  26,000  and 
25,000  pounds  or  more  GVWR,  respectively. 
Petitioners  argued  that  since  these  vehicles  are 
driven  by  professionally  trained  drivers,  are 
equipped  with  engine  governors,  have  a  horse- 
power to  weight  ratio  that  does  not  mandate  a 
fail-safe  requirement,  and  have  not  been  the  sub- 
ject of  a  defect  notification  campaign,  there  is  no 
need  for  the  rule's  applicability. 

The  NHTSA  denies  petitioners'  request. 
Available  information  shows  that  accidents  re- 
sulting from  throttle  failure  do  not  occur  only 
among  the  less  experienced  drivers,  nor  are  they 
diminished  by  the  presence  of  engine  governors 
or  by  changes  in  the  horsepower  to  weight  ratio. 
Further,  these  vehicles  have  been  the  subject  of 
defect  notification  campaigns,  and  accident  re- 
ports submitted  to  the  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier 
Safety  disclose  that  an  average  of  two  accidents 
occur  per  month  in  which  the  cause  is  attributed 
to  "overspeed  incidents"',  indicating  the  type  of 
failure  the  standard  is  designed  to  eliminate. 

Additionally,  GM  stated  that  the  standard's 
test  requirements  are  not  justified  by  the  possible 
additional  safety  benefit  that  may  accrue.  They 
argued  that  the  only  method  by  which  it  could 
assure  compliance  is  by  immersion  of  the  entire 
vehicle  in  a  low  temperature  cell.  GM  stated 
that  sufficient  facilities  to  conduct  such  tests  on 
all  their  vehicles  are  not  available,  and  even  if 
they  were,  the  test  burden  is  impracticable  be- 
cause of  the  complications  of  determining  where 
over  the  length  of  the  vehicle  the  ambient  tem- 
perature measurements  should  be  taken. 
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The  NHTSA  does  not  view  Standard  No.  124 
as  a  qualification  procedure  by  which  a  manu- 
facturer can  assure  himself  or  his  customers  that 
the  vehicle  now  has  a  fail-safe  system.  The  rule 
is  intended  to  provide  a  minimum  i^erformance 
requirement,  and  does  not  mandate  that  assur- 
ances of  being  in  compliance  must  be  made  by 
immersing  the  total  vehicle  in  a  low  temjjerature 
cell.  Assurances  of  compliance  may  come  from 
other  procedures. 

Several  petitioners  provided  data  showing  that 
it  is  a  common  practice  in  the  automobile  in- 
dustry to  include  the  "throttle  lever"'  or  "actuat- 
ing lever"  as  part  of  the  carburetor.  They  ask 
that  these  devices  be  interpreted  to  be  part  of  the 
fuel  metering  device  so  as  to  afford  them  greater 
freedom  of  design. 

The  NHTSA  agrees  with  this  interpretation. 
The  "throttle  lever''  or  "actuating  lever"'  as  de- 
scribed by  the  petitioners  is  a  component  of  the 
fuel  metering  device. 

Additionally,  several  petitioners  requested  that 
the  definition  of  "idle  position"  be  amended  to 
take  into  consideration  delay  units  or  "dash  pots"" 
which  are  frequently  used  on  idle  settings  to 
slow  the  return  of  the  throttle  during  its  last  few 
degrees  of  rotation  to  prevent  stalling  and  exces- 
sive exhaust  emissions.  In  essence,  petitioners 
request  that  the  return  to  idle  time  be  measured 
to  the  point  at  which  the  throttle  first  comes  in 
contact  with  the  delay  unit  or  "dash  pot.'"  This 
request  is  in  accordance  with  the  intended  mean- 
ing of  the  standard.  For  clarification,  the 
NHTSA  is  amending  the  definition  of  "idle  po- 
sition" to  be  the  specific  point  of  throttle  closure 
at  which  the  throttle  first  comes  in  contact  with 
an  engine  idle  speed  control  device. 

Mack  and  Alfa  Romeo  petitioned  that  "liand 
throttles"'  and  throttle  positioners  be  specifically 
excluded  from  the  definition  of  "idle  position". 
Petitioners  stated  that  in  the  event  such  a  device 
is  used  a  return  to  the  preset  throttle  position 
occurs  upon  release  of  the  driver-operated  ac- 
celerator control  system.  This  request  is  granted. 
If  a  driver  chooses  to  raise  the  lowest  engine 
speed  tlireshold  by  the  use  of  a  throttle  position- 
ing device,  the  throttle  should  return  to  that  new 
position  within  the  same  time  requirements  speci- 
fied in  section  S5.3.     Accordingly,  the  NHTSA 


is  amending  the  definition  of  "idle  position"  to 
provide  for  the  use  of  throttle  positioners. 

JAMA  requested  that  the  engine  warm-up 
provisions  for  cold  temperatures  be  clarified,  so 
that  it  would  be  possible  to  conduct  tests  "after 
warming  up  the  engine  according  to  the  manu- 
facturer's recommendation."  Standard  No.  124 
is  silent  as  to  engine  warm-up,  and  states  only 
"when  the  engine  is  running"  as  a  condition  for 
the  test.  Although  the  advantages  of  following 
the  manufacturer"s  warm-up  procedures  are  rec- 
ognized, it  is  felt  that  in  most  instances  the  driv- 
ing i^ublic  does  not  adhere  to  those  recommenda- 
tions. Therefore,  to  afford  the  driving  public  as 
brpad  a  coverage  of  the  rule  as  is  possible, 
JAMA's  petition  is  denied. 

AAA  and  Chrysler  {petitioned  for  an  amend- 
ment of  the  ambient  temperature  range.  AAA 
urged  that  since  colder  temperatures  are  com- 
monplace in  Alaska  and  that  hotter  temperatures 
are  used  by  vehicle  manufacturers  to  test  fuel 
system  control  devices,  a  more  severe  temperature 
range  should  be  established.  Chrysler  stated 
that  the  minus  40  degree  figure  exceeds  automo- 
tive practice  by  30  degrees  and  asked  that  a 
performance  level  of  minus  10  degrees  be  estab- 
lished. 

In  determining  the  temperature  limits  to  be 
used,  the  NHTSA  attempted  to  provide  motor 
vehicle  safety  without  establishing  impracticable 
desien  goals.  "Weather  data  discloses  that  al- 
though  temperatures  of  minus  40  degrees  Fah- 
renheit are  encountered  in  many  parts  of  the 
United  States,  colder  temperatures  are  unusual. 
For  this  reason,  minus  40  degrees  Fahrenheit 
was  determined  to  be  the  lowest  temiserature 
consistent  with  the  needs  of  motor  vehicle  safety. 
Conversely,  vehicle  operations  in  temperatures 
exceeding   125   degrees   Fahrenheit  are  also  un- 

CD  O 

usual.  Accordingly,  it  was  determined  that  tem- 
perature limits  of  minus  40  degrees  to  plus  125 
degrees  Fahrenheit  will  allow  for  most  climatic 
conditions  encountered  in  the  United  States. 
The  petitions  are  therefore  denied. 

Several  petitioners  asked  for  an  interpretation 
of  the  phrase  "The  system  shall  include  at  least 
two  sources  of  energy"'  in  section  S5.1  and 
whether  it  includes  energy  sources  attached  to 
tlie    fuel    metering    service.      Petitioners    stated 
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that  a  strict  interpretation  would  cause  excessive 
design  restrictions.  If  a  return  spring  attached 
to  the  fuel  metering  device  is  capable  of  return- 
ing the  throttle  to  its  idle  position  after  the  fail- 
ure of  other  energj'  sources,  it  meets  the  intent 
of  the  standard  and  should  not  be  disallowed. 
Accordingly,  paragraph  S5.1  is  amended  by  re- 
placing the  phrase  "The  system  shall  include  at 
least  two  sources  of  energy"  with  "There  shall 
be  at  least  two  sources  of  energy". 

JAMA  asked  whether,  if  a  system  includes 
three  or  more  springs,  each  spring  must  be  inde- 
pendently capable  of  returning  the  throttle  to 
the  idle  position.  They  argued  that  a  system 
could  still  remain  adequately  fail-safe  as  long 
as  the  other  springs  operating  together  can  meet 
the  requirements.  The  intent  of  paragraph  S5.1 
is  to  eliminate  the  driver's  dependence  on  a 
single  accelerator  return  spring.  The  NHTSA 
concurs  with  JAMA's  comments  and  is  amending 
paragraph  S5.1  to  make  it  clear  that  independent 
capability  of  return  springs  is  not  required  if 
remaining  energy  sources  are  collectively  capable 
of  returning  the  throttle  to  the  idle  position. 

The  standard  as  issued  required  that  the  throt- 
tle return  to  the  idle  position  "whenever  any 
element  of  the  accelerator  control  system  becomes 
disconnected  or  broken."  Several  petitioners 
seek  an  interpretation  of  this  wording.  GM 
suggested  that  a  disconnection  or  breakage  within 
the  driver-operated  accelerator  control  system 
was  the  only  failure  mode  addressed  by  the 
standard.  Ford  asked  whether  the  requirement 
was  intended  to  cover  failures  caused  by  bending, 
twisting,  jamming,  or  introduction  of  foreign 
matter.  The  NHTSA's  intent  is  to  assure  safety 
under  conditions  of  a  single  failure  due  only  to 
a  severing  or  disconnection  in  the  accelerator 
control  syatem.  To  clarify  this  interpretation, 
the  NHTSA  is  changing  the  word  "breakage" 
to  "severance"  in  paragraph  Si,  and  the  word 
"broken"  to  "severed"  in  the  first  sentence  of 
paragraph  S5.2.  Further,  the  phrase  "whenever 
any  element  of  the  accelerator  control  system" 
is  changed  to  "whenever  any  one  component  of 
the  accelerator  control  system"  for  purposes  of 
clarification. 

Ford  and  JAMA  petitioned  that  the  effective 
date  of  the  standard  be  delayed  one  year.    Peti- 


tioners stated  that  additional  time  was  necessary 
to  allow  for  the  creation  and  confirmation  of 
design  changes  and  to  resolve  any  conflicts  with 
emission  control  requirements. 

The  NHTSA  considers  the  complexity  of  the 
requirements  of  standard  No.  124  to  be  minimal 
and  has  granted  relief  on  several  issues  effecting 
design  time,  and  therefore  sees  no  justification 
for  delaying  the  effective  date  of  the  standard. 
The  petitions  are  denied. 

II.  On  April  8,  1972  (37  F.R.  7108)  a  notice 
was  published  proposing  that  when  the  driver 
removes  the  actuating  force  from  the  accelerator 
control  or  in  the  event  of  a  breakage  or  discon- 
nection in  the  accelerator  control  system,  the  re- 
turn to  idle  position  shall  occur  within  one-half 
second.  Available  information  indicates  that  in 
most  instances  the  time  for  driver  reaction  from 
the  accelerator  control  pedal  to  the  brake  is  ap- 
proximately one-half  second,  and  this  time  was 
chosen  for  the  proposal.  In  response  to  the 
notice,  many  commentors  objected  to  the  one-half 
second  proposal  and  stated  that  it  did  not  ade- 
quately take  into  consideration  the  viscous  nature 
of  lubricants  in  extremely  cold  temperatures  and 
the  impracticability  of  this  time  requirement  for 
the  very  large  systems  in  heavy  trucks  and  buses. 
The  NHTSA  recognizes  the  validity  of  these  ob- 
jections, and  allowances  have  accordingly  been 
made  for  extreme  low  temperature.  An  idle 
time  of  3  seconds  is  established  for  any  vehicle 
tested  or  conditioned  in  ambient  air  of  0  degrees 
Fahrenheit  or  colder. 

Large  systems,  similar  to  those  used  on  rear- 
engine  buses,  have  sufficient  mass  and  friction  to 
preclude  the  possibility  of  compliance  with  the 
one-half  second  proposal,  unless  very  high  spring 
forces,  which  would  require  large  changes  in 
pedal  forces,  are  used.  Several  commentators 
stated  that  tests  for  conformity  with  the  pro- 
posed requirements  show  that  compliance  would 
be  possible  if  the  maximum  time  were  extended 
to  2  seconds.  The  NHTSA  finds  these  comments 
to  have  merit,  and  2  seconds  is  established  as  the 
maximum  return  time  for  vehicles  with  a  GVWR 
over  10,000  poimds. 

Many  comments  pertaining  to  passenger  car 
systems  stated  that  the  one-half  second  proposed 
is   too   severe  a  requirement.     One  commentor 
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stated  that  extra  time  will  be  required  if  one  of 
the  return  energy  sources  fails.  It  was  pointed 
out  that  precedent  for  an  extra  allowance  can 
be  found  in  the  dual  braking  system  requirement, 
which  allows  added  distance  for  stopping  when 
half  the  system  has  failed.  The  accelerator 
standard,  however,  does  not  deal  with  a  mech- 
anism with  the  same  redundancy  as  the  braking 
system  and  it  is  felt  that  the  maximum  time 
selected  should  allow  for  the  possibility  of  one 
energy  source  failing. 

There  are  a  large  number  of  models  and  engine 
sizes  in  the  passenger  car  industry,  and  a  large 
number  of  variety  of  accelerator  control  systems 
are  designed  and  built  each  year.  One  com- 
mentor  suggested  that  "...  a  one  second  time 
limit  would  considerably  increase  design  op- 
tions .  .  ."  and  "presently  accepted  pedal  feel  can 
be  retained.  .  .  ."  Accordingly,  one  second  has 
been  decided  upon  as  having  the  qualities  of 
providing  a  reasonable  maximum  time  for  com- 
pliance testing  of  vehicles  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less  GVWR  at  temperatures  above  0  degrees 
Fahrenheit. 


In  response  to  questions  raised  by  several  pe- 
titioners, "ambient  temperature  is  defined  as  the 
surrounding  air  temjDerature,  at  a  distance  such 
that  it  is  not  significantly  affected  by  heat  from 
the  vehicle  under  test.  The  definition  contrasts 
the  ambient  temperature,  intended  to  simulate  a 
general  outdoor  temperature,  from  temperatures 
imder  the  hood  or  otherwise  in  close  proximity 
to  the  vehicle. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFE 
571.124,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  124, 
is  revised  to  read  as  set  forth  below. 

Effective  date :  September  1, 1973. 

This  rule  is  issued  under  the  authority  of  sec- 
tions 103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  September  20, 1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  20033 
September  23,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   124 

Accelerator  Control  Systems 
(Docket  No.  69-20;  Notire  6) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  for  rulemaking  to  amend  and  petitions 
for  reconsideration  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  124  (49  CFR  571.124). 

On  September  23,  1972  (37  F.R.  20033),  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  124  was  published 
specifying  time  requirements  for  the  return  of  a 
vehicle's  throttle  to  the  idle  position.  Pursuant 
to  49  CFR  553.35,  petitions  for  reconsideration 
were  filed  by  Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers 
Association,  Inc.  (JAMA)  and  Volkswagen  of 
America,  Inc.  Additionally,  pursuant  to  49  CFR 
553.31,  a  petition  for  rulemaking  to  amend  the 
standard  was  filed  by  the  Ford  Motor  Company. 

Favorable  consideration  has  been  granted  to 
some  of  the  requests  and  accordingly,  the  stand- 
ard is  being  amended  in  some  minor  respects. 
The  Administrator  has  declined  to  grant  re- 
quested relief  from  other  requirements  of  the 
standard. 

Volkswagen  requested  that  the  test  require- 
ments for  cold  temperatures  be  clarified,  in  order 
to  determine  whether  it  is  possible  to  use  supple- 
mentary starting  devices  and  to  "pump"  the  ac- 
celerator control  pedal  during  and  after  the 
presoak  and  prior  to  the  test.  The  advantages 
of  using  supplementary  devices  and  warmup  pro- 
cedures are  recognized,  but  in  many  instances, 
the  driving  public  either  does  not  adhere  to  the 
manufacturer's  recommended  warmup  procedures 
or  uses  other  procedures.  The  intent  of  the  stand- 
ard is  to  afford  the  driving  public  as  broad  a 
coverage  of  the  rule  as  is  possible,  by  simulating 
as  closely  as  possible  actual  conditions.  Accord- 
ingly, for  purposes  of  testing  compliance  the 
engine  may  be  started  by  the  use  of  any  supple- 
mentary starting  devices  and  procedures  except 
those  which  would  induce  the  vehicle  into  mo- 
tion by  the  application  of  an  external  force. 


Volkswagen  also  asked  the  NHTSA  to  define 
the  speed  at  which  the  accelerator  pedal  is  "to  be 
released"  to  mark  the  beginning  of  the  test 
determining  the  return  of  the  throttle  to  idle 
position.  The  agency's  intent  is  to  provide  pro- 
tection in  the  variety  of  situations  that  may  be 
encountered  on  the  road.  The  vehicle,  therefore, 
must  be  capable  of  meeting  the  requirements  no 
matter. how  rapidly  or  slowly  the  driver's  foot 
is  lifted  from  the  pedal.  The  actuating  force 
actually  is  not  "removed''  from  the  pedal  until 
the  foot  is  no  longer  in  contact  with  it,  so  the 
measured  time  period  for  throttle  return  does 
not  begin  until  the  instant  when  the  foot  leaves 
the  pedal. 

Further,  Volkswagen  asked  the  NHTSA  to  de- 
fine a  "running  engine."  Volkswagen  stated 
that  during  cold  testing  an  engine  could  start, 
run  for  approximately  6  seconds,  and  then  stall. 
Volkswagen  theorized  that  it  would  be  possible  to 
have  an  accelerator  system  fail  the  test  require- 
ments during  this  6-second  interval,  although  the 
engine  would  be  incapable  of  causing  a  safety 
problem.  The  phrase  "engine  running"  defines 
a  condition  without  which  throttle  return  to  idle 
position  has  no  significance.  The  intent  of  the 
standard  is  to  prevent  any  safety  problems 
caused  by  faulty  throttle  return  over  a  broad 
range  of  operating  circumstances  and  tempera- 
ture conditions.  The  condition  of  a  running  en- 
gine, regardless  of  torque  produced,  is  a  clearly 
definable  point  at  which  a  safety  problem  could 
begin  to  occur.  Therefore,  the  vehicle  must  be 
capable  of  meeting  the  requirements  whenever 
the  engine  is  rotating  without  the  application  of 
any  external  force. 

JAMA  requested  that  the  time  requirements 
for  maximum  return  to  idle  position  when  tested 
in  temperatures  between  0  and  minus  40  degrees 
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Fahrenheit  be  applied  "only  when  there  is  no 
failure  of  the  source  of  energy  and  no  disconne<?- 
tion  or  severance  of  components."  JAMA  stated 
that  in  order  for  a  system  to  meet  the  time  re- 
quirements of  the  rule  during  cold  testing,  the 
"required  pedal  effort  would  be  increased  to  an 
extent  that  would  not  be  acceptable  to  the  or- 
dinary driver."  In  its  earlier  comments  to  Notice 
3,  (37  F.R.  7097),  JAMA  stated  that  if  each 
energy  source  was  independently  required  to  re- 
turn the  throttle  to  idle  within  the  specified  time 
requirements,  increased  pedal  forces  would  be 
necessary.  In  response  to  this  comment  and  to 
allow  a  manufacturer  design  freedom,  the  stand- 
ard was  amended  by  Notice  5,  (37  F.R.  20033), 
to  specify  that  independent  capability  of  energy 
sources  to  return  the  throttle  to  idle  position  was 
not  required.  The  amendment  also  gave  an  addi- 
tional time  allowance  for  return  to  idle  position 
for  vehicles  tested  or  conditioned  in  cold  tem- 
peratures. Based  on  these  factors  and  on  the 
comments  received  from  other  manufacturers,  this 
agency's  position  is  that  the  standard  provides 
enough  latitude  for  a  manufacturer  to  feasibly 
meet  the  pedal  force  requirements  and  the  time  re- 
quirements for  return  to  idle,  even  if  there  is  a 
failure  of  one  source  of  energy  or  a  severance  or 
disconnection  occurs.  The  petition  is  therefore 
denied. 

Ford  pointed  out  that  under  the  requirements 
section,  S5.1  states  that,  "There  shall  be  at  least 
two  sources  of  energy"  and  that  this  seemed  at 
variance  with  the  intent  expressed  in  the  pre- 
amble to  Notice  5  that  energy  sources  do  not  have 
to  be  contained  in  the  accelerator  control  system. 
To  further  clarify  the  intent  expressed  in  Notice 
5,  the  phrase  in  S.5  "The  vehicle  shall  be  equipped 


with  a  driver-operated  accelerator  control  system 
that  meets  the  following  requirements"  is  changed 
to  "The  vehicle  shall  meet  the  following  re- 
quirements .  .  .  ." 

Ford  also  asked  for  a  clarification  of  the  word 
"failure"  in  So.l.  Ford  stated  that  the  word 
was  ambiguous  in  that  it  would  allow  for  ab- 
normal operating  conditions  outside  the  scope 
of  the  standard's  intent  to  assure  safety  under 
conditions  of  a  single  failure  due  to  a  severance 
or  disconnection  in  the  system.  To  clarify  the 
standard's  intent,  the  phrase  in  S5.1  which  states 
that,  "In  the  event  of  failure  of  one  source  of 
energy  the  remaining  source  or  sources  shall  be 
capable  of  returning  the  throttle"  is  changed  to 
"In  the  event  of  failure  of  one  source  of  energy 
by  a  single  severance  or  disconnection,  the  throttle 
shall  return  .  .  .  ." 

Further,  in  the  first  sentence  of  S5.2  the  word 
"becomes"  is  changed  to  "is"  and  the  phrase  "at 
a  single  point"  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  sentence 
to  clarify  this  meaning. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
571.124,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  124, 
is  revised  to  read  as  set  forth  below. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1973. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  January  24,  1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  2980 
January  31,  1973 


PART  571;  S  124— PRE  8 


MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  124 
ACCELERATOR  CONTROL  SYSTEMS 


(Docket  No.  69-20;  Notice  3) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  require- 
ments for  the  return  of  a  vehicle's  throttle  to  the 
idle  position  when  the  driver  removes  the  ac- 
tuating force  from  the  accelerator  control,  or  in 
the  event  of  a  severance  or  disconnection  in  the 
accelerator  control  system. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  deaths  and  injuries  resulting  from 
engine  overspeed  caused  by  malfunctions  in  the 
accelerator  control  system. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks,  and  buses. 

54.  Definitions. 

S4.1  "Driver-operated  accelerator  control  sys- 
tem" means  all  vehicle  components,  except  the 
fuel  metering  de\nce,  that  regulate  engine  speed 
in  direct  response  to  movement  of  the  driver- 
operated  control  and  that  return  the  throttle  to 
the  idle  position  upon  release  of  the  actuating 
force. 

"Fuel  metering  device"  means  the  carburetor, 
or  in  the  case  of  certain  engines,  the  fuel  in- 
jector, fuel  distributor,  or  fuel  injection  pump. 

"Throttle"  means  the  component  of  the  fuel 
metering  device  that  connects  to  the  driver- 
operated  accelerator  control  system  and  that  by 
input  from  the  driver-operated  accelerator  con- 
trol system  controls  the  engine  speed. 

"Idle  position"  means  the  position  of  the 
throttle  at  which  it  first  comes  in  contact  with 
an  engine  idle  speed  control  appropriate  for 
existing  conditions  according  to  the  manufac- 
turer's recommendations.  These  conditions  in- 
clude,   but    are    not    limited    to,    engine    speed 


adjustments  for  cold  engine,  air  conditioning, 
and  emission  control,  and  the  use  of  throttle 
setting  devices. 

"Ambient  temperature"  means  the  surround- 
ing air  temperature,  at  a  distance  such  that  it  is 
not  significantly  affected  by  heat  from  the  ve- 
hicle under  test. 

S4.2  In  the  case  of  vehicles  powered  by  elec- 
tric motors,  the  word  "throttle"  and  "idle"  refer 
to  the  motor  speed  controller  and  motor  shut- 
down, respectively. 


S5.  Requirements.  The  vehicle  shall  meet  the 
following  requirements  when  the  engine  is  run- 
ning under  any  load  condition,  and  at  any  am- 
bient temperature  between  minus  40°  Fahrenheit 
and  plus  125°  Fahrenheit  after  12  hours  of  con- 
ditioning at  any  temperature  within  that  range. 

55.1  There  shall  be  at  least  two  sources  of 
energy  capable  of  returning  the  throttle  to  the 
idle  position  within  the  time  limit  specified  by 
S5.3  from  any  accelerator  position  or  speed  when- 
ever the  driver  removes  the  opposing  actuating 
force.  In  the  event  of  failure  of  one  source  of 
energy  by  a  single  severance  or  disconnection, 
the  throttle  shall  return  to  the  idle  position 
within  the  time  limits  specified  by  S5.3,  from 
any  accelerator  position  or  speed  whenever  the 
driver  removes  the  opposing  actuating  force. 

55.2  The  throttle  shall  return  to  the  idle  po- 
sition from  any  accelerator  position  or  any  speed 
of  which  the  engine  is  capable  whenever  any  one 
component  of  the  accelerator  control  system  is 
disconnected  or  severed  at  a  single  point.    The 
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return  to  idle  shall  occur  within  the  time  limit  2  seconds  for  vehicles  of  more  than  10,000  pounds 

specified  by  S5.3,  measured  either  from  the  time  GVWR.    Maximum  time  to  return  to  idle  posi- 

of  severance  or  disconnection  or  from  the  first  tion  shall  be  3  seconds  for  any  vehicle  that  is 

removal  of  the  opposing  actuating  force  by  the  exposed  to  ambient  air  at  0  to  minus  40  degrees 

driver.  Fahrenheit  during  the  test  or  for  any  portion  of 

S5.3    Except    as    provided    below,    maximum  the  12-hour  conditioning  period, 

time  to  return  to  idle  position  shall  be  1  second  37  F.R.  7097 

for  vehicles  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  GVWR,  and  April  8,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   125 

Warning  Devices 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Part  571 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regiilations,  is  to 
add  a  new  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
125  (49  CFR  §571.125)  that  would  establish 
shape,  size,  and  performance  requirements  for 
warning  devices  that  do  not  have  self-contained 
energy  sources.  The  devices  are  carried  in  motor 
vehicles  and  are  erected  to  alert  approaching 
motorists  to  the  presence  of  a  disabled  vehicle. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  published  on  November  11,  1970  (36 
F.R.  17350).  The  comments  received  in  response 
to  the  notice  have  been  considered  in  this  issu- 
ance of  a  final  rule. 

As  noted  in  the  proposed  rule,  the  standard 
will  supplement  the  vehicular  hazard  warning 
signal  lamps  required  by  F.M.V.S.S.  No.  108, 
Lamps,  Refective  Devices,  and  Associated  Equip- 
ment, in  minimizing  the  likelihood  of  rear  end 
collisions  between  oncoming  traffic  and  disabled 
vehicles. 

The  standard  is  issued  as  an  equipment  stand- 
ard and  establishes  requirements  only  for  warn- 
ing devices  which  do  not  have  self-contained 
energy  sources.  Because  provision  of  warning 
devices  in  new  vehicles  is  optional,  the  instruc- 
tions regarding  the  number  of  devices  to  be  used 
are  recommendations,  rather  than  requirements, 
and  the  storage  location  requirement  is  deleted. 

The  standard  requires  that  the  device  be  bi- 
directional, lowers  the  minimum  length  of  the 
triangle  legs,  and  increases  the  permissible  devi- 
ation from  a  vertical  plane  for  the  triangle  when 
the  device  is  placed  on  the  road.  It  reduces  the 
required  minimum  candlepower  of  the  red  reflec- 
tive material  and  raises  the  luminance  require- 
ment for  the  orange  fluorescent  material.  It  also 
adds  definitions  of  "reflex  reflective,"  deletes  one 
of  the  two  definitions  of  the  colors  "red"  and 
"orange,"  and  deletes  one  of  the  two  reflectivity 


requirements.  With  respect  to  the  conditioning 
requirements,  the  standard  lowers  the  high  tem- 
perature requirement. 

Several  of  the  comments  submitted  by  foreign 
motor  vehicle  manufacturers  stated  that  the 
warning  device  should  conform  to  the  recom- 
mendations of  international  advisory  groups. 
The  Economic  Commission  of  Europe  (E.C.E.), 
a  United  Nations-sponsored  council  of  which 
twenty-six  nations,  including  the  United  States, 
are  members,  is  in  the  process  of  developing 
specifications  for  warning  triangles  to  be  ratified 
by  national  governments.  The  NHTSA  has 
adopted  most  of  the  proposed  E.C.E.  require- 
ments with  the  exception  of  the  minimum 
candlepower  requirement  for  wide  angle  posi- 
tioning of  the  device.  The  NHTSA  has  deter- 
mined that  a  lower  minimum  candlepower  than 
that  required  by  the  E.C.E.  provides  adequate 
protection  and  is  a  more  realistic  reflection  of 
the  state  of  the  art. 

Comments  from  the  domestic  automobile  in- 
dustry objecting  to  mandatory  provision  of 
warning  devices  stated  that  available  informa- 
tion does  not  justify  the  additional  cost  of  sup- 
plying them  in  new  vehicles.  The  NHTSA  has 
concluded  that  it  is  necessary  to  collect  further 
data  regarding  efi'ectiveness  of  warning  devices 
and  frequ^cy  of  use  by  consumers  so  that  more 
accurate  cost-benefit  analyses  may  be  made.  For 
these  reasons,  the  provision  of  warning  devices 
has  been  made  optional  by  issuing  an  equipment 
standard. 

Numerous  manufacturers  of  fusees  submitted 
comments  which  described  the  merits  of  fusees 
and  concluded  that  the  proposed  rule  would  pro- 
hibit the  use  of  fusees.  Neither  the  rule  as  issued 
nor  the  proposed  rule  applies  to  devices  which 
have  a  self-contained  energy  source,  such  as 
fusees,   flare   pots,  and  electric   lanterns.     Thus 
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these  devices  may  continue  to  be  used  as  an 
alternative  or  a  supplement  to  the  device  de- 
scribed in  the  standard. 

Numerous  comments  from  private  citizens  and 
State  officials  expressed  concern  that  the  required 
triangular  shape  of  the  warning  device  •would 
prohibit  the  triangular  Slow  Moving  Vehicle 
emblem  currently  used  on  many  motor  vehicles. 
Other  comments  supported  the  use  of  the  tri- 
angular device  because  the  triangular  shapes 
would  be  used  for  similar  purposes,  to  alert 
oncoming  traffic  that  a  reduction  of  speed  is 
necessary  due  to  a  vehicle  ahead.  The  Admin- 
istration supports  the  dual  use  of  the  triangular 
symbol  and  it  is  intended  that  the  warning  de- 
vice and  the  Slow  Moving  Vehicle  emblem  be 
complementary.  As  discussed  in  the  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking.  State  laws  regarding  slow 
moving  vehicle  emblems  would  be  preempted  by 
the  standard  only  to  the  extent  that  they  forbid 
the  use  of  the  triangular  warning  device  intended 
by  the  standard. 

Many  comments  recommended  that  the  warn- 
ing device  be  bi-directional  in  order  to  eliminate 
the  possibility  of  placing  the  warning  device 
with  the  non-reflective  side  facing  oncoming 
traffic.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  increased 
cost  of  a  bi-directional  device  over  a  unidirec- 
tional device  would  be  minimal  relative  to  the 
safety  benefits  provided.  The  XHTSA  agrees, 
and  accordingly  the  standard  as  issued  requires 
the  device  to  be  bi-directional. 

Some  commenters  felt  that  the  motorist  would 
subject  himself  to  an  additional  safety  hazard 
in  placing  the  device  approximately  100  feet  be- 
hind the  vehicle.  Some  suggested  that  the  device 
be  placed  either  on  top  of  the  vehicle  or  be  cap- 
able of  attaching  to  a  window  frame.  "While  it 
is  of  course  true  that  walking  in  a  roadway  can 
be  hazardous,  in  the  judgment  of  the  XHTSA 
this  risk  is  outweighed  by  the  safety  benefits  of 
positioning  the  device  at  a  distance  behind  the 
vehicle.  Such  positioning  provides  a  greater 
distance  over  which  oncoming  traffic  can  recog- 
nize and  respond  to  the  warning  and  thus  affords 
greater  protection  to  the  disabled  vehicle. 

Figures  3  through  9  indicating  recommended 
positioning  of  warning  devices  have  been  con- 
solidated into  a  single  diagram  indicating  the 
suggested  placement  of  the  devices. 


The  permissible  deviation  from  a  vertical 
plane  for  the  triangle  when  the  device  is  placed 
on  the  road  has  been  increased  from  five  degrees 
to  ten  degrees  in  response  to  comments  from 
manufacturers.  The  XHTSA  has  determined 
that  the  change  will  not  alter  the  effectiveness 
of  the  device.  The  required  distance  above  the 
ground  of  the  lower  edge  of  the  triangle  has 
been  increased  from  one-half  to  one  inch  to  im- 
prove the  effectiveness  of  the  device  when  water 
or  mud  collects  on  the  roadway. 

The  minimum  length  of  the  legs  of  the  tri- 
angle has  been  lowered  from  18  to  17  inches,  to 
correspond  to  the  range  of  lengths  permitted  by 
the  Bureau  of  Motor  Carrier  Safety. 

The  minimum  width  of  the  red  reflective  ma- 
terial has  bee«  clarified  at  the  request  of  two 
manufacturers  of  reflex  reflectors  to  correspond 
to  industry  terminology. 

The  definitions  of  the  colors  "red"  and 
"orange"  have  been  clarified  in  light  of  the  com- 
ments, by  the  deletion  of  the  definition  in  terms 
of  nanometers.  The  XHTSA  has  concluded 
that  definitions  in  terms  of  chromaticity  coordi- 
nates and  purity  are  sufficient.  In  order  to 
standardize  the  requirement  with  respect  to  cur- 
rent color  specification  practice,  the  required 
chromaticity  coordinates  have  been  changed 
s'ightly. 

The  reflectivity  requirement  has  been  clarified 
to  state  that  the  material  must  be  reflex  reflec- 
tive, and  a  definition  of  "reflex  reflective"  has 
been  added  to  the  standard.  The  reflectivity 
requirement  in  terms  of  candlepower  per  square 
inch  has  been  found  to  be  superfluous,  and  ac- 
cordingly has  been  deleted. 

The  Economic  Commission  of  Europe  re- 
quested that  the  required  total  minimum  candle- 
power  per  incident  foot  candle  for  an  observa- 
tion angle  of  0.2  degrees  be  lowered  from  120 
candlepower  fo  correspond  to  the  international 
specifications.  The  XHTSA  has  concluded  that 
80  candlepower  will  provide  sufficient  protection 
and  the  minimum  candlepower  has  been  lowered 
accordingly. 

In  order  to  standardize  the  requirement  with 
respect  to  current  photometric  practice,  the 
luminance  requirement  for  orange  fluorescent 
material  in  the  warning  device  has  been  raised 
from  not  less  than  30  percent  to  not  less  than 
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35  percent  of  that  of  a  flat  ma^esium  oxide 
surface.  The  luminance  criterion,  "when  com- 
pared under  the  light  from  an  overcast  sky,"  has 
been  changed  to  read  "when  subjected  to  a  150- 
watt  high  pressure  xenon  compact  arc  lamp." 

Many  equipment  manufacturers  stated  that 
the  200  degree  Fahrenheit  requirement  for  the 
high  temperature  conditioning  is  not  justified  by 
evidence  showing  that  the  device  must  withstand 
temperatures  at  that  level  when  in  use.  This 
contention  has  been  found  to  have  merit,  and 
the  temperature  requirement  has  been  lowered 
to  150  degrees. 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1974.  Because  the 
standard  is  issued  later  than  anticipated,  the 
effective  date  has  been  extended  from  January 
1,  1972  to  January  1,  1974.  The  NHTSA  has 
concluded  that  this  date  will  permit  manufac- 
turers of  warning  devices  which  do  not  have 
self-contained  energy  sources  and  which  do  not 


Effective:  January    1,    1974 

meet  the  specifications  of  the  standard  to  retool 
for  manufacture  of  complying  devices.  It  is 
therefore  found,  for  good  cause  shown,  that  an 
effective  date  more  than  one  year  from  the  date 
of  issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  a  new  §  571.125, 
Standard  No.  125,  Warning  Devices,  is  added  to 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  .  .  . 

This  rule  is  issued  imder  the  authority  of 
sections  103,  112,  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1401,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51. 


Issued  on  March  1,  1972. 


Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 

37  F.R.  5038 
March  9,   1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   125 


Warning  Devices 
(Docket  4-2;  Notice  5) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to  peti- 
tions for  reconsideration  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  125,  Warning  Devices,  in  §  571.125 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  The 
standard  was  issued  on  March  1,  1972  (37  F.R. 
5038). 

The  Amerace-Esna  Corporation  suggested  that 
the  98%  purity  requirement  for  the  red  reflex  re- 
flective material  be  deleted  since  the  trichromatic 
color  coefficients  provide  sufficient  definition  of 
the  red  color.  The  NHTSA  agrees,  and  further- 
more has  determined  that  the  purity  requirement 
for  the  orange  fluorescent  material  should  be  de- 
leted for  the  same  reasons.  Accordingly, 
S5.3.1(c)  and  S5.3.2(c)  are  deleted  from  the  rule. 

Hawes  Industries,  Inc.  requested  that  the  stand- 
ard permit  the  use  of  a  triangular  warning  de- 
vice designed  to  be  secured  on  the  roof  of  a  motor 
vehicle.  They  stated  that  the  roof  location  was 
more  convenient  to  the  consumer  than  the  recom- 
mended positioning  behind  the  car  and  afforded 
as  much  or  more  protection.  As  stated  in  the 
preamble  to  the  standard,  a  number  of  comments 
advocating  positioning  of  the  device  on  the  ve- 
hicle roof  or  side  were  received  and  reviewed  by 
the  NHTSA  in  the  formulation  of  the  final  rule. 
The  Administration  determined  that  placement 
of  the  device  behind  the  vehicle  would  provide 
maximum  protection  by  affording  a  greater  dis- 
tance for  recognition  and  response  by  oncoming 
traffic.  For  this  reason,  it  has  recommended  posi- 
tioning of  the  device  100  feet  behind  the  vehicle 
and  requires  an  illustration  indicating  this  loca- 
tion to  be  provided  in  the  instructions.  The 
standard  does  not  prohibit  manufacture  or  sale  of 
a  device  capable  of  being  mounted  on  a  vehicle 
roof,  as  long  as  it  meets  all  the  Standard  125  re- 
quirements, including  the  capability  of  being  set 
up  on  the  ground. 


The  standard  requires  that  an  illustration  de- 
picting recommended  positioning  of  the  device 
be  included  with  the  instructions  for  the  device. 
The  Administration  is  amending  S5.1.5(c)  to 
clarify  its  intent  that  the  illustration  provided  be 
substantially  identical  to  Figure  3. 

The  standard  as  issued  establishes  separate 
width  requirements  for  red  reflex  reflective  ma- 
terial and  orange  fluorescent  material  affixed  to 
the  faces  of  the  warning  device.  Rowland  De- 
velopment Corporation  stated  that  it  manufac- 
tures a  "dual  purpose  fluorescent  orange-red 
reflective  material,"  and  requested  that  the  sep- 
arate width  requirements  be  suspended  when  such 
material  is  used.  The  request  appears  to  have 
merit,  but  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  an  evalua- 
tion of  the  requirements  pertaining  to  the  fluo- 
rescent orange  material  is  necessary  before  it  can 
respond  to  this  request.  A  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  containing  proposed  changes  will  be 
issued  when  the  evaluation  is  completed.  When 
the  final  revised  requirements  for  the  fluorescent 
material  are  established,  a  precise  definition  of  the 
dual  purpose  material  can  be  formulated. 

Prof.  D.  M.  Finch  of  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia stated  that  in  order  to  clarify  the  color  re- 
quirements the  respective  sources  of  illumination 
for  the  measurement  of  the  red  and  orange  color 
should  be  specified.  The  NHTSA  agrees  that 
this  should  be  done,  and  accordingly  S5.3.1  has 
been  modified  to  specify  the  use  of  a  lamp  with  a 
tungsten  filament  operating  at  2,854°  K  for  the 
red  measurement.  The  source  of  illumination  for 
the  measurement  of  the  orange  color  will  be  spec- 
ified with  the  revision  of  the  fluorescent  material 
requirements  referred  to  above. 

The  word  "tungsten"  is  inserted  before  the 
word  "filament"  in  the  rule,  as  a  clarification  of 
the  test  conditions  for  red  color  and  reflectivity. 


PART  571;  S  125— PRE  5 


EffKtiva:  January   I,    1974 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve-  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR 

hide  Safety  Standard  No.  125,  Warning  Devices,  1.51.                                                       y       '±^'^ra 

49  CFR  §  571.125,  is  amended.  .  .  .  Issued  on  June  19, 1972. 

Effective  date :  January  1,  1974.  D^^^j.^  ^  ^^^^ 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of  sec-  Administrator 

tions  103,  112,  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  37  p  -   .j,,. 

Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  June  22,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    125 


Warning  Devices 
Docket  No.  4-2;   Notice  6) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  further 
to  petitions  for  reconsideration  and  amendment 
of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  125, 
Warning  Devices,  §  571.125  of  Title  49,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations.  The  standard  was  issued 
on  March  1,  1972,  (.37  F.R.  50.38).  On  June  22, 
1972,  a  previous  notice  of  amendments  and  recon- 
sideration of  the  standard  was  published  (37 
F.R.  12323). 

With  respect  to  the  configuration  of  the  device 
Rowland  Development  Corporation  stated  that 
it  manufactures  a  dual  purpose  fluorescent  orange 
and  red  reflective  material  and  requested  that  the 
separate  width  requirements  for  red  reflex  re- 
flective material  and  orange  fluorescent  material 
affixed  to  the  faces  of  the  device  be  suspended 
when  such  material  is  used.  The  NHTSA  has 
concluded  that  the  use  of  such  dual  purpose  ma- 
terial as  an  alternative  to  separate  material  is 
permissible  if  the  material  is  capable  of  meeting 
the  requirements  of  Standard  125.  S5.1.1,  S5.2.3, 
S5.5,  and  S6.2(a)  are  hereby  modified  accord- 
ingly, and  the  separate  width  requirements  will 
not  be  applicable  when  dual  purpose  material  is 
used. 

Tri-Lite  interpreted  the  standard  as  permitting 
the  use  of  a  flag  as  part  of  a  "combination  signal 
device"  as  long  as  the  device  did  not  violate 
S5.2.1(b),  relating  to  obstruction  of  the  reflective 
and  fluorescent  material.  In  a  previous  letter  to 
Tri-Lite  the  XHTSA  had  stated  that  the  stand- 
ard would  be  interpreted  to  allow  such  additions. 
(Docket  entry  X4-4-2-10,  July  18,  1972.)  Upon 
further  consideration,  the  agency  has  detennined 
that  permitting  additions  to  the  device  will  lessen 
its  eff'ectiveness  by  degrading  the  uniformity  of 
its  shape.  Accordingly,  the  use  of  additional 
shapes  or  attachments  will  not  be  permitted,  and 
a  new  S5.2.6  is  added  to  that  effect. 


A  number  of  petitions  regarding  the  orange 
fluorescent  material  were  received.  Personnel 
from  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  sug- 
gested that  the  requirements  for  the  color  of  the 
orange  fluorescent  material  be  amended  so  as  not 
to  penalize  colors  that  have  the  same  hue  but  are 
stronger  than  the  present  maximum  y  and  mini- 
mum X  values.  The  NHTSA  agrees  with  the 
suggestion  and  S5.3.2  has  been  amended  accord- 
ingly- 

Tri-Lite  stated  that  the  fluorescent  material 
deteriorates  over  time  and  is  therefore  unreliable. 
It  requested  that  the  provision  of  orange  fluores- 
cent material  on  the  device  be  made  optional. 
The  NHTSA  recognizes  that  deterioration  of 
fluorescence  is  a  possibility;  however,  it  is  felt 
that  the  requirement  of  an  opaque  container  and 
the  improving  technologj-  of  fluorescent  materials 
should  offset  the  possible  problem.  It  is  antici- 
pated that  the  device  will  be  used  only  infre- 
quently, in  emergencies,  by  most  drivers.  The 
request  of  Tri-Lite  is  therefore  denied. 

Rowland  Corp.  requested  that  the  luminance 
requirement  be  expressed  in  terms  relative  to  the 
amount  of  fluorescent  material  affixed  to  the  de- 
vice rather  than  the  percentage  figure  of  mag- 
nesium oxide  presently  required.  The  agency 
position  is  that  a  minimum  level  of  luminance  is 
necessary  for  identifiability,  but  that  a  somewhat 
lower  limit  for  luminance  of  the  orange  material 
could  be  suitable  if  more  material  is  used.  Ac- 
cordingly, So. 5  has  been  amended  to  lower  the 
minimum  relative  luminance  relative  to  mag- 
nesium oxide  from  35%  to  25%,  and  to  require 
a  minimum  product  of  that  relative  luminance 
and  width  in  inches  of  the  device  of  44.  Dayglo 
Color  Corp.  requested  that  two  sources  of  light 
for  luminance  test,  Source  C  and  Source  D-65, 
be  permitted  in  addition  to  the  xenon  arc  lamp 


PART  571;  S  125— PRE  7 


Effective:   January    1,    1974 


specified  in  the  standard.  The  NHTSA  has  con- 
duded  that  the  most  consistent  test  results  are 
provided  when  the  material  is  diffusely  irradiated 
with  undispersed  light  from  a  high-pressure 
xenon  arc  lamp  to  simulate  daytime  conditions. 
As  a  general  rule,  alternative  test  procedures  for 
a  single  property  are  inadvisable,  and  no  suffi- 
cient justification  for  them  has  been  shown  here. 
Therefore  the  Dayglo  request  is  denied. 

In  light  of  evidence  that  differing  relative 
luminance  values  are  obtained  from  different  pro- 
cedures used  to  measure  it,  a  procedures  para- 
graph (S6.3)  for  the  luminance  testing  of  the 
orange  fluorescent  material  has  been  added  to 
the  standard.  The  procedure  is  adapted  from 
the  publication  "Colorimetry",  of  the  Interna- 
tional Commission  on  Illumination  (CIE  Pub- 
lication No.  15,  E-1.3.1,  1971). 

Two  petitions  dealt  with  the  stability  re- 
quirements. Rowland  Development  Corporation 
requested  that  the  standard  permit  the  manu- 
facture of  a  triangle  device  constructed  of  flexible 
material  which  is  secured  at  the  outer  corners 
of  the  triangle  and  is  otherwise  free  to  flex  with 
the  wmd.  Safety  Triangles  Company  requested 
that  the  device  be  permitted  to  tilt  to  a  position 
up  to  30°  from  the  vertical  rather  than  the  pres- 
ently allowed  10°.  These  requests  were  directed 
at  permitting  manufacturers  to  produce  lighter 
and  cheaper  devices.  TheNHTSA  has  concluded 
that  if  the  triangle  is  pei-mitted  to  flex  in  the 
wind  or  tilt  to  a  position  up  to  30°   from  the 


vertical,  the  attitude  of  the  triangle  is  altered  so 
that  the  shape  of  the  equilateral  triangle  is  dis- 
torted, thus  detracting  from  one  of  the  goals  of 
the  standard.  The  present  performance  require- 
ments and  the  consequent  cost  factors  have  been 
found  to  be  reasonable.  These  requests  are  ac- 
cordingly denied. 

With  respect  to  reflectivity  testing,  Rowland 
stated  that  candlepower  requirements  for  an  ob- 
servation angle  of  0.2°  were  superfluous  and  not 
related  to  true  highway  situations,  and  requested 
their  deletion.  The  NHTSA  has  determined  in 
the  formulation  of  the  standard  that  the  speci- 
fied reflectivity  requirements  allow  a  maximum 
recognition  and  detection  distance  to  oncoming 
traffic.  Accordingy,  the  requirements  for  the  0.2° 
observation  angle  are  retained. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  125,  Warning  Devices, 
49  CFR  §571.125,  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1974. 

(Sec.  103,  112,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat. 
718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407;  delegation  of  au- 
thority at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  January  23,  1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  2760 
January   30,    1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   125 

Warning  Devices 
(Docket  No.  74-2;   Notice    10) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  125  (49  CFR  571.125), 
Warning  Devices,  is  to  prescribe  the  color  specifi- 
cations for  the  orange  and  red  materials  used  in 
the  warning  devices  authorized  under  the  stand- 
ard. 

On  April  6,  1973,  the  NHTSA  issued  a  pro- 
posal on  this  subject  (38  F.R.  8752).  The  com- 
ments from  industry  were  generally  in  agreement 
with  the  method  for  testing  the  orange  fluores- 
cent material,  although  several  requested  that 
light  source  C  be  allowed  for  testing  of  the  orange 
fluorescent  material.  After  consultation  with 
testing  laboratories  and  the  National  Bureau  of 
Standards,  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  for  pur- 
poses of  obtaining  repeatable  results  and  simulat- 
ing daylight  conditions,  source  C  does  not  pro- 
vide the  necessary  ultraviolet  radiation.  There- 
fore, the  use  of  the  xenon  arc  lamp  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  standard  and  will  be  re- 
quired for  testing  of  the  orange  color  and  lumi- 
nescence of  the  daylight  fluorescent  material. 

The  majority  of  the  commenters  and  the  Na- 
tional Bureau  of  Standards  agreed  that  the  direct 
illumination  method  for  testing  of  standard 
orange  fluorescent  material  for  both  color  and 
luminance  should  be  continued,  and  the  integrat- 
ing sphere  method  should  be  used  for  dual- 
purpose  materials.  The  industry,  including  the 
testing  laboratories,  have  had  sufficient  time  to 
utilize  this  method  and  repeatable  results  have 
been  obtained. 

The  color  definition  equation  for  the  orange 
fluorescent  material  has  been  broadened  from 
x-|-y  =  0.943    to    x-fy  =  0.93.      The    majority    of 


those  commenting  had  no  objection  to  broaden- 
ing the  area  of  the  orange  fluorescent  material, 
but  one  equipment  manufacturer  desired  the  red 
boimdary  to  be  extended  from  y  =  0.35  to  y  =  0.34. 
NHTSA  concludes  that  to  do  so  would  place  this 
boundary  line  too  near  the  red  area  for  proper 
differentiation  between  orange  and  red.  Since 
orange  is  used  as  a  daylight  material,  it  should 
not  be  similar  to  the  red  material  in  color. 

As  proposed,  the  three-digit  system  in  the 
straight-line  equations  for  the  boundary  of  the 
orange  and  red  colors  has  been  converted  to  a 
two-digit  system,  as  this  degree  of  accuracy  is 
sufficient  for  general  testing  purposes. 

The  final  amendment  to  the  standard  estab- 
lishes the  type  of  light  to  be  used  for  testing  the 
orange  material  used  in  dual  purpose  material. 
Of  particular  importance  in  this  test  procedure 
is  separating  the  red  retroreflective  and  orange 
fluorescent  material.  The  majority  of  the  com- 
menters and  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards 
recommended  that  the  xenon  arc  lamp  be  used,  as 
it  provides  sufficient  ultraviolet  radiation  to  simu- 
late daylight  conditions  with  overcast  sky,  if  the 
unmodified  spectrum  illuminating  the  material  is 
at  an  angle  of  incidence  of  45°  and  the  angle 
of  observation  is  90°.  In  this  procedure,  which 
is  adopted,  the  material  is  illuminated  diffusely 
by  an  integrating  sphere. 

Because  a  number  of  amendments  to  Standard 
No.  125  have  been  issued,  the  standard  is  hereby 
reissued  in  its  entirety. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR  §  571.125, 
Standard  No.  125,  "Warning  Devices,  is  amended 
to  read  as  set  forth  below. 
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Effective  date:  Nov.  11,  1974.  Issued  on:  Aug.  2,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563)   80  Stat.  718,  Administrator 

15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at  39  p.R.  28636 

49  CFR  1.51.)  ■  August?,  1974 


I 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  125 
Warning  Devices 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  require- 
ments for  devices,  without  self-contained  energy 
sources,  that  are  designed  to  be  carried  in  motor 
vehicles  and  used  to  warn  approaching  traffic 
of  the  presence  of  a  stopped  vehicle,  except  for 
devices  designed  to  be  permanently  affixed  to  the 
vehicle. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard 
is  to  reduce  deaths  and  injuries  due  to  rear  end 
collisions  between  moving  traffic  and  disabled 
vehicles. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  de- 
vices without  self-contained  energy  sources,  that 
are  designed  to  be  carried  in  motor  vehicles  and 
used  to  warn  approaching  traffic  of  the  presence 
of  a  stopped  vehicle,  except  for  devices  designed 
to  be  permanently  affixed  to  the  vehicle. 

S.4.  Definitions.  "Entrance  angle"  means  the 
angle  having  as  its  sides  the  line  through  the 
center,  and  normal  to  the  face,  of  the  object  to 
be  tested,  and  the  line  from  the  center  of  the 
object  to  the  center  of  the  source  of  illumination 
(Figure  2). 

"Fluorescent"  means  the  property  of  emitting 
visible  light  due  to  the  absorption  of  radiation 
of  a  shorter  wave-length  which  may  be  outside 
the  visible  spectrum. 

"Observation  angle"  means  the  angle  having 
as  its  sides  the  line  from  the  observation  point 
to  the  center  of  the  object  to  be  tested  and  the 
line  from  the  center  of  that  object  to  the  center 
of  the  source  of  illumination  (Figure  2). 

"Reflex  reflective"  means  reflective  of  light  in 
directions  close  to  the  direction  of  incident  light, 
over  a  wide  range  of  variations  in  the  direction 
of  incident  light. 


WARNING  DEVICE 


0.25  TO  0.50  RADIUS 


2  TO  3 


RED  REFLECTIVE 
MATERIAL  0.75  TO  1.75 


ORANGE  FLUORESCENT 
MATERIAL 
25  TO  1-30 


DIMENSIONS  OF  WARNING  DEVICE  (Inches) 


Figure  1 

S5.     Requirements. 
S5.1     Equipment. 

55.1.1  Reflex  reflective  material  and  fluores- 
cent material  that  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
standard  shall  be  affixed  to  both  faces  of  the 
warning  device.  Alternatively,  a  dual  purpose 
orange  fluorescent  and  red  reflective  material  that 
meets  the  requirements  of  this  standard  (here- 
after referred  to  as  "dual  purpose  material") 
may  be  affixed  to  both  faces  in  place  of  the  reflec- 
tive and  fluorescent  materials. 

55.1.2  Each  warning  device  shall  be  protected 
from  damage  and  deterioration— 

(a)  By  enclosure  in  an  opaque  protective  re- 
usable container,  except  that  two  or  three  warn- 
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ing  devices  intended  to  be  sold  for  use  as  a  set 
with  a  single  vehicle  may  be  enclosed  in  a  single 
container;  or 

(b)  By  secure  attachment  to  any  light-tight, 
enclosed  and  easily  accessible  compartment  of  a 
new  motor  vehicle  with  which  it  is  supplied  by 
the  vehicle  manufacturer. 

55.1.3  The  warning  device  shall  be  designed 
to  be  erected,  and  replaced  in  its  container,  with- 
out the  use  of  tools. 

55.1.4  The  warning  device  shall  be  perma- 
nently and  legibly  marked  with: 

(a)  Name  of  manufacturer; 

(b)  Month  and  year  of  manufacture,  which 
may  be  expressed  numerically,  as  "6/72",  and 

(c)  The  symbol  DOT,  or  the  statement  that 
the  warning  device  complies  with  all  applicable 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards. 

55.1.5  Each  warning  device  shall  have  in- 
structions for  its  erection  and  display. 

a)  The  instructions  shall  be  either  indelibly 
printed  on  the  warning  device  or  attached  in 
such  a  manner  that  they  cannot  be  easily  removed. 

(b)  Instructions  for  each  warning  device  shall 
include  a  recommendation  that  the  driver  activate 
the  vehicular  hazard  warning  signal  lamps  before 
leaving  the  vehicle  to  erect  the  warning  device. 

(c)  Instructions  shall  include  the  illustration 
depicted  in  Figure  3  indicating  recommended 
positioning. 

OBSERVATION  POINT 
'4Cr 


IFMONTI  (HEAR) 


APPROXIMATELY         40  PACES 


REFLECTED  LIGHT 


OBSERVATION 
(DIVERGENCE!  ANGLE 


LIGHT 
SOURCE 


INCIDENT  LIGHT 

ENTRANCE  (INCIDENCEl  ANGLE 
PERPENDICULAR  TO  REFLECTIVE  SURFACE 
REFLECTIVE  SURFACE 


-100  FT. 


DISABLED         ',_— 

VEHITLF  I     V, 


'      WARNING 
-S-      DEVICE 


RECOMMENDED  WARNING  DEVICE  POSITIONING 


Figure  3 


REFLECTIVITY  TEST  DIAGRAM 
Figure  2 


S5.2     Configuration 

55.2.1  When  the  warning  device  is  erected  on 
level  ground: 

(a)  Part  of  the  warning  device  shall  form  an 
equilateral  triangle  that  stands  in  a  plane  not 
more  than  10°  from  the  vertical,  with  the  lower 
edge  of  the  base  of  the  triangle  horizontal  and 
not  less  than  1  inch  above  the  ground. 

(b)  None  of  the  required  portion  of  the  re- 
flective material  and  fluorescent  material  shall 
be  obscured  by  any  other  part  of  the  warning 
device  except  for  any  portion  of  the  material 
over  which  it  is  necessary  to  provide  fasteners, 
pivoting  beads  or  other  means  to  allow  collapsi- 
bility  or  support  of  the  device.  In  any  event, 
sufficient  reflective  and  fluorescent  material  shall 
be  used  on  the  triangle  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  S5.4  and  S5.5. 

55.2.2  Each  of  the  three  sides  of  the  tri- 
angular portion  of  the  warning  device  shall  not 
be  less  than  17  and  not  more  than  22  inches  long, 
and  not  less  than  2  and  not  more  than  3  inches 
wide  (Figure  1). 

55.2.3  Each  face  of  the  triangular  portion 
of  the  warning  device  shall  have  an  outer  border 
of  red  reflex  reflective  material  of  uniform  width 
and  not  less  than  0.75  and  not  more  than  1.75 
inches  wide,  and  an  inner  border  of  orange 
fluorescent  material  of  uniform  width  and  not 
less  than  1.25  and  not  more  than  1.30  inches  wide 
(Figure  1).  However,  this  requirement  shall  not 
apply  if  the  dual  purpose  material  is  used. 

55.2.4  Each  vertex  of  the  triangular  portion 
of  the  warning  device  shall  have  a  radius  of  not 
less  than  0.25  inch  and  not  more  than  0.50  inch. 

55.2.5  All  edges  shall  be  rounded  or  cham- 
fered, as  necessary  to  reduce  the  possibility  of 
cutting  or  harm  to  the  user. 
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S5.2.6  The  device  shall  consist  entirely  of  the 
triangular  portion  and  attachments  necessary 
for  its  support  and  enclosure,  without  additional 
visible  shapes  of  attachments. 
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S5.3     Color. 


55.3.1  The  color  of  the  red  reflex  reflective 
material  on  the  warning  device  shall  have  the 
following  characteristics,  both  before  and  after 
the  warning  device  has  been  conditioned  in  ac- 
cordance with  S6.1,  when  the  source  of  illumina- 
tion is  a  lamp  with  a  tungsten  filament  operating 
at  2856°  Kelvin  color  temperature.  Expressed 
in  terms  of  the  International  Commission  on 
Illumination  (CIE)  1931  standard  colorimetric 
observer  system  (CIE  chromaticity  diagram, 
Figure  4),  the  chromaticity  coordinates  of  the 
red  reflex  reflective  material  shall  lie  within  the 
region  bounded  by  the  spectrum  locus  and  the 
lines  on  the  diagram  defined  by  the  following 
equations: 

Boundary  Equations 

Yellow  y  =  0.33 

White  x-t-y  =  0.98 

55.3.2  The  color  of  the  orange  fluorescent 
material  on  the  warning  device  shall  have  the 
following  characteristics,  both  before  and  after 
the  warning  device  has  been  conditioned  in  ac- 
cordance with  S6.1,  when  the  source  of  illumina- 


tion is  a  150-watt  high  pressure  xenon  compact 
arc  lamp.  Expressed  in  terms  of  the  Interna- 
tional Commission  on  Illumination  (CIE)  1931 
standard  colorimetric  observer  system,  the  chro- 
maticity coordinates  of  the  orange  fluorescent 
material  shall  lie  within  the  region  bounded  by 
the  spectrum  locus  and  the  lines  on  the  diagram 
defined  by  the  following  equations: 

Boundary  Equation 

Yellow  y  =  0.49x-(-0.17 

White  x-(-y  =  0.93 

Red  y  =  0.35 

The  150-watt  high  pressure  xenon  compact  arc 
lamp  shall  illuminate  the  sample  using  the  un- 
modified spectrum  at  an  angle  of  incidence  of  45° 
and  an  angle  of  observation  of  90°.  If  dual 
purpose  material  is  being  tested,  it  shall  be  illum- 
inated by  a  150-watt  high  pressure  xenon  com- 
pact arc  lamp,  whose  light  is  diffused  by  an 
integrating  sphere. 

55.4  Reflectivity.  When  the  red  reflex  reflec- 
tive material  on  the  warning  device  is  tested  in 
accordance  with  S6.2,  both  before  and  after  the 
warning  device  has  been  conditioned  in  accord- 
ance with  S6.1,  its  total  candlepower  per  incident 
foot  candle  shall  be  not  less  than  the  values 
specified  in  Table  I  for  each  of  the  listed  entrance 
angles. 

55.5  Luminance.  When  the  orange  fluores- 
cent material  on  the  warning  device  is  tested  in 
accordance  with  S6.3,  both  before  and  after  the 
warning  device  has  been  conditioned  in  accord- 
ance with  S6.1,  it  shall  have  a  minimum  relative 
luminance  of  25  percent  of  a  flat  magnesium 
oxide  surface  and  a  minimum  product  of  that 
relative  luminance  and  width  in  inches  of  44. 

55.6  Stability.  When  the  warning  device  is 
erected  on  a  horizontal  brushed  concrete  surface 
both  with  and  against  the  brush  marks  and  sub- 
jected to  a  horizontal  wind  of  40  miles  per  hour 
in  any  direction  for  3  minutes— 

(a)  No  part  of  it  shall  slide  more  than  3  inches 
from  its  initial  position; 

(b)  Its  triangular  potion  shall  not  tilt  to  a 
position  that  is  more  than  10°  from  the  vertical; 
and 

(c)  Its  triangular  position  shall  not  turn 
through  a  horizontal  angle  of  more  than  10°  in 
either  direction  from  the  initial  position. 
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Table  1.    Total  Minimum  Candlepower  Per  Incident  Foot  Candle 

Entrance  Angles  -  Degrees 


Observation 
Angles-Degrees 

0 

10 
up 

10 
down 

20 
left 

20 
right 

30 

left 

30 
right 

0.2 

80 

80 

80 

40 

40 

8.0 

8.0 

1.5 

0.8 

0.8 

0.8 

0.4 

0.4 

0.08 

0.08 

S5.7  Durability.  When  the  warning  device  is 
conditioned  in  accordance  with  S6.1,  no  part  of 
the  warning  device  shall  become  warped  or  sepa- 
rated from  the  rest  of  the  warning  device. 

S6.    Test  Procedures. 

56.1  Conditions. 

S6.1.1  Submit  the  warning  device  to  the  fol- 
lowing conditioning  sequence,  returning  the  device 
after  each  step  in  the  sequence  to  ambient  air  at 
68°  F.  for  at  least  2  hours. 

(a)  Minus  40°  F.  for  16  hours  in  a  circulating 
air  chamber  using  ambient  air  which  would  have 
not  less  than  30  percent  and  not  more  than  70 
percent  relative  humidity  at  70°  F.; 

(b)  150°  F.  for  16  hours  in  a  circulating  air 
oven  using  ambient  air  which  would  have  not  less 
than  30  percent  and  not  more  than  70  percent 
relative  humidity  at  70°  F.; 

(c)  100°  F.  and  90  percent  relative  humidity 
for  16  hours; 

(d)  Salt  spray  (fog)  test  in  accordance  with 
American  Society  of  Testing  and  Materials 
Standard  B-117,  Standard  Method  of  Salt  Spray 
(fog)  testing,  August  1964,  except  that  the  test 
shall  be  for  4  hours  rather  than  40  hours;  and 

(e)  Immersion  for  2  hours  in  water  at  a  tem- 
perature of  100°  F. 

56.2  Reflectivity  Test.  Test  the  red  reflex 
reflective  material  as  follows: 

(a)  Unless  dual  purpose  material  is  used,  pre- 
vent the  orange  fluorescent  material  from  affect- 
ing the  photometric  measurement  of  the  reflec- 
tivity of  the  red  reflex  reflective  material,  either 
by  separation  or  masking. 


(b)  Use  a  lamp  with  a  tungsten  filament  op- 
erating at  2856°  Kelvin  color  temperature  as  the 
source  of  illumination. 

(c)  Place  the  source  of  illumination  100  feet 
from  the  red  reflex  reflective  material  (Figure  2). 

(d)  Place  the  observation  point  directly  above 
the  source  of  illumination  (Figure  2). 

(e)  Calculate  the  total  candlepower  per  in- 
cident foot  candle  of  the  red  reflex  reflective 
material  at  each  of  the  entrance  and  observation 
angles  specified  in  Table  1. 

S6.3  Luminance  Test.  Test  the  orange  fluores- 
cent material  as  follows: 

(a)  Unless  dual  purpose  material  is  used,  pre- 
vent the  red  reflex  reflective  material  from  affect- 
ing the  photometric  measurement  of  the  lumin- 
ance of  the  orange  fluorescent  material. 

(b)  Using  a  150-watt  high  pressure  xenon  com- 
pact arc  lamp  as  the  light  source,  illuminate  the 
test  sample  at  an  angle  of  incidence  of  45°  and 
an  angle  of  observation  of  90°.  If  dual  purpose 
material  is  being  tested,  illuminate  the  sample 
diffusely  through  an  integrating  sphere. 

(c)  Measure  the  luminance  of  the  material  at 
a  perpendicular  viewing  angle,  with  no  ray  of 
the  viewing  beam  more  than  5°  from  the  per- 
pendicular to  the  specimen. 

(d)  Repeat  the  procedure  for  a  flat  magnesium 
oxide  surface,  and  compute  the  quotient  (per- 
centage) of  the  luminance  of  the  material  relative 
to  that  of  the  magnesium  oxide  surface. 

37  F.R.  5038 
March  9,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   126 

Truck-Camper  Loading 
(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Part  571  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Eegulations,  to  add  a  new  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  126  (49  CFR 
571.126)  that  requires  manufacturers  of  slide-in 
campers  and  of  trucks  that  would  accommodate 
them  to  provide  information  concerning  proper 
loading  and  load  distribution.  A  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  on  this  subject  was  published 
on  April  9, 1971  (36  F.R.  6837). 

The  purpose  of  the  new  standard  is  to  provide 
information  that  can  be  used  to  reduce  overload- 
ing and  improper  load  distribution  in  truck- 
camper  combinations,  and  to  prevent  accidents 
re?ulting  from  the  adverse  effects  of  these  con- 
ditions on  vehicle  handling  and  braking.  Stand- 
ard No.  126  requires  manufacturers  of  slide-in 
campers  to  permanently  affix  a  label  to  a  rear 
surface  of  each  camper  that  includes  the  weight 
of  the  camper  when  it  contains  standard  equip- 
ment, and  water,  bottled  gas,  and  ice  box  with 
ice  or  refrigerator.  The  camper  manufacturer 
is  also  required  to  provide,  in  an  owner's  manual 
or  other  document  delivered  with  the  camper,  a 
picture  showing  the  location  of  the  longitudinal 
center  of  gravity  of  the  camper  when  loaded  and 
a  picture  showing  a  proper  match  of  the  slide-in 
camper  on  a  typical  truck.  Standard  No.  126 
also  requires  manufacturers  of  trucks  to  which  a 
camper  could  be  attached  to  provide,  in  an  oper- 
ator's manual  or  other  document  delivered  with 
the  truck,  a  picture  showing  the  manufacturer's 
recommended  longitudinal  center  of  gravity  zone 
for  the  cargo  weight  rating,  and  one  depicting 
the  proper  match  of  a  truck  and  slide-in  camper. 

Standard  No.  126  differs  from  the  proposal  m 
several  aspects.  The  standard  as  proposed  would 
have  applied  to  incomplete  vehicles  intended  for 
completion  as  trucks,  and  to  multipurpose  pas- 
senger vehicles  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds 


or  less.  These  categories  have  been  excluded 
from  the  final  rule,  which  applies  to  trucks  that. 
would  accommodate  slide-in  campers.  These 
generally  are  pick-up  trucks.  In  excluding  other 
proposed  categories  the  NHTSA  considers  that 
the  information  the  manufacturer  of  an  incom- 
plete vehicle  must  furnish  pursuant  to  49  CFR 
Part  568,  Vehicles  Manufactured  in  Two  or  More 
Stages,  should  be  sufficient  to  assist  a  final  as- 
sembler in  permanently  installing  a  chassis- 
mount  camper  on  a  truck  chassis,  or  in  assembling 
a  vehicle  such  as  a  motor  home. 

The  proposal  would  also  have  required  that  a 
label  be  permanently  affixed  to  each  cargo  com- 
partment that  would  specify  the  maximum  rec- 
ommended weight  for  a  load  placed  in  the 
compartment.  Commenters  argued  persuasively 
that  camper  owners  would  disregard  a  series  of 
weight  capacity  labels  on  all  storage  comparts 
ments,  and  the  proposal  was  not  adopted.  The 
final  rule  requires  the  certification  label  and  the 
owner's  manual  to  provide  a  figure  denoting 
camper  weight,  which  as  noted  previously  in- 
cludes the  weight  of  standard  equipment,  a  re- 
frigerator, or  ice  box  with  ice,  and  maximum 
capacity  of  water  and  bottled  gas.  The  cubic 
capacity  of  the  refrigerator  or  weight  of  ice,  the 
weight  of  bottled  gas,  and  the  gallons  of  water 
encompassed  in  the  maximum  weight  figure  will 
also  be  listed  on  the  permanent  label  and  in  the 
owner's  manual.  The  camper  manufacturer  may 
exclude  any  of  these  items  from  the  label  if  the 
camper  is  not  designed  to  accommodate  them, 
provided  that  a  notation  to  that  effect  appears  in 
the  owner's  manual.  The  standard  also  requires 
a  manufacturer  to  provide  a  listing  of  optional 
or  additional  equipment  that  the  camper  is  de- 
signed to  carry,  and  the  respective  weight  of 
each  if  the  unit  weight  exceeds  20  pounds. 
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The  label  will  also  state  the  month  and  year  of 
manufacture,  and  a  recommendation  that  the  user 
consult  the  owner's  manual  or  data  sheet  for  the 
weight  of  optional  and  additional  equipment. 
The  label  is  to  be  mounted  in  a  plainly  visible 
location  on  a  surface  at  the  rear  of  the  camper 
other  than  the  roof,  steps  or  bumper  extension. 

The  proposed  reference  point,  or  the  distances 
of  the  camper  center  of  gravity  from  the  refer- 
ence point,  have  not  been  adopted  for  use  on  the 
exterior  label.  Manufacturers  of  campers  gen- 
erally have  had  no  experience  with  the  relatively 
complex  vertical  center  of  gravity  measurement 
techniques.  Truck  manufacturers  pointed  out  a 
nimiber  of  variables  that  would  have  to  be  con- 
sidered, and  stated  that  the  limiting  envelope 
would  not  be  rectangular  as  implied  by  the  pro- 
posal. Other  comments  objected  to  the  end  of 
the  truck's  axle  shaft  as  a  reference  point  for 
specifying  a  recommended  cargo  center  of  grav- 
ity zone.  Variations  in  the  longitudinal  center 
of  gravity  of  the  load  are,  however,  known  to 
have  a  direct  relationship  to  a  truck's  gross  axle 
loading,  and  can  adversely  affect  the  steering  and 
stopping  ability  of  the  vehicle.  The  camper 
manufacturer  will  therefore  be  required  to  pro- 
vide in  the  owner's  manual  a  picture  showing  the 
location  of  the  camper's  longitudinal  center  of 
gravity  within  2  inches,  under  specified  load  con- 
ditions. A  manufacturer  can  easily  measure  the 
longitudinal  center  of  gravity  of  a  slide-in 
camper  by  balancing  it  on  a  transverse  horizontal 
rod.  The  camper  owner's  manual  must  also  con- 
tain specific  advice  on  proper  choice  of  truck  to 
which  a  camper  may  be  mounted,  and  proper 
loading  of  the  camper  once  it  is  attached.    Truck 


manufacturers  in  turn  are  required  to  include  in 
the  operator's  manual  a  picture  showing  the  rec- 
ommended longitudinal  center  of  gravity  zone 
for  the  cargo  weight  rating  and  loading  recom- 
mendations. 

In  order  to  allow  the  relatively  small  camper 
manufacturers  time  to  consider  the  recommenda- 
tions of  truck  manufacturers,  and  to  modify 
camper  designs  if  needed,  a  camper  manufacturer 
need  not  provide  center  of  gravity  location  in- 
formation until  July  1, 1973. 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1973,  with  addi- 
tional requirements  effective  July  1,  1973.  Be- 
cause compliance  with  the  rule  does  not  involve 
extensive  leadtime,  the  Administrator  finds  for 
good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  earlier 
than  one  hundred  eighty  days  after  issuance  is 
in  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  571  is  amended  by  adding  §  571.126,  Stand- 
ard No.  126,  Truck-Camper  Loading.  .  .  . 

This  notice  is  issued  xmder  the  authority  of 
Sections  103,  112,  114,  and  119  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1403,  and  1407)  and  the 
delegation  of  authority  from  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  August  3, 1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  16497 
August  15,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   126 

Truck-Camper  Loading 
(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice  4) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsid- 
eration of  49  CFR  §  571.126,  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  126,  Trv/)k-Cainper  Load- 
ing. The  portion  of  the  regulation  requiring 
information  to  be  provided  by  camper  manu- 
facturers is  retained  as  a  Federal  motor  vehicle 
safety  standard,  and  a  vehicle  information  num- 
ber is  added  to  the  list  of  information  to  be  pro- 
vided. The  portion  of  the  rule  applicable  to 
truck  manufacturers  is  reissued  as  a  consumer 
information  regulation  by  a  separate  notice  (37 
F.R.  26607). 

Standard  No.  126,  establishing  requirements 
for  slide- in  campers  and  trucks  that  would  ac- 
commodate them,  was  published  on  August  15, 
1972  (37  F.R.  16497).  Thereafter,  pursuant  to 
49  CFR  §  553.35,  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
the  standard  were  filed  by  Chrysler  Corporation 
(Chrysler),  Ford  Motor  Company  (Ford), 
General  Motors  Corporation  (GM),  Jeep  Cor- 
poration (Jeep),  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers 
Association  of  the  United  States,  Inc.  (MVMA), 
Recreational  Vehicle  Institute,  Inc.  (RVI),  and 
Toyota  Motor  Sales,  U.S.A.,  Inc.  (Toyota). 

In  response  to  information  contained  in  several 
of  these  petitions  the  standard  is  being  amended 
in  certain  respects.  The  Administrator  has  de- 
clined to  grant  requested  relief  from  other  re- 
quirements of  the  standard. 

1.  Statutory  Aiithority.  Standard  No.  126  as 
issued  applied  to  slide-in  campers  and  to  trucks 
that  would  accommodate  them.  It  required  man- 
ufacturers of  slide-in  campers  to  attach  to  their 
products  a  label  containing  the  name  of  the  man- 
ufacturer, the  month  and  year  of  manufacture, 
a  certification  of  conformity,  and  information 
concerning  the  camper's  maximum  weight.  The 
standard  also  required  camper  manufacturers  to 


provide  the  same  information  and  certain  addi- 
tional items  in  a  manual  or  other  document  to 
accompany  each  camper.  A  parallel  requirement 
was  adopted  applicable  to  truck  manufacturers; 
they  were  required  to  provide  information  in  a 
manual  or  other  document  supplied  with  their 
products  that  would  assist  truck  owners  in  choos- 
ing a  properly  matched  camper. 

Chrysler,  Ford,  GM,  Jeep,  and  MVMA  ques- 
tioned the  authority  to  issue  the  requirements  of 
49  CFR  §571.126  as  a  Federal  motor  vehicle 
safety  standard  rather  than  in  the  form  of  a 
Consumer  Information  Regulation  (49  CFR 
Part  575),  alleging  that  Standard  No.  126  is 
"neither  a  performance  standard  nor  does  it  pro- 
vide any  objective  criteria  for  determining  com- 
pliance." 

The  NHTSA  does  not  agree  that  it  lacks  au- 
thority to  issue  Standard  No.  126  in  the  form 
in  which  it  appeared.  Actually,  the  regulation 
was  issued  under  the  combined  authority  of  four 
sections  of  the  Act:  section  103  (the  authority 
for  the  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards), 
section  112  (the  primary  authority  for  technical 
information  and  data  to  be  provided  by  a  manu- 
facturer to  NHTSA  and  the  consumer),  section 
114  (the  authority  for  vehicle  and  equipment 
certification)  and  section  119  (the  general  rule- 
making authority).  Many  of  the  existing  stand- 
ards contain  information  requirements,  and  it  is 
the  position  of  this  agency  that  such  provisions 
fully  satisfy  the  statutory  criteria  as  objective 
performance  requirements.  The  question  there- 
fore is  in  most  respects  the  merely  formal  one  of 
whether  the  rule  is  called  a  "safety  standard" 
or  a  "consumer  information  regulation,"  and 
codified  accordingly. 
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On  reconsideration  of  all  aspects  of  the  stand- 
ard, however,  this  agency  has  determined  that 
there  is  an  advantage  to  issuing  the  requirements 
for  trucks  in  the  form  of  a  consumer  informa- 
tion regulation.  49  CFR  §  575.6(b)  requires  all 
Part  575  consumer  information  to  be  made  avail- 
able to  prospective  purchasers  in  dealer  sliow- 
rooms,  and  paragraph  (c)  of  that  section  re- 
quires such  information  to  be  furnished  directly 
to  the  NHTSA.  Neither  of  these  requirements 
applies  to  information  furnished  pursuant  to 
Part  571  safety  standards.  Part  575  consumer 
information  regulations  are  enforceable  in  sub- 
stantially the  same  manner  and  with  the  same 
sanctions  as  safety  standards.  The  requirements 
for  trucks  in  49  CFR  §571.126  are  therefore 
reissued  as  a  new  consumer  information  regula- 
tion, 49  CFR  §  575.103,  by  an  action  published 
in  this  issue,  37  F.R.  26607. 

2.  Effective  date.  The  requirement  for  pic- 
tures showing  camper  center  of  gravity  and 
proper  truck-camper  match  that  camper  manu- 
facturers were  to  provide  as  of  July  1,  1973,  is 
being  deferred  2  months,  and  will  not  be  required 
until  September  1,  1973.  RVI  has  petitioned  for 
an  extension  of  the  effective  date  of  these  require- 
ments to  January  1,  1974,  on  the  basis  that  the 
extension  "would  give  the  relatively  small 
camper  manufacturers  additional  time  to  con- 
form camper  design  to  the  center  of  gravity 
envelopes  developed  by  the  truck  manufacturers." 
The  regulation,  however,  only  requires  manufac- 
turers to  provide  information,  not  to  redesign 
their  products.  The  NHTSA  finds  that  RVI 
has  shown  insufficient  justification  to  support  its 
request,  and  the  petition  is  denied. 

3.  Definitions.  RVI  petitioned  that  its  defini- 
tion of  "camper"  be  adopted  so  that  there  would 
be  no  confusion  within  the  recreational  vehicle 
industry  as  to  whether  the  standard  applied  to 
motor  homes  and  pickup  covers.  RVI's  petition 
was  similar  to  the  one  it  submitted  for  recon- 
sideration of  Standard  No.  205,  Glazing  Ma- 
terials. The  NHTSA  has  not  adopted  the  RVI 
definition,  but  it  has  defined  the  terms  "camper" 
and  "slide-in  camper"  so  as  to  clarify  these  terms 
and  differentiate  them  from  "motor  home"  and 
"pickup  cover,"  also  defined  in  Standard  No.  205. 
"Cargo  weight  rating"  was  defined  as  "the  maxi- 
mum weight  of  cargo  .  .  .  that  can  safely  be 


carried  by  a  vehicle  under  normal  operating 
conditions.  .  .  ."  Ford  objects  that  the  definition 
is  subjective  and  urges  that  the  term  be  redefined 
as  "the  maximum  weight  of  cargo  .  .  .  that  the 
truck  manufacturer  specifies  may  be  carried  on 
the  vehicle."  The  NHTSA  concurs  generally 
with  Ford's  views.  The  definition  has  been  re- 
written to  make  clear  that  the  rating,  like  GVWR 
and  GAWR,  is  to  be  assigned  at  the  discretion 
of  the  manufacturer. 

4.  Informatio7i.  Ford  believes  the  reference 
to  "total  load"  in  paragraph  S5. 1.2(c)  is  mis- 
leading "in  that  users  may  easily  understand  this 
to  be  the  total  load  on  the  truck."  It  suggests 
substitution  of  the  term  "cargo  load."  Ford's 
point  is  well  made,  and  the  term  is  redesignated 
"total  cargo  load"  as  a  clarification. 

Toyota  has  asked  that  paragraph  S5. 1.2(e) 
be  amended  to  substitute  four  inches  for  the  re- 
quirement that  camper  manufacturers  provide 
a  picture  showing  the  location  of  the  center  of 
gravity  of  the  camper  within  an  accuracy  of  two 
inches  under  the  loaded  condition.  The  petition 
is  denied.  The  intent  of  the  specification  is  to 
insure  an  accuracy  within  two  inches,  in  either 
direction,  in  effect,  a  range  of  four  inches.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  consider  this  tolerance  to  be 
overly  demanding. 

Finally,  RVI  states  that  its  members  have  had 
difficulty  in  interpreting  Figure  2  and  requests 
the  NHTSA  to  more  clearly  indicate  "that  the 
terminology  'Mount  at  Aft  End  of  Truck  Cargo 
Area'  means  that  the  designated  point  in  the 
figure  signifies  the  point  where  the  identified 
surface  of  the  camper  abuts  the  rearmost  edge 
or  surface  of  the  cargo  area  of  the  truck,  pre- 
sumably the  tailgate  in  most  configurations."  To 
clarify  its  intent  the  NHTSA  is  changing  the 
language  in  question  to  "point  that  contacts  rear 
end  of  truck  bed." 

5.  Vehicle  Identification  Number  (VIN.)  The 
NHTSA  proposed  on  August  15,  1972  (Docket 
No.  71-7;  Notice  3,  F.R.  16505)  that  slide-in 
campers  be  identified  by  a  VIN,  consisting  of 
arable  numerals,  roman  letters,  or  both.  The 
notice  also  proposed  to  require  that  the  VIN  of 
two  campers  manufactured  by  a  manufacturer 
within  a  ten  year  period  shall  not  be  identical. 
No  objections  were  raised  to  the  proposal,  and 
Standard  No.  126  is  amended  to  adopt  the  pro- 
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posed  requirements,  reworded  slightly  effective 
January  1,  1973. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
§  571.126,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
126,  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1973,  with  addi- 
tional requirements  effective  September  1,  1973. 
Because  the  amendment  consists  principally  of 
the  reissue  of  existing  requirements,  and  com- 
pliance with  the  amendment  requiring  a  VIN 
does  not  involve  extensive  leadtime,  the  Admin- 
istrator finds  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effec- 
tive date  eariler  than  180  days  after  issuance  is 
in  the  public  interest. 


This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103,  112,  114,  and  119  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1403,  and  1407)  and  the 
delegation  of  authority  from  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on:  December  6,  1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  26605 
December  14,  1972 
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Efftctlvs:  February    14,    1973 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.    126 

Truck-Camper  Loading 
(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice  7) 


This  notice  responds  to  a  petition  for  reconsid- 
eration of  49  CFR  §  571.126,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  126,  Truck-camper  loading,  with  an 
amendment  allowing  optional  wording  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  placard  to  be  affixed  to  campers,  and 
of  other  required  information.  The  amendments 
are  effective  upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister. 

On  August  15,  1972  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  126  was  originally  published  (37 
F.R.  16497).  In  response  to  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration the  standard  was  republished  on  De- 
cember 14, 1972  (37  F.R.  26605)  with  amendments 
that  included  minor  changes  in  the  text  of  infor- 
mation required  to  be  furnished  to  purchasers  of 
slide-in  campers. 

Paragraph  S5.1.2(a)  of  Standard  No.  126  re- 
quires each  manufacturer  of  a  slide-in  camper 
to  provide  in  a  manual  or  other  document  deliv- 
ered with  each  camper  "the  statement  and  infor- 
mation provided  on  the  certification  label  as 
specified  in  paragraph  S5.1.1".  Among  this  in- 
formation is  the  month  and  year  that  the  camper 
was  manufactured.  The  Trailer  Coach  Associa- 
tion has  asked  in  a  letter  dated  December  29, 
1972  that  wording  such  as  "see  certification  label 
for  date  of  manufacture"  be  substituted  for  the 
month  and  year  of  manufacture,  contending  that 
"to  require  manufacturers  to  list  the  month  and 
year  of  manufacture  in  each  vehicle  owner's 
manual  would  be  an  unnecessary  hardship  in 
view  of  the  production  and  shipping  schedule 
which  varies  greatly  from  time  to  time  during 
the  year." 

The  NHTSA  believes  that  the  request  of  TCA 
is  reasonable,  and  is  treating  TCA's  letter  as  a 
petition  for  reconsideration  filed  pursuant  to  49 
CFR   553.35.     However,   since   the   information 


requirement  became  effective  January  1,  1973, 
and  because  of  the  possibility  that  manufacturers 
now  providing  this  data  may  wish  to  continue  to 
do  so,  the  manufacturer  should  have  the  option 
of  including  either  the  month  and  year  of  manu- 
facture or  a  reference  to  the  certification  label. 
The  standard  is  being  amended  to  provide  this 
option. 

In  the  amendments  published  on  December  14, 
1972  two  minor  changes  were  made  in  terminol- 
ogy. In  Paragraph  S5.1.2(c)  the  phrase  "total 
load",  which  appears  twice,  was  changed  to  "total 
cargo  load"  as  a  clarification.  Further  clarifica- 
tion was  provided  in  an  amendment  to  Figure  2, 
Camper  Center  of  Gravity  Information  where  the 
legend  "Mount  at  Aft  End  of  Truck  Cargo  Area" 
was  changed  to  "Point  That  Contacts  Rear  End 
of  Truck  Bed".  In  view  of  the  amendments  to 
§  575.103  delaying  the  effective  date  30  days  until 
April  1,  1973,  and  permitting  use  of  the  earlier 
form  until  October  1,  1973  (Docket  No.  71-7; 
Notice  6  (38  F.R.  4400)),  camper  manufactur- 
ers who  have  printed  manuals  with  the  old 
terminology  should  be  afforded  the  same  oppor- 
tunity as  truck  manufacturers  to  exhaust  obsolete 
stocks  of  materials.  Appropriate  amendments  are 
therefore  made  to  Standard  No.  126,  including  a 
30  day  delay  in  the  pictorial  information  that 
was  to  have  been  provided  as  of  September  1, 
1973. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing  49  CFR 
§  571.126  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  126 
is  amended  .... 

E-ffective  date :  February  14, 1973.  Because  the 
amendments  create  no  additional  burden  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  that  an  effective  date  earlier 
than  one  hundred  eighty  days  after  issuance  is 
in  the  public  interest. 
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Effective:  February    14,    1973 

(Sec.  103,  112,  114,  and  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1403  and  1407; 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  February  12, 1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  4399 
February  14,  1973 
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Effective:  March  9,   1973 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   126 

Truck-Camper  Loading 
(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice  8) 


This  notice  corrects  the  amendment  to  49  CFR 
§571.126,  Standard  No.  126,  Truck-camfer 
loading,  published  on  February  14,  1973  (38 
F.R.  4399).  The  amendment  to  paragraph 
S5.1.2(a)  erroneously  referred  to  "the  informa- 
tion required  by  subparagraphs  (c)  and  (d)  of 
paragraph  S5.1.1".  The  reference  should  have 
been  to  "subparagraphs  (b)  and  (c)". 

Additionally,  the  opening  statement  of  the 
preamble  erroneously  stated  that  the  amendment 
allowed  "optional  wording  of  a  portion  of  the 
"'icard  to  be  affixed  to  campers,  and  of  other 
required  information".  The  amendment  itself 
correctly  allowed  optional  wording  of  informa- 


tion provided  in  the  manual  or  other  document 
delivered  with  the  camper,  not  on  the  placard. 

Effective  date:  March  9,  1973.  Because  the 
amendment  corrects  an  error,  it  is  found  for 
good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate  eflfective 
date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  112,  114  and  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1403,  and 
1407;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  5, 1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  6392 
March  9,  1973 
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Effective:  April   27,    1978 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   126 

Truck-Camper  Loading 
(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice   10) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  126,  Truck- 
Camper  Loading,  by  removing  the  requirement 
that    a    camper's   vehicle    identification    number 
(VIN)  be  printed  in  its  owner's  manual.     Such 
a  modification  will  reduce  the  cost  of  compliance 
with  the  standard,   without  adversely   affecting 
the  level  of  safety  prescribed. 
Effective  Date:  April  27,  1978. 
For  Further  Information  Contact: 
Kevin    Cavey,    Crash    Avoidance    Division, 
Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400 
Seventh    Street,    S.W.,    Washington,    D.C. 
20590  (202-426-2716). 

Supplementary  Information :  On  November  29, 
1973,  the  NHTSA  issued  a  notice  proposing  to 
amend  Standard  No.  126,  Truck-Camper  Load- 
ing, to  remove  the  requirement  that  the  vehicle 
identification  number  (VIN)  of  each  camper  be 
printed  in  its  owner's  manual  (38  FR  32945). 
The  amendment,  requested  by  the  Recreation 
Vehicle  Industry  Association,  was  proposed  to 
reduce  the  burdens  and  costs  associated  with  com- 
pliance with  the  requirement. 

Comments  were  received  from  Ford,  the 
Recreation  Vehicle  Industry  Association,  and  the 
Recreational  Vehicle  Division  of  the  Trailer 
Coach  Association.  The  Vehicle  Equipment 
Safety  Commission  did  not  submit  comments. 

The  three  comments  received  supported  the 
suggested  modification.  Some  commenters  as- 
serted that  the  requirement  added  little  to  vehicle 
safety  while  resulting  in  increased  costs  and  the 


increased  possibility  of  errors  associated  with 
inserting  the  incorrect  VIN  in  an  owner's  manual. 
The  NHTSA  concurs  with  the  commenters  and 
concludes  that  the  intent  of  the  requirement  can 
be  achieved  by  permitting  a  manufacturer  to 
state  in  the  owner's  manual  that  the  VIN  can 
be  found  by  referring  to  the  camper's  certifica- 
tion label.  Accordingly,  Standard  No.  126  is 
amended  to  make  optional  the  provision  of  the 
VIN  in  a  camper's  owner's  manual.  If  the  VIN 
is  not  placed  in  the  owner's  manual,  a  reference 
must  be  made  in  the  manual  to  the  location  of 
the  VIN  on  the  certification  label. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  second 
sentence  of  paragraph  S5.1.2  of  Standard  No. 
126,  49  CFR  Part  571.126  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Since  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction  and 
imposes  additional  burden  on  any  person,  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate 
effective  dat«  is  in  the  public  interest. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Kevin 
Cavey  of  the  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards 
and  Roger  Tilton  of  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  April  21,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43  F.R.   17946 
April  27,   1978 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  126 


Truck-Camper  Loading 

(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice  2) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  requires  manufac- 
turers of  slide-in  campers  to  affix  a  label  to  each 
camper  that  contains  information  relating  to 
certification,  identification,  and  proper  loading, 
and  to  provide  more  detailed  loading  informa- 
tion in  the  owner's  manual. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard 
is  to  provide  information  that  can  be  used  to 
reduce  overloading  and  improper  load  placement 
in  truck-camper  combinations,  and  unsafe  truck- 
camper  matching,  in  order  to  prevent  accidents 
resulting  from  the  adverse  effects  of  these  condi- 
tions on  vehicle  steering  and  braking. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
slide-in  campers. 

54.  Definitions. 

"Camper"  means  a  structure  designed  to  be 
mounted  in  the  cargo  area  of  a  truck,  or  attached 
to  an  incomplete  vehicle  with  motive  power,  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  shelter  for  persons. 

"Cargo  weight  rating"  means  the  value  spec- 
ified by  the  manufacturer  as  the  cargo-carrying 
capacity,  in  pounds,  of  a  vehicle,  exclusive  of  the 
weight  of  occupants  in  designated  seating  posi- 
tions. 

"Slide-in  camper"  means  a  camper  having  a 
roof,  floor  and  sides,  designed  to  be  mounted  on 
and  removable  from  the  cargo  area  of  a  truck 
by  the  user. 

55.  Requirements. 

S5.1  Slide-in  camper. 

S5.1.1  Labels.  Each  slide-in  camper  shall  have 
permanently  affixed  to  it,  in  a  manner  that  it 


cannot  be  removed  without  defacing  or  destroy- 
ing it,  in  a  plainly  visible  location  on  an  exterior 
rear  surface  other  than  the  roof,  steps,  or  bumper 
extension,  a  label  containing  the  following  infor- 
mation in  the  English  language  lettered  in  block 
capitals  and  numerals  not  less  than  %2-inch  high, 
of  a  color  contrasting  with  the  background,  in 
the  order  shown  below  and  in  the  form  illustrated 
in  Figure  1. 


MFG.  BY:  (CAMPER  MANUFACTURER'S   NAME) 

(MONTH  AND  YEAR  OF  MANUFACTURE) 

THIS  CAMPER  CONFORMS  TO  ALL  APPLICABLE  FEDERAL 

MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARDS  IN   EFFECT  ON  THE 

DATE  OF  MANUFACTURE  SHOWN  ABOVE. 

CAMPER  WEIGHT  IS  LBS.  MAXIMUM 

WHEN   IT  CONTAINS  STANDARD  EQUIPMENT,  

GAL.  OF  WATER,  LBS.  OF  BOTTLED  GAS, 

AND  CUBIC  FT.  REFRIGERATOR  (or  ICE 


BOX  WITH 


LBS.  OF  ICE,  as  applicable). 


CONSULT  OWNER'S  MANUAL  (or  DATA  SHEET  as  applicable) 
FOR  WEIGHTS  OF  ADDITIONAL  OR  OPTIONAL   EQUIPMENT. 

(VEHICLE  IDENTIFICATION   NUMBER) 


Figure  1.    Label  for  Campers 

(a)  Name  of  camper  manufacturer.  The  full 
corporate  or  individual  name  of  the  actual  as- 
sembler of  the  camper  shall  be  spelled  out,  except 
that  such  abbreviations  as  "Co.,"  or  "Inc.,"  and 
their  foreign  equivalents,  and  the  first  and  mid- 
dle initials  of  individuals  may  be  used.  The 
name  of  the  manufacturer  shall  be  preceded  by 
the  words  "Manufactured  By"  or  "Mfd.  By". 

(b)  Month  and  year  of  manufacture.  It  may 
be  spelled  out  (e.g.,  "June  1973"),  or  expressed 
in  numerals  (e.g.,  "6/73). 

(c)  The  statement:  "This  camper  conforms  to 
all    applicable    Federal    Motor    Vehicle    Safety 
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Standards  in  effect  on  the  date  of  manufacture 
shown  above."  The  expression  "U.S."  or 
"U.S.A."  may  be  inserted  before  the  word 
"Federal." 

(d)  The  following  statement  completed  as  ap- 
propriate:  "CAMPER  WEIGHT   IS  

LBS.     MAXIMUM    WHEN    IT    CONTAINS 

STANDARD    EQUIPMENT,    GAL. 

OF  WATER,  _____  LBS.  OF  BOTTLED 
GAS,    AND  CUBIC   FT.    REFRIG- 


ERATOR (or  ICE  BOX  WITH 


LBS. 


OF  ICE,  as  apphcable).  CONSULT  OWN- 
ER'S MANUAL  (or  DATA  SHEET  as  ap- 
plicable) FOR  WEIGHTS  OF  ADDITIONAL 
OR  OPTIONAL  EQUIPMENT." 

"Gal.  of  water"  refers  to  the  volume  of  water 
necessary  to  fill  the  camper's  fresh  water  tanks  to 
capacity.  "Lbs.  of  bottled  gas"  refers  to  the 
weight  of  gas  necessary  to  fill  the  camper's 
bottled  gas  tanks  to  capacity.  The  statement 
regarding  a  "Refrigerator"  or  "Icebox"  refers  to 
the  capacity  of  the  refrigerator  with  which  the 
vehicle  is  equipped  or  the  weight  of  the  ice  with 
which  the  icebox  may  be  filled.  Any  of  these 
items  may  be  omitted  from  the  statement,  if  the 
corresponding  accessories  are  not  included  with 
the  camper,  provided  that  the  omission  is  noted 
in  the  camper  owner's  manual  as  required  in 
paragraph  S5. 1.2(a). 

(e)  Vehicle  Identification  Number.  Each 
slide-in  camper  shall  have  a  number  assigned  by 
its  manufacturer  for  identification  purposes  con- 
sisting of  arable  numerals,  roman  letters,  or  both. 
No  two  slide-in  campers  manufactured  by  the 
same  manufacturer  within  any  10-year  period 
shall  have  the  same  Vehicle  Identification  Num- 
ber. 

S5.1.2  Owner's  manual.  Each  slide-in  camper 
manufacturer  shall  provide  with  each  camper  a 
manual  or  other  document  containing  the  infor- 
mation specified  in  S5. 1.2(a)  through  S5. 1.2(d). 
The  information  in  S5. 1.2(e)  and  S5. 1.2(f)  shall 
also  be  provided  with  each  camper  manufactured 
on  or  after  October  1,  1973. 


(a)  The  statement  and  information  provided 
on  the  certification  label  as  specified  in  paragraph 
S5.1.1.  Instead  of  the  information  required  by 
subparagraphs  (b),  (c),  and  (e)  of  paragraph 
S5.1.1,  a  manufacturer  may  use  the  statements, 
"See  camper  certification  label  (located  on 
camper's  rear  exterior  surface)  for  month  and 
year  of  manufacture  and  for  the  Vehicle  Iden- 
tification Number"  and  "This  camper  conforms 
to  all  applicable  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards  in  effect  on  the  date  of  manufacture." 

(b)  A  list  of  other  additional  or  optional 
equipment  that  the  camper  is  designed  to  carry, 
and  the  maximum  weight  of  each  if  its  weight 
is  more  than  20  lbs.  when  installed. 

(c)  The  statement:  "To  estimate  the  total 
cargo  load  that  will  be  placed  on  a  truck,  add  the 
weight  of  all  passengers  in  the  camper,  the  weight 
of  supplies,  tools,  and  all  other  cargo,  the  weight 
of  installed  additional  or  optional  camper  equip- 
ment, and  the  manufacturer's  camper  weight 
figure.  Select  a  truck  that  has  a  cargo  weight 
rating  that  is  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  total 
cargo  load  of  the  camper,  and  whose  manufacturer 
recommends  a  cargo  center  of  gravity  zone  that 
will  contain  the  camper's  center  of  gravity  when 
it  is  installed."  Until  October  1,  1973,  the  phrase 
"total  load"  may  be  used  instead  of  "total  cargo 
load." 

(d)  The  statements:  "When  loading  this 
camper  store  heavy  gear  first,  keeping  it  on  or 
close  to  the  camper  floor.  Place  heavy  things  far 
enough  forward  to  keep  the  loaded  camper's 
center  of  gravity  within  the  zone  recommended 
by  the  truck  manufacturer.  Store  only  light  ob- 
jects on  high  shelves.  Distribute  weight  to  ob- 
tain even  side-to-side  balance  of  the  loaded 
vehicle.  Secure  loose  items  to  prevent  weight 
shifts  that  could  affect  the  balance  of  your  ve- 
hicle. When  the  truck-camper  is  loaded,  drive 
to  a  scale  and  weigh  on  the  front  and  on  the  rear 
wheels  separately  to  determine  axle  loads.  The 
load  on  an  axle  should  not  exceed  its  gross  axle 
weight  rating  (GAWR).  The  total  of  the  axle 
loads  should  not  exceed  the  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating  (GVWR).  These  weight  ratings  are 
given  on  the  vehicle  certification  label  that  is 
located  on  the  left  side  of  the  vehicle,  normally 
the  dash  panel,  hinge  pillar,  door  latch  post,  or 
door  edge  next  to  the  driver  on  trucks  manu- 
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factured  on  or  after  January  1,  1972.  If  weight 
ratings  are  exceeded,  move  or  remove  items  to 
bring  all  weights  below  the  ratings." 

(e)  A  picture  showing  the  location  of  the 
longitudinal  center  of  gravity  of  the  camper 
within  an  accuracy  of  2  inches  under  the  loaded 
condition  specified  in  paragraph  S5. 1.1(d),  in  the 
manner  illustrated  in  Figure  2.  Until  October  1, 
1973  the  phrase  "Mount  at  Aft  End  of  Truck 
Cargo  Area"  may  be  used  in  Figure  2  instead  of 
"Point  That  Contacts  Rear  End  of  Truck  Bed". 


(f)  A  picture  showing  the  proper  match  of  a 
truck  and  slide-in  camper  in  the  form  illustrated 
in  Figure  3. 


CAMPER  MANUFACTURER'S  NAME 


□  □ 


m 


FIGURE  3    EXAMPLE  OF  PROPER  TRUCK  ANO  CAMPER  MATCH 


CENTER  OF  GRAVITY  LOCATION 
UNDER  SPECIFIED  LOADING 
CONDITION  


1-   POINT  THAT 

CONTACTS  REAR 
END  OF  TRUCK 
BED 


FIGURE  2    CAMPER  CENTER  OF  GRAVITY  INFORMATION 


37  F.R.  16497 
August  15,  1972 
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Effactiv*:  January   1,    196S 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.201 

Occupant  Protection  In   Interior  Impact — Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  No.   19) 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  201,  issued 
January  31,  1967,  and  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  February  3,  1967  (32  F.R.  2413),  speci- 
fies requirements  for  instrument  panels,  seat 
backs,  protrusions,  sun  visors,  and  armrests  to 
afford  impact  protection  for  occupants  of  passen- 
ger cars  manufactured  after  January  1,  1968. 

Parties  adversely  affected  by  the  Standard 
were  permitted  to  petition  for  reconsideration 
on  or  before  March  6,  1967,  pursuant  to  23  CFR 
215.17.  By  order  dated  March  29,  1967,  the 
Acting  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  Trans- 
portation consolidated  the  27  petitions  related 
to  Standard  No.  201  and  ordered  that  a  hearing 
on  reconsiderations  be  held. 

On  April  21,  1967,  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration issued  an  order  directing  that  a 
rule-making  hearing  be  held  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
553  (formerly  sec.  4  of  the  Administrative  Pro- 
cedure Act  (60  Stat.  238,  5  U.S.C.  1003).  The 
hearing  was  held  May  22  and  23,  1967,  at  Detroit, 
Mich.,  and  May  24  and  25,  1967,  at  Washington, 
D.C.  On  June  22,  1967,  the  presiding  officer 
submitted  his  Report  of  Recommended  Findings 
to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

On  June  8  and  9,  1967,  and  July  6  and  7,  1967, 
meetings  were  held  by  the  National  Highway 
Safety  Bureau  with  domestic  and  foreign  auto 
industry  engineers  in  which  detailed  engineering 
discussions  of  all  problems  of  compliance  with 
the  Standard  were  held. 

After  review  of  the  evidence  presented  at  the 
hearings  ordered  by  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration, the  report  of  the  presiding  officer. 


and  the  Bureau's  analysis  of  the  engineering 
meetings  with  the  industry,  I  have  determined 
that  Standard  201  issued  January  31, 1967,  should 
be  superseded  by  a  new  Standard  that  specifies 
initial  requirements  to  afford  impact  protection 
for  occupants,  and  that  certain  related  definitions 
should  be  amended  accordingly. 

Good  cause  is  shown  that  an  effective  date 
earlier  than  180  days  after  issuance  is  in  the 
public  interest  and  notice  and  public  procedure 
hereon  are  unnecessary  since  these  amendments 
relieve  restrictions  and  impose  no  additional 
burden  on  any  person. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  371, 
Initial  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards, 
is  amended  by  superseding  §  371.21,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  201  (32  F.R.  2413), 
with  a  new  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
201  ..  .  and  by  amending  §  371.3(b).  .  .  . 

These  amendments  are  made  under  the  author- 
ity of  sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  of 
March  31,  1967  (32  F.R.  5606),  as  amended 
April  6,  1967  (32  F.R.  6495),  and  becomes  effec- 
tive January  1, 1968. 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C,  on  August  11, 
1967. 

Lowell  K.  Bridwell, 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 

32  F.R.   11776 
August  16,  1967 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENTS  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARDS 

NO.  201 

Occupant  Protection  in  Interior  Impact 
(Docket  No.  78-116;  Notice  2) 


ACTION:    Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  to 
extend  their  applicability  to  light  trucks,  buses  and 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  (MPV's).  The 
notice  is  issued  in  response  to  the  rising  death  and 
injury  toll  involving  these  vehicles  and  to  petitions 
by  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety  and  the  Insurance 
Institute  for  Highway  Safety  requesting  that  these 
standards  be  extended  to  those  vehicles.  Applying 
these  standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's 
will  reduce  occupant  deaths  and  injuries  in  those 
vehicles  by  requiring  the  use  of  energy  absorbing 
material  on  such  interior  components  as  the  instru- 
ment panel  and  seat  backs  (Standard  No.  201),  by 
limiting  the  amount  of  force  that  can  be  exerted  on 
the  driver's  chest  by  the  steering  wheel  in  frontal 
crashes  (Standard  No.  203),  and  by  limiting  the 
rearward  movement  of  the  steering  assembly  in 
frontal  crashes  (Standard  No.  204). 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  effective  date  for  the 
extension  of  applicability  of  Standards  Nos.  201, 
203  and  204  is  September  1,  1981. 

ADDRESS:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.    20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-2242) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  notice 
amends  Standard  No.  201,  Occupant  Protection  in 
Interior  Impact,  and  Standard  No.  203,  Impact 
Protection  for  the  Driver  From  the  Steering 
Control  System,  to  extend  the  applicability  of  those 
standards  to  trucks,  buses  and  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  (MPV's)  with  a  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds  or  less. 
This  notice  also  amends  Standard  No.  204, 
Steering  Control  Rearward  Displacement,  to 
extend  its  applicability  to  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less,  instead  of  all  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  as  originally 
proposed  in  the  agency's  November  9,  1978,  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  (43  FR  52264).  As  explained 
below,  the  agency  is  initially  limiting  the  extended 
applicability  of  Standard  No.  204  while  it  studies 
methods  for  dealing  with  final-stage  manufacturer 
certification  difficulties.  Similar  possible  problems 
with  Standard  No.  212-76,  Windshield  Mounting, 
and  Standard  No.  219-75,  Windshield  Zone  Intru- 
sion, led  the  agency  to  propose  changes  in  the 
testing  procedures  for  those  standards  (44  FR 
45426). 

For  the  purposes  of  Standard  No.  204,  the  agency 
has  determined  that  these  problems  would  not  be 
encountered  in  applying  the  standard  to  vehicles 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less  and  testing  them  at  their  unloaded  vehicle 
weight.  Approximately  75  percent  of  the  current 
sales  of  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  have  an  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or  less. 

This  final  rule  was  preceded  by  a  notice  propos- 
ing the  extension  of  the  applicability  of  Standards 
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Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in  November  1978  (43  FR 
52264).  Private  citizens,  safety  organizations, 
manufacturers  and  a  manufacturer  trade  associa- 
tion submitted  comments  on  the  proposal.  NHTSA 
has  considered  all  of  those  comments  and  the  most 
significant  ones  are  discussed  below. 

Safety  Need 

Citing  the  need  to  reduce  the  number  of  deaths 
and  injuries  in  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  the 
American  Automobile  Association,  the  Center  for 
Auto  Safety,  the  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway 
Safety  and  State  Farm  -Insurance  Companies 
supported  application  of  the  standards  to  those 
vehicles. 

Although  it  did  not  object  to  extending  the 
applicability  of  Standard  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  to 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  General  Motors 
argued  that  manufacturers  should  be  given  a 
longer  lead  time  to  comply  with  the  standards 
because  of  the  lack  of  urgent  safety  need.  GM  said 
that  allowing  a  longer  leadtime  was  desirable  to 
ensure  compliance,  "without  costly  accelerated 
[design]  programs."  Using  data  from  the  agency's 
"Explanation  of  Rulemaking,"  GM  said  that  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  have  a  fatality  rate  of 
22.4  fatalities  per  billion  miles,  compared  with  a 
rate  of  25.3  fatalities  per  billion  miles  for 
passenger  cars.  The  data  GM  used  covers  fatalities 
during  1977  in  all  model  year  vehicles.  A  new 
analysis  done  by  NHTSA  of  1977  fatalities, 
reported  by  the  agency's  Fatal  Accident  Reporting 
System,  shows  that  although  older  model  year 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  may  have  had  a 
lower  fatality  rate  than  passenger  cars,  beginning 
with  the  1973  model  year,  the  combined  fatality 
rate  for  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  began 
surpassing  that  of  passenger  cars.  The  analysis 
shows  that  recent  model  year  passenger  cars  have 
a  considerably  lower  fatality  rate  than  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's.  (A  copy  of  that  analysis  has  been 
placed  in  the  docket.) 

In  addition  to  being  higher  than  the  combined 
fatality  rate  for  all  sizes  of  passenger  cars,  the 
combined  fatality  rate  of  light  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  is  far  higher  than  the  rate  for  full-size 
passenger  cars.  Full-size  cars  are  typically  the 
safest  of  cars  and  many  of  them  are  comparable  in 
size  and  weight  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's. 
In  theory,  occupants  of  larger  and  heavier  vehicles, 
such  as  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  should  experience 


less  harmful  crash  forces,  and  thus  presumably  incur 
fewer  or  less  severe  injuries,  than  occupants  of 
smaller  lighter  vehicles.  Volkswagen  has  previously 
objected  to  a  comparison  of  full-size  passenger 
fatality  rates  with  those  for  vans,  arrguing  that 
vans  are  comparable  in  weight  to  intermediate,  not 
full-size  passenger  cars.  Although  the  unloaded 
weight  of  vans  and  intermediate-size  passenger 
cars  may  be  comparable,  vans  have  a  higher  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating  which  means  that  those 
vehicles  can,  in  actual  use,  be  loaded  with  substan- 
tially more  weight  than  intermediate  and  even  full- 
size  passenger  cars. 

Volkswagen  also  questioned  the  safety  need  for 
the  proposed  reulmaking  because  of  the  voluntary 
comphance  by  VW  and  some  other  companies  with 
the  standards.  Although  the  voluntary  effort  by 
some  companies  is  commendable,  most  manufac- 
turers do  not  comply  with  all  of  the  standards  in  all 
of  their  vehicles.  Some  of  the  manufacturers  who 
have  taken  steps  to  comply  with  the  standard 
presumably  were  in  part  motivvated  by  prior 
NHTSA  rulemaking  notices  proposing  to  apply 
Standards  Nos.  201,203  and  204  to  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  (35  FR  14936,  14936  and  16805). 
In  the  absence  of  a  regulation,  there  is  no 
assurance  that  non-complying  manufacturers  will 
produce  complying  vehicles  and  that  manfacturers 
producing  currently  complying  vehicles  will 
continue  to  comply.  Manufacturers  who  currently 
comply  should  experience  only  minor  economic 
impacts,  such  as  conducting  certification  tests  as  a 
result  of  compelling  other  manufacturers  to 
comply. 

Effectiveness 

The  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association 
(MVMA)  questioned  the  potential  effectiveness  of 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204.  MVMA  argue 
that  a  study  done  bySherman  and  Huelke  of  light 
truck  and  van  accidents  found  that  the  standards 
would  have  little  effect  in  those  vehicles.  However, 
a  NHTSA  analysis  of  the  crashes  reviewed  by 
Sherman  and  Huelke  found  that  a  number  of  the 
crashes  clearly  edmonstrated  the  benefits  of  equip- 
ping light  trucks  and  vans  with  energy  absorbing 
instrument  panels  and  steering  columns  and  devices 
to  limit  the  rearward  displacement  of  the  steering 
column.  For  example,  Sherman  and  Huelke  studied 
a  15-20  mph  head-on  crash  of  a  1976  Chevrolet 
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pickup  truck  into  a  tree.  The  Chevrolet  was  equipped 
with  a  padded  instrument  panel,  and  energy- 
absorbing  steering  column  and  a  device  to  limit  the 
rearward  displacement  of  the  steering  column.  They 
reported,  "the  results  of  this  case  show  that  both  of 
the  major  energy  absorbing  components  appeared  to 
have  completely  activated,  both  by  the  vehicle  crash 
and  driver  impact,  providing  maximum  benefit  to  the 
driver.  Had  this  vehicle  been  one  of  the  other  vehicle 
cases  discussed  in  this  section,  we  feel  that  the  in- 
juries sustained  by  the  driver  would  have  been  much 
more  severe." 

NHTSA  believes  further  that  the  Sherman  and 
Huelke  study  provides  information  indicating  that 
there  is  a  need  for  even  more  improvements  in 
light  trucks  and  vans,  such  as  providing  energy- 
absorbing  padding  for  the  lower  instrument  panel. 
The  agency  is  studying  the  question  of  making 
appropriate  changes  in  the  performance 
requirements  of  the  standards  to  require  more  pro- 
tection. However,  NHTSA  considers  it  important 
not  to  delay  extending  the  current  benefits  of 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  while  it  reviews 
possible  changes  to  the  standards. 

MVMA  also  argued  that  a  comparison  of  the 
injury  experience  of  passenger  car  steering 
assemblies  with  the  experience  of  steering 
assemblies  in  light  trucks  and  vans  shows  that 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  "would  provide  little 
benefit"  in  those  vehicles.  Using  data  from  the 
agency's  original  analysis  of  the  injury  experience 
of  passenger  cars  produced  before  and  after 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  took  effect,  MVMA 
said  that  the  primary  benefit  of  the  standards  is  to 
reduce  moderate  instead  of  severe-to-fatal  injuries. 
It  pointed  out  that  65.6  percent  of  the  steering 
assembly  related  injuries  in  pre-standard  cars  were 
minor,  22.7  percent  were  moderate  and  11.9  per- 
cent were  severe-to-fatal.  In  post-standard,  cars 
78.8  percent  of  the  steering  assembly  related 
injuries  were  minor,  10.2  percent  were  moderate 
and  11.0  were  severe-to-fatal.  Thus,  in  post- 
standard  cars,  many  previously  moderate  injuries 
were  only  minor  injuries.  Using  data  from  a 
Calspan  study  of  light  truck  and  van  injuries, 
MVMA  said  that  83.5  percent  of  the  steering 
column  related  injuries  in  those  vehicles  are  minor, 
4.1  percent  are  moderate  and  12.4  percent  are 
severe-to-fatal.  MVMA  said  that  the  Calspan  data 


indicate  that  there  is  "little  room"  for  a  passenger 
car-type  of  injury  experience  change  from  moderate 
to  minor  injuries  in  light  trucks  and  vans. 

However,  the  Calspan  data  cited  by  MVMA  are 
not  comparable  with  the  NHTSA  data  and  prob- 
ably underestimate  the  percentage  of  moderate 
and  severe-to-fatal  steering  assembly  related 
injuries  in  light  trucks  and  vans.  The  Calspan  data 
include  injuries  from  all  types  of  impacts  (front, 
rear  and  side).  The  NHTSA  data,  on  the  other 
hand,  cover  only  frontal  crashes,  the  type  of 
crashes  which  are  most  likely  to  cause  severe-to- 
fatal  steering  assembly  related  injuries.  Thus,  the 
percentage  of  moderate  and  severe-to-fatal 
injuries  found  in  the  NHTSA  data  should  be 
greater.  In  addition,  an  updated  NHTSA  analysis 
of  passenger  car  injury  experience,  discussed 
below,  shows  that  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  are 
effective  in  reducing  both  moderate  and  severe-to- 
fatal  injuries.  Further,  even  if  the  actual  light 
truck  and  van  injury  distribution  were  the  same  as 
found  by  Calspan,  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204 
would  be  effective  in  reducing  the  number  of 
severe-to-fatal  injuries. 

Several  manufacturers  and  the  MVMA  objected  to 
the  agency's  use  of  passenger  car  data  to  estimate 
the  potential  effectiveness  of  the  three  standards  in 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's.  They  argued  that  the 
agency  should  instead  have  conducted  a  study  com- 
paring the  accident  experience  of  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's  that  currently  comply  with  the  standards 
with  the  experience  of  those  that  do  not  comply.  As 
explained  below,  NHTSA  concludes  that  such  a  study 
is  impractical  and  that  the  agency's  original  and 
updated  analyses  of  passenger  car  effectiveness  data 
are  valid  and  support  application  of  the  standards  to 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's. 

The  primary  difficulty  in  conducting  a  study  of 
current  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  is  that  there 
is  no  conclusive  information  identifying  which 
vehicles  are  currently  in  compliance  with  the 
standard,  since  no  manufacturer  is  required  to 
certify  compliance.  For  example,  International 
Harvester  (IH)  requested  NHTSA  to  conduct  a 
study  of  currently  complying  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's,  saying  that  its  Scout  models  were 
designed  to  comply  with  the  performance  re- 
quirements of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204. 
However,  IH  said  that  if  the  NHTSA  applies  the 
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requirements  of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204. 
However.  IH  said  that  if  the  NHTSA  applies  the 
standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  it  will 
have  to  retest  the  Scout,  which  "could  conceivably 
require  some  additional  redesigning  for  compliance 
assurance."  NHTSA  belives  that  the  analysis  the 
agency  conducted  of  pre-  and  post- 1968  passenger 
car  injurj'  experience,  where  it  was  known  that 
passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or  after  Januarj'  1 , 
1968,  had  to  comply  with  Standards  Nos.  201.  203 
and  204.  pro\ides  a  sound  basis  for  estimating  the 
potential  effectiveness  of  the  standards  in  other 
tj-pes  of  vehicles. 

Using  information  recently  made  available  from 
the  agency's  National  Crash  Severity  Study, 
NHTSA  has  again  compared  injuries  sustained  by 
occupants  of  cars  manufactured  before  Standards 
Nos.  201. 203  and  204  went  into  effect  with  injuries 
sustained  by  occupants  of  cars  manufactured  after 
the  standards  went  into  effect.  As  with  the 
agency's  first  analysis,  cited  in  the  November  9. 
1978.  notice  for  this  rulemaking,  the  new  analysis 
examined  injuries  caused  by  components  covered 
by  Standard  No.  201,  such  as  instrument  panels, 
seat  backs,  arm  rests  and  sun  \isors.  The  analysis 
found  that  Standard  No.  201  reduced  severe  to 
fatal  occupant  injuries  (i.e..  injuries  with  an 
abbre\iated  injury  scale  ranking  of  3  or  more)  by 
approximately  38  percent.  The  analysis  also  found 
that  the  probability  of  an  occupant  injured  in  a 
crash  being  injured  by  a  component  covered  by 
Standard  No.  201  was  25.7  percent.  Thus, 
multipljing  the  probability'  of  injury  (i.e..  25.7 
percent)  by  the  effectiveness  of  the  standard  in 
reducing  serious  and  fatal  injuries  (i.e.,  38  percent) 
the  analysis  estimated  that  the  overall  reduction  in 
severe  to  fatal  injuries  attributable  to  Standard 
No.  201  is  9.3  percent. 

A  similar  comparison  was  made  for  occupant 
injuries  in  cars  manufactured  before  and  after 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  went  into  effect.  The 
comparison  examined  two  sets  of  driver  injuries 
that  occurred  in  frontal  crashes.  One  set  consisted 
of  injuries  that  could  be  specifically  attributed  to 
contact  \dth  the  steering  assembly;  the  other  set 
consisted  of  neck,  chest  and  abdominal  injuries  sus- 
tained by  drivers  in  frontal  crashes,  the  t^-pes  of 
steering  assembly-related  injuries  the  standards 
are  designed  to  reduce.  The  comparison  found  that 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  reduced  severe  to 
fatal  injuries  by  an  average  of  20.9  percent.  The 


probability  of  an  injured  driver  receiving  an  injury 
attributable  to  the  steering  assembly  was  an 
average  of  19.4  percent.  The  analysis  estimated 
that  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  produced  an 
overall  average  reduction  of  3.7  percent  in  severe 
to  fatal  driver  injuries. 

Load  ing  Requ  i  rements 

At  present,  Standard  No.  204  does  not  specify 
the  loading  requirements  for  vehicles  in  the  30  mph 
fixed  barrier  crash  test  required  by  the  standard. 
In  conducting  Standard  No.  204  compliance  tests 
for  passenger  cars,  the  agency  has  loaded 
passenger  cars  to  their  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
(i.e.,  the  weight  of  the  vehicle  with  all  the  fluid, 
such  as  gas,  oil  and  water,  necessarj'  for  its  opera- 
tion but  without  any  occupants  or  cargo).  This  is 
the  least  severe  loading  condition  used  in  the 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  that 
involve  crash  testing.  This  notice  makes  a  technical 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  204  to  incorporate  the 
agency  long-standing  loading  practices.  Those 
practices  were  publicly  announced  in  the 
compliance  test  procedures  publicly  released  by  the 
agency  when  Standard  No.  204  first  went  into 
effect  in  1968.  Passenger  car  certification  informa- 
tion pro\ided  by  manufacturers  to  NHTSA  shows 
that  they  have  consistently  used  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  as  the  loading  condition  in  their  testing.  In 
some  instances,  manufacturers  have  voluntarily 
used  more  severe  loading  conditions  in  their 
certification  testing. 

Commercial  Vehicles 

Several  final  stage  manufacturers  and  United 
Parcel  Ser\ice  requested  the  agency  to  exempt 
vehicles  used  in  commercial  applications  from  the 
standards.  A  similar  exemption  has  previously 
been  sought  by  the  Truck  Body  and  Equipment 
Association  (TBEA)  for  Standard  No.  212-76, 
Windshield  Mounting,  and  Standard  219-75, 
Wiyidshield  Zone  Ititrusion.  As  with  the  TBEA 
request,  NHTSA  concludes  that  such  an  exemption 
should  not  be  adopted  since  it  is  not  in  the  interest 
of  safety  and  is  based  on  vehicle  use  instead  of 
vehicle  tj-pe.  Such  an  exemption  would  mean  that 
standards  would  be  applied  on  the  basis  of  the 
commercial  or  private  use  of  the  vehicle  and  not 
upon  the  safety  needs  of  a  particular  vehicle  type. 
Since  the  safety  needs  of  similar  vehicles  usually 
are  similar,  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  treat  one 
set  of  vehicles  differently  merely  because  they  are 
used  commercially. 
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The  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  contemplates  the  application  of  the  standards 
based  on  vehicle  type  instead  of  vehicle  use.  Basing 
a  standard  on  vehicle  use  would  present  this  agency 
with  difficult  enforcement  problems.  It  would  also 
place  a  manufacturer  in  the  difficult  position  of 
having  to  assess  in  advance  the  potential  future 
use  of  the  vehicle  it  produces.  In  addition,  basing 
standards  application  on  vehicle  use  does  not 
recognize  that  a  vehicle  may  have  two  or  more  uses 
during  its  lifetime. 

For  all  these  reasons,  the  agency  concludes  that 
applying  standards  based  on  vehicle  use  would  not 
be  appropriate. 

Walk-In  Vans 

GM,  MVMA  and  several  final-stage  manufac- 
turers requested  the  agency  to  exempt  walk-in 
vans  (i.e.,  the  "step-van"  city  delivery  type  of  vehicle 
that  permits  a  person  to  enter  the  vehicle  without 
stooping)  from  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204. 
In  the  case  of  Standard  No.  201,  they  argued  that 
this  type  of  vehicle  frequently  has  none  of  the  com- 
ponents covered  by  the  standard,  such  as  arm 
rests,  sun  visors  and  instrument  panels  to  the  right 
of  the  steering  assembly.  However,  those  vehicles 
do  have  an  instrument  panel  in  front  of  the  driver 
and  some  walk-in  vans  do  have  a  front  passenger 
seat  and  an  instrument  panel  in  front  of  that  seat 
which  may  be  struck  by  an  occupant  during  a 
crash.  Applying  Standard  No.  201  to  those  vehicles 
will  require  the  instrument  panel  to  be  padded  to 
cushion  occupant  impacts.  Based  on  the  proven 
effectiveness  of  Standard  No.  201  in  passenger 
cars,  the  agency  is  extending  the  performance 
requirements  of  the  standard  to  include  walk-in 
vans  and  MPV's. 

The  manufacturers  argued  that  walk-in  vans 
should  be  exempt  from  Standards  Nos.  203  and 
204  also.  They  said  that  the  driver  steering 
assembly  configuration  found  in  walk-in  vans 
makes  it  improbable  that  compliance  with  the 
standard  will  reduce  drivers'  injuries.  They  noted 
that  the  steering  column  is  mounted  in  those 
vehicles  at  an  angle  of  55-60  degrees,  compared  to 
the  mounting  angle  of  30  degrees  found  in  conven- 
tional trucks,  and  the  columns  in  walk-in  vans 
move  upward  rather  than  rearward  in  a  crash.  The 
manufacturers  also  argued  that  these  vehicles  are 
generally  used  in  urban  areas,  where  there  is  more 


slow  speed  traffic  than  in  rural  areas.  They  pointed 
out  that  because  of  these  factors,  the  agency  has 
previously  exempted  walk-in  vans  from  Standards 
Nos.  212-76,  Windshield  Retenticm,  and  219-75, 
Windshields  Zone  Intrusion.  The  agency  agrees 
that  current  energy  absorbing  steering  column 
designs  probably  would  provide  little,  if  any,  pro- 
tection in  walk-in  vans  because  of  their  uniques 
driver/ steering  column  configuration,  and  thus  is 
exempting  walk-in  vans  for  the  present. 

Belts  in  Forward  Control  Vehicles 

Although  they  did  not  object  to  requiring  lap- 
shoulder  belts  in  forward  control  vehicles  as  pro- 
posed in  the  agency's  November  9,  1978  notice, 
several  manufacturers  and  the  MVMA  objected  to 
what  they  interpreted  as  a  conflict  between  the 
agency's  proposal  and  the  current  requirements  of 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection. 
They  argued  that  the  agency's  proposal  not  only 
would  require  lap  and  shoulder  belts  in  forward 
control  vehicles,  but  would  also  require  such  belts 
in  open-body  vehicles,  convertibles  and  walk-in 
vans,  which  currently  only  have  to  have  lap  belts. 
The  agency's  proposal  was  directed  only  toward 
forward  control  vehicles  and  was  meant  to 
supersede  the  current  requirements  for  those 
vehicles  set  in  Standard  No.  208.  For  organiza- 
tional simplicity,  the  agency  is  making  a  technical 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  208  so  that  all  belt 
requirements  are  centralized  in  that  standard.  The 
amendment  only  adopts  the  proposed  change  to 
the  forward  control  vehicle  belt  requirements.  It 
does  not  change  the  current  belt  requirements  for 
open-body  vehicles,  convertibles  and  walk-in  vans. 

MVMA  requested  the  agency  to  require  lap  and 
shoulder  belts  in  forward  control  vehicles  for  only 
one  model  year.  M\^A  did  not  provide  any 
justification  for  that  request.  NHTSA  believes  that 
the  important  protection  of  lap  and  shoulder  belts 
should  be  available  to  all  forward  control  vehicles 
manufactured  on  or  after  September  1,  1981,  and 
declines  to  adopt  the  MVMA  request. 

Upgrading  of  Standard 

In  their  comments,  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety 
and  the  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety 
renewed  their  requests  that  the  agency  set  new 
performance  requirements  for  Standard  No.  203  to 
provide  additional  protection  in  angular  impacts. 
The  agency  has  conducted  some  preliminarj- 
testing  to  determine  what  additional  requirements 
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may  be  appropriate  to  increase  protection  in 
angular  impacts.  In  additional,  the  agency's 
National  Center  for  Statistics  and  Analysis  has 
recently  begun  a  special  study  to  collect  accident 
data  on  1973  and  later  model  vehicles  to  gather 
additional  information  on  the  effectiveness  of 
energy  absorbing  steering  assemblies  in  angular 
and  other  crashes.  Based  on  that  data,  NHTSA 
will  make  a  determination  of  what  further  changes 
are  needed  in  the  standard. 

The  American  Automobile  Association  asked  the 
agency  to  delay  application  of  Standard  No.  203 
until  upgraded  performance  requirements  are 
developed.  However,  because  the  agency  does  not 
want  to  delay  providing  the  occupants  of  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  the  safety  benefits 
of  Standard  No.  203,  the  agency  is  extending  the 
standards  to  those  vehicles  while  it  continues  to 
consider  the  feasibility  of  additional  performance 
requirements. 

NHTSA  is  also  considering  possible  additional 
requirements  for  Standard  No.  201.  The  agency 
has  scheduled  a  meeting  for  December  11, 1979,  so 
that  the  public  can  present  its  views  and  ideas  on 
ways  of  improving  protection  for  children  invilved 
in  vehicle  collisions.  In  the  September  4,  1979, 
notice  announcing  the  meeting,  the  agency 
specifically  asked  for  comments  on  possible 
improvements  to  the  interior  padding  of  vehicles  to 
provide  additional  protection  for  children  (44  FR 
51623). 

Heavy  Trucks 

In  the  November  9,  1978  notice,  NHTSA 
announced  that  it  was  evaluating  whether  to 
extend  the  applicability  of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203 
and  204  to  heavy  trucks  (i.e.,  trucks  with  a  GVWR 
of  more  than  10,000  pounds)  and  solicited 
commens  on  appropriate  performance 
requirements  for  those  vehicles.  In  their  com- 
ments, the  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion, Freightliner  and  International  Harvester  all 
opposed  an  extension  of  the  standards  to  trucks 
with  a  GVWR  greater  than  10,000  pounds,  arguing 
that  there  is  no  data  showing  a  safety  need  for 
applying  the  standards  to  those  vehicles.  They  also 
argued  that  because  of  the  size  and  weight  of  heavy 
trucks,  occupants  in  these  vehicles  do  not 
experience  the  same  energy  transfers  in  a  crash 
than  passenger  car  occupants  experience  and  thus 
theoretically  should  incur  fewer  or  less  severe 


injuries.  At  the  agency's  recent  meeting  on  heavy 
truck  safety,  several  participants  provided  in- 
formation on  the  need  for  greater  crash  protection 
for  drivers  of  heavy  trucks.  NHTSA  is  currently 
analyzing  that  information  to  determine  what 
additional  heavy  truck  reguylatory  action  may  be 
needed. 

Miscellaneous  Comments 

MVMA  pointed  out  that  Standard  No.  201 
currently  requires  two  sun  visors  in  a  vehicle  and 
requested  that  a  second  visor  not  be  required  if 
there  is  no  front  passenger  seat.  NHTSA  agrees 
that  such  a  change  is  appropriate  and  has  made  the 
necessary  amendment  to  the  standard. 

Jeep  Corp.  objected  to  the  application  of 
Standard  No.  201  to  open-body  MPV's,  arguing 
that  for  Jeep  to  locate  padding  in  the  expected 
head  impact  area  it  would  have  to  raise  its  padding 
or  lower  its  seat,  both  of  which  it  claimed  would 
interfere  with  the  driver's  forward  visibility. 
Jeep's  comment  apprars  to  reflect  a  misunder- 
standing of  Standard  No.  201.  The  performance 
requirements  of  the  standard  only  apply  to  areas  of 
the  instrument  panel  that  are  within  the  head 
impact  area  of  each  designated  seating  position. 
(The  head  impact  area  is  the  portion  of  the 
vehicle's  interior  that  can  be  contacted  by  a  head- 
form  representing  an  occupant's  head.)  Thus,  if  a 
portion  of  Jeep's  vehicle  instrument  panel  is  not 
within  the  head  impact  area,  it  does  not  have  to 
comply.  For  protions  of  the  panel  that  are  within 
the  head  impact  area,  Jeep  can  make  structural 
changes  to  the  instrument  panel  to  meet  Standard 
No.  201  without  adding  additional  padding. 
Therefore,  Jeep's  requested  exemption  for  all 
open-body  vehicles  is  denied. 

One  final  stage  manufactuere,  Boyertown  Auto 
Body  Works,  asked  NHTSA  whether  its  driver 
side  instrument  panel  was  within  the  exceptions  to 
Standard  No.  201  and,  if  not,  sought  to  have  its  in- 
strument panel  constured  to  be  a  console  assembly, 
which  is  exempt  from  the  standard.  Such  an  inter- 
pretation is  not  acceptable  since  Boyertown  clearly 
labels  the  area  in  question  as  an  instrument  panel 
in  its  engineering  drawings.  However,  according 
to  the  engineering  drawing  provided  by  Boyer- 
town, the  limited  section  on  teh  instrument  panel 
of  concern  to  Boyertown  is  within  the  area 
exempted  by  S3. 1.1(d)  of  the  standard.  That 
section  provides  that  the  area  of  the  interior 
immediately  forward  of  the  steering  column  is 
exempt  from  the  standard. 
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Costs  and  Leadtime 

NHTSA  has  considered  the  economic  and  other 
impacts  of  this  final  rule  and  determined  that  they 
are  not  significant  within  the  meaning  of 
Executive  Order  12044  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  policies  and  procedures  for 
implementing  that  order.  The  agency's  assessment 
of  the  benefits  and  economic  consequences  of  this 
proposal  are  contained  in  a  regulatory  evaluation 
which  has  been  places  in  the  public  docket.  As 
explained  previously,  copies  of  the  regulatory 
evaluation  can  be  obtained  by  writing  NHTSA' s 
docket  section  at  the  address  given  in  the  begin- 
ning of  this  final  rule. 

As  previously  detailed  in  this  notice,  the  agency 
has  examined  the  effectiveness  of  Standards  Nos. 
201,  203  and  204  in  passenger  cars  and  concluded 
that  those  standards  have  brought  about  a  substan- 
tial reduction  in  overall  injuries  occurring  to  the 
passengers  in  those  vehicles.  Because  they  share 
the  same  driving  environment  as  occupants  in 
passenger  cars,  occupants  in  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's  face  a  similar  risk  of  injury  posed  by 
hazardous  instrument  panels  and  rigid  steering 
columns.  Based  on  its  evaluation  of  the  effec- 
tiveness of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in 
passenger  cars,  the  agency  has  concluded  that 
applying  those  standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  can  result  in  a  reduction  of  120  to  240 
fatalities  and  4,400  to  8,900  serious  injuries  per 
year  when  all  those  vehicles  comply  with  the 
standards. 

The  agency's  cost  estimate  for  meeting 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  take  into  account  that  many 
manufacturers  have  equipped  some  of  their 
vehicles  with  components  designed  to  meet  the 
performance  requirements  of  the  standards.  Those 
components  may  need  little  or  no  redesigning  to 
fully  comply  with  the  standards.  For  example, 
American  Motors,  Chrysler,  Ford,  General 
Motors,  International  Harvester  and  Volkswagen 
commented  that  some,  if  not  all,  of  their  vehicles 
currently  have  components  designed  to  comply 
with  the  standards  or  they  will  install  such  com- 
ponents in  some  of  their  vehicles  by  the  1981  model 
year. 

Only  two  manufacturers,  Nissan  and  Ford,  pro- 
vided any  information  about  the  costs  associated 
with  complying  with  the  standards.  Nissan  said 


that  the  cost  associated  with  complying  with  all 
three  standards  was  $30.  Ford  estimated  the  cost 
for  compliance  with  Standard  No.  201  as  $10  per 
vehicle;  based  on  preliminary  design  assumptions, 
Ford  put  the  cost  of  complying  with  Standards 
Nos.  203  and  204  in  its  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  at  $120  per  vehicle. 

To  provide  the  agency  with  additional  informa- 
tion about  the  estimated  costs  of  complying  with 
the  three  standards,  NHTSA  contracted  with  the 
John  Z.  DeLorean  Corp.  to  evaluate  current 
vehicles  and  determine  what  changes  would  be 
needed  to  bring  the  vehicles  into  compliance.  Bases 
on  its  review  of  current  foreign  and  domestic  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  DeLorean  concluded 
that  the  total  cost  of  compHance  with  the  three 
standards  would  add  a  sales  weighted  average  of 
$16  to  the  retail  price  of  those  vehicles.  The 
DeLorean  study  reported  that  the  vehicles  requir- 
ing the  most  changes  to  meet  Standards  Nos.  201, 
203  and  204  were  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  made  by  GM  and  Ford.  DeLorean 
estimated  that  GM  and  Ford  van-types  vehicles 
would  require  a  $27  increase  in  consumer  price  to 
comply  with  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  and  a 
price  increase  ranging  between  $6  and  $15  to 
comply  with  Standard  No.  201.  The  agency 
believes  that  the  substantial  difference  between 
DeLorean's  and  Ford's  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  may 
be  due  to  Ford's  overestimate  of  the  anticipated 
changes  needed  in  the  vehicles  based  on  its 
preliminary'  design  asssumptions. 

The  agency's  November  1978  notice  proposed  an 
effective  date  of  September  1,  1980,  for  Standard 
No.  201  for  all  vehicles  and  for  Standards  Nos.  203 
and  204  for  nonforward  control  vehicles.  An  effec- 
tive date  of  September  1,  1981,  was  proposed  for 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  for  forward  control 
vehicles  to  allow  manufacturers  additional  time  to 
make  the  necessary  changes  in  those  vehicles.  In 
their  comments  on  Standard  201,  Chrysler  and 
Ford  said  they  could  meet  the  standard  in  all  their 
vehicles  by  the  proposed  effective  date.  Nissan, 
Toyo  Kogyo  and  International  Harvester  (IH) 
requested  from  18  to  24  months  leadtime.  General 
Motors  requested  2V2  years'  leadtime  and 
American  Motors  requested  3  years.  As  a  part  of 
its  NHTSA-funded  study  of  the  costs  of  complying 
with  the  standard,  the  DeLorean  Corp.  also 
examined  the  leadtime  necessary  to  comply  with 
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the  standard,  the  DeLorean  Corp.  also  examined 
the  leadtime  necessary  to  comply  with  the  stan- 
dards. For  Standard  No.  201,  the  DeLorean  study 
concluded  that  only  one  year  was  needed  for  all 
vehicles  except  van-type  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's 
manufactured  by  Chrysler  and  GM,  which  needed 
two  years. 

For  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204,  Chrysler  said 
that  all  its  vehicles,  except  its  incomplete  forward 
control  van-type  vehicles,  can  comply  by 
September  1,  1980.  Chrysler  did  not  provide  an 
estimate  of  leadtime  needed  for  its  incomplete 
forward  control  vans.  Nissan,  Toyo  Kogo  and  IH 
requested  from  18  to  24  months  leadtime.  Ford 
said  Its  1980  model  year  F-series  trucks  and 
Bronco  models  would  comply  with  the  standards 
and  the  Courier  truck  chassis  cab  imported  by  Ford 
would  comply  by  September  1,  1981.  Ford 
requested  until  September  1,  1982,  for  its  van-type 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's.  General  Motors 
requested  2V2  years  for  all  its  vehicles  and 
American  Motors  requested  three  years. 

The  DeLorean  study  concluded  that  18-24 
months  of  leadtime  was  needed  for  all  models, 
except  those  made  by  Ford,  which  would  require 
three  years.  DeLorean  made  its  estimate  of  lead- 


time  for  Ford  based  on  an  assumption  that  Ford 
would  need  extra  steering  assembly  tooling 
facilities.  However,  since  Ford  plans  to  introduce 
complying  components  on  its  1980  model  F  series 
trucks  and  Bronco  models,  Ford  has  apparently 
developed  the  needed  tooling  capacity. 

Based  on  its  analysis  of  the  DeLorean  study  and 
of  the  industry's  comments,  NHTSA  concludes 
that  setting  an  effective  date  of  September  1, 
1981,  will  allow  sufficient  time  for  all  manufac- 
turers to  comply  with  the  standards.  This  action 
provides  an  additional  year  for  all  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  to  meet  Standard  No.  201  and  for 
nonforward  control  vehicles  to  meet  Standard  No. 
201  and  for  nonforward  control  vehicles  to  meet 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  William 
Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  and 
Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  November  20,  1979. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

44  F.R.  68470 
November  29, 1979 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  201 
Occupant  Protection  in  Interior  Impact— Passenger  Cars 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard 
specifies  requirements  to  afford  impact  protection 
for  occupants. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars  and  to  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks  and  buses  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less. 

53.  Requirements  for  passenger  cars  and  for 
trucl(s,  buses  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles 
with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  manufactured 
on  or  after  September  1,  1981. 

S3.1  Instrument  panels.  Except  as  provided  in 
S3. 1 . 1 ,  when  that  area  of  the  instrument  panel  that 
is  within  the  head  impact  area  is  impacted  in  accor- 
dance with  S3. 1.2  by  a  15  pound,  6.5  inch  diameter 
head  form  at  a  relative  velocity  of  15  miles  per 
hour,  the  deceleration  of  the  head  form  shall  not 
exceed  80g  continuously  for  more  than  3 
milliseconds. 

53.1.1  The  requirements  of  S3.1  do  not  apply 
to- 

(a)  Console  assemblies; 

(b)  Areas  less  than  5  inches  inboard  from  the 
juncture  of  the  instrument  panel  attachment  to  the 
body  side  inner  structure; 

(c)  Areas  closer  to  the  windshield  juncture  than 
those  statically  contactable  by  the  head  form  with 
the  windshield  in  place; 

(d)  Areas  outboard  of  any  point  of  tangency  on 
the  instrument  panel  of  a  6.5  inch  diameter  head 
form  tangent  to  and  inboard  of  a  vertical 
longitudinal  plane  tangent  to  the  inboard  edge  of 
the  steering  wheel;  or 

(e)  Areas  below  any  point  at  which  a  vertical  line 
is  tangent  to  the  rearmost  surface  of  the  panel. 

53.1.2  Demonstration  procedures.  Tests  shall 
be  performed  as  described  in  Society  of 
Automotive  Engineers  Recommended  Practice 
J921,  "Instrument  Panel  Laboratory  Impact  Test 
Procedure,"  June  1965,  using  the  specified  in- 
strumentation or  instrumentation  that  meets  the 


performance  requirements  specified  in  Society  of 
Automotive  Engineers  Recommended  Practice 
J977,  "Instrumentation  for  Laboratory  Impact 
Tests,"  November  1966,  except  that— 

(a)  The  origin  of  the  line  tangent  to  the  instru- 
ment panel  surface  shall  be  a  point  on  a  transverse 
horizontal  line  through  a  point  5  inches  horizontally 
forward  of  the  seating  reference  point  of  the  front 
outboard  passenger  designated  seating  position, 
displaced  vertically  an  amount  equal  to  the  rise 
which  results  from  a  5  inch  forward  adjustment  of 
the  seat  or  0.75  inches;  and 

(b)  Direction  of  impact  shall  be  either— 

(1)  In  a  vertical  plane  parallel  to  the  vehicle 
longitudinal  axis;  or 

(2)  In  a  plane  normal  to  the  surface  at  the 
point  of  contact. 

S3.2  Seat  Backs.  Except  as  provided  in 
S3.2.1,  when  that  area  of  the  seat  back  that  is 
within  the  head  impact  area  is  impacted  in  accor- 
dance with  S3. 2. 2  by  a  15  pound,  6.5  inch  diameter 
head  form  at  a  relative  velocity  of  15  miles  per 
hour,  the  deceleration  of  the  head  form  shall  not 
exceed  80g  continuously  for  more  than  3 
milliseconds. 

53.2.1  The  requirements  of  S3.2  do  not  apply  to 
rearmost,  side-facing,  back-to-back,  folding 
auxiliary  jump,  and  temporary  seats. 

53.2.2  Demonstration  procedures.  Tests  shall 
be  performed  as  described  in  Society  of 
Automotive  Engineers  Recommended  Practice 
J921,  "Instrument  Panel  Laboratory  Impact  Test 
Procedure,"  June  1965,  using  the  specified 
instrumentation  or  instrumentation  that  meets  the 
performance  requirements  specified  in  Society  of 
Automotive  Engineers  Recommended  Practice 
J977,  "Instrumentation  for  Laboratory  Impact 
Tests,"  November  1966,  except  that— 

(a)  The  origin  of  the  line  tangent  to  the  upper- 
most seat  back  frame  component  shall  be  a  point 
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on  a  transverse  horizontal  line  through  the  seating 
reference  point  of  the  right  rear  designated 
seating  position,  with  adjustable  forward  seats  in 
their  rearmost  design  driving  position  and 
reclinable  forward  seat  backs  in  their  nominal 
design  driving  position; 

(b)  The  direction  of  impact  shall  be  either— 

(1)  In  a  vertical  plane  parallel  to  the  vehicle 
longitudinal  axis;  or 

(2)  In  a  plane  normal  to  the  surface  at  the 
point  of  contact; 

(c)  For  seats  without  head  restraints  installed, 
tests  shall  be  performed  for  each  individual  split  or 
bucket  seats  back  at  points  within  4.0  inches  left 
and  right  of  its  centerline,  and  for  each  bench  seat 
back  between  points  4.0  inches  outboard  of  the 
centerline  of  each  outboard  designated  seating 
position; 

(d)  For  seats  having  head  restraints  installed, 
each  test  shall  be  conducted  with  the  head 
restraint  in  place  at  its  lowest  adjusted  position,  at 
a  point  on  the  head  restraint  centerline;  and 

(e)  For  a  seat  that  is  installed  in  more  than  one 
body  style,  tests  conducted  at  the  fore  and  aft 
extremes  identified  by  application  of  subparagraph 
(a)  shall  be  deemed  to  have  demonstrated  all 
intermediate  conditions. 

S3.3  Interior  compartment  doors.  Each  interior 
compartment  door  assembly  located  in  an  instru- 
ment panel,  console  assembly,  seat  back,  or  side 
panel  adjacent  to  a  designated  seating  position 
shall  remain  closed  when  tested  in  accordance  with 
either  S3.31(a)  and  S3.3.1(b)  or  S3.3.1(a)  and 
S3. 3. 1(c).  Additionally,  any  interior  compartment 
door  located  in  an  instrument  panel  or  seat  back 
shall  remain  closed  when  the  instrument  panel  or 
seat  back  is  tested  in  accordance  with  S3.1  and 
S3. 2.  All  interior  compartment  door  assemblies 
with  a  locking  device  must  be  tested  with  the 
locking  device  in  an  unlocked  position. 

S3.3.1     Demonstration  procedures. 

(a)  Subject  the  interior  compartment  door  latch 
system  to  an  inertia  load  of  lOg  in  a  horizontal 
transverse  direction  and  an  inertia  load  of  lOg  in  a 
vertical  direction  in  accordance  with  the  procedure 
described  in  section  5  of  SAE  Recommended 
Pactice  J839b,  "Passenger  Car  Side  Door  Latch 
Systems,"  May  1965,  or  an  approved  equivalent. 


(b)  Impact  the  vehicle  perpendicularly  into  a  fixed 
collision  barrier  at  a  forward  longitudinal  velocity  of 
30  miles  per  hour. 

(c)  Subject  the  interior  compartment  door  latch 
system  to  a  horizontal  inertia  load  of  30g  in  a 
longitudinal  direction  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
cedure described  in  section  5  of  SAE  Recommended 
Practice  J839b,  "Passenger  Car  Side  Door  Latch 
Systems,"  May  1965  or  an  approved  equivalent. 

53.4  Sun  visors. 

53.4.1  A  sun  visor  that  is  constructed  of  or 
covered  with  energy-absorbing  material  shall  be 
provided  for  each  front  outboard  designated 
seating  position. 

53.4.2  Each  sun  visor  mounting  shall  present 
no  rigid  material  edge  radius  of  less  than  0.125 
inch  that  is  statically  contactable  by  a  spherical  6.5 
inch  diameter  head  form. 

53.5  Armrests. 

53.5.1  General.  Each  installed  armrest  shall 
conform  to  at  least  one  of  the  following: 

(a)  It  shall  be  constructed  with  energyabsorbing 
material  and  shall  deflect  or  collapse  laterally  at 
least  2  inches  without  permitting  contact  with  any 
underlying  rigid  material. 

(b)  It  shall  be  constructed  with  energy-absorbing 
material  that  deflects  or  collapses  to  within  1.25 
inches  of  a  rigid  test  panel  surface  without  permit- 
ting contact  with  any  rigid  material.  Any  rigid 
material  between  0.5  and  1.25  inches  from  the  panel 
surface  shall  have  a  minimum  vertical  height  of  not 
less  than  1  inch. 

(c)  Along  not  less  than  2  continuous  inches  of  its 
length,  the  armrest  shall,  when  measured  vertically 
in  side  elevation,  provide  at  least  2  inches  of 
coverage  within  the  pelvic  impact  area. 

53.5.2  Folding  armrests.  Each  armrest  that 
folds  into  the  seat  back  or  between  two  seat  backs 
shall  either— 

(a)  Meet  the  requirement  of  S3. 5.1;  or 

(b)  Be  constructed  of  or  covered  with  energy- 
absorbing  material. 


33  F.R.  15794 
October  25,  1968 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  202 

Head  Restraints — Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  8) 


A  proposal  to  amend  §371.21  of  Part  371, 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  by 
adding  a  new  standard.  Head  Restraints — Pas- 
senger Cars;  was  published  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister on  December  28,  1967  (32  F.R.  20865). 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded  an  op- 
portunity to  participate  in  the  making  of  the 
amendment. 

Several  comments  requested  that  the  use  of  a 
50th  percentile  adult  male  manikin  be  permitted 
in  demonstrating  compliance  with  the  Standard. 
The  Administration  feels  that  a  50th  percentile 
manikin  is  not  representative  of  a  large  enough 
percentage  of  the  public,  but  recognizes  that  cer- 
tain modifications  to  a  50th  percentile  manikin 
may  result  in  a  suitable  test  device.  Therefore, 
the  Standard  has  been  modified  to  permit  use 
of  an  approved  equivalent  test  device. 

A  comment  from  an  equipment  manufacturer 
and  an  equipment  manufacturers'  association  as- 
serted that  the  Standard  should  not  require  that 
motor  vehicle  manufacturers  provide  head  re- 
straints at  the  time  of  vehicle  manufacture,  but 
that  each  customer  should  be  free  to  equip  his 
vehicle  with  head  restraints  of  his  own  choice, 
maintaining  that  the  installation  of  head  re- 
straints is  a  relatively  simple  matter  and  that 
there  appears  to  be  virtually  no  technological 
advantage  in  requiring  factory  installation.  The 
Administration  has  determined  that  safety  dic- 
tates that  head  restraints  be  provided  on  all 
passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or  after  January 
1,  1969,  and  that  a  head  restraint  standard  that 
merely  specified  performance  requirements  for 
head  restraint  equipment  would  not  insure  that 
all  passenger  cars  would  be  so  equipped,  and 
would  not,  therefore,  meet  the  need  for  safety. 
Furthermore,  the  Administration  has  determined 
that  the  performance  of  a  head  restraint  is  de- 


pendent upon  the  strength  of  the  structure  of 
the  seat  to  which  it  is  attached,  as  well  as  the 
compatibility  of  the  head  restraint  with  its 
anchorage  to  the  seat  structure. 

Some  of  the  comments  expressed  concern  that 
the  proposed  Standard  would  exclude  the  use  of 
head  restraints  that  are  integral  with  the  seat 
back.  The  Administration  did  not  intend  to 
imply  that  "add-on"  head  restraint  devices  are 
the  only  available  means  of  providing  appro- 
priate levels  of  protection.  Such  protection  may 
be  achieved  by  the  use  of  a  restraint  system  that 
is  integral  with  the  seat  back. 

Some  comments  noted  that  when  testing  head 
restraints  that  are  adjustable  to  a  height  of  more 
than  27.5  inches  above  the  seating  reference  point, 
the  load  would  not  be  applied  to  the  appropriate 
portion  of  the  head  restraint.  To  provide  the 
necessary  flexibility,  the  Standard  has  been  modi- 
fied to  specify  that  the  point  of  load  application 
and  the  point  of  width  measurement  be  deter- 
mined relative  to  the  top  of  the  head  restraint 
rather  than  the  seating  reference  point. 

Some  comments  stated  that  the  8g  perform- 
ance requirement  would  be  incomplete  without 
the  inclusion  of  a  time  duration  requirement. 
The  Administration  has  concluded  that  a  mini- 
mum time  duration  of  80  milliseconds  is  appro- 
priate and  the  Standard  has  been  so  modified. 

Some  comments  requested  that  the  location  of 
the  head  restraint  relative  to  the  torso  line  be 
measured  without  a  load  being  applied  to  the 
head  restraint.  The  Administration  feels  that 
this  measurement  would  be  unrealistic  and, 
therefore,  the  Standard  requires  that  the  meas- 
urement be  taken  during  the  application  of  the 
132-pound  initial  load. 

Many  comments  requested  a  more  precise  de- 
scription of  the  method  to  be  used  in  locating 
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the  test  device's  r«fereno«  line  and  torso  refer- 
ence line.  Therefore,  the  Standard  has  been 
modified  to  provide  the  necessary  clarification. 

Some  comments  claimed  that  lead  time  would 
be  a  problem;  however,  the  Administration  be- 
lieves that  the  need  to  protect  the  public  from 
neck  injury  outweighs  the  possible  lead  time 
problems. 

Several  comments  requested  clarification  of  the 
term  "approved  representation  of  a  human  ar- 
ticulated neck  structure."  "Approved"  is  defined 
in  §  371.3(b)  as  "approved  by  the  Secretary." 
The  Secretary  would  appwove  the  neck  structure 
of  a  test  device  if  it  could  be  demonstrated  by 
technical  test  data  that  the  artn^lation  of  the 
neck  structure  represented  that  of  a  human  neck. 
Approval  could  only  be  given  to  a  structure 
sufficiently  described  in  performance  parameters 
to  ensure  reliable  and  reproducible  test  data. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  371.21  of 
Part  371,  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ards, is  amended  by  adding  Standard  No.  202  . . . 
Effective  January  1, 1969. 

(Sees.  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966;  15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407;  and  the  delegation  of  authority  of 
Mar.  31,  1967,  32  F.R.  .5606;  as  amended  Apr.  6, 
1967,  32  F.R.  6495;  July  27,  1967,  32  F.R.  11276; 
Oct.  11,  1967,  32  F.R.  14277;  Nov.  8,  1967,  32 
F.R.  15710,  and  Feb.  8,  1968) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  February  12, 
1968. 

Lowell  K.  Bridwell, 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 

33  F.R.  2945 
February   14,    1968 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   202 

Head  Restraints — Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  t) 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  202,  issued 
February  12,  1968,  and  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  February  14,  1968  (33  F.R.  2945),  speci- 
fies requirements  for  head  restraints  to  reduce 
the  frequency  and  severity  of  neck  injury  in 
rear-end  and  other  collisions  to  occupants  of 
passenger  cars  manufactured  after  January  I, 
1969. 

Pursuant  to  23  CFR  216.35  (32  F.R.  15818), 
interested  persons  could  petition  the  Federal 
Highway  Administrator  for  reconsideration  on 
or  before  March  15,  1968. 

Several  petitioners  questioned  the  80  milli- 
second duration  requirement  of  the  8g  dynamic 
test  on  the  grounds  that  it  imposes  a  more  severe 
load  on  the  seat  back  than  is  required  in  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  207,  Anchorage  of 
Seats — Passenger  Cars.  The  Administrator  has 
determined  that  the  demonstration  procedure 
should  be  revised  to  incorporate  a  half-sine  wave 
■cceleration  pulse  shape  with  an  amplitude  of  8g 
and  a  base  (duration)  of  80  milliseconds.  This 
revised  loading  is  closer  to  actual  crash  condi- 
tions, and  is  more  consistent  with  existing  seat 
strength  requirements.  The  demonstration  pro- 
cedure has  been  revised  to  include  the  half-sine 
wave  pulse  shape. 

Several  petitioners  questioned  the  method  for 
establishing  the  displaced  torso  line  for  the  static 
test  on  the  grounds  that  it  did  not  take  into 
account  the  compression  of  the  seat  back  cushion 
by  the  torso  under  load.  The  Administrator  has 
determined  that  the  Standard  should  be  revised 
to  take  into  account  seat  back  cushion  compres- 
sion in  establishing  the  displaced  torso  line,  and 
the  demonstration  procedure  has  been  revised 
accordingly. 


One  petitioner  questioned  the  procedure  out- 
lined for  establishing  the  dummy  reference  line 
for  the  dynamic  test.  The  procedure  made  use 
of  the  torso  line  of  the  95th  percentile  dummy 
or  test  device  and  there  is  no  commonly  accepted 
definition  of  this  torso  line.  The  Administrator 
has  revised  the  procedure  for  establishing  dummy 
torso  reference  lines  to  make  use  of  the  SAE 
two-dimensional  manikin,  with  its  torso  line 
established  in  accordance  with  SAE  Aerospace- - 
Automotive  Drawing  Standards. 

One  petitioner  questioned  the  requirement  that 
a  spherical  head  form  be  used  to  apply  the  static 
load  because  tests  have  shown  that  this  head 
form  tends  to  slip  under  the  foundation  structure 
of  the  head  restraint,  thus  showing  an  unrealistic 
loss  of  load.  The  Administrator  has  revised  the 
demonstration  procedure  to  include  a  cylindrical 
head  form  as  an  alternative. 

One  petitioner  requested  that  the  static  load 
requirement  of  200  pounds  for  head  restraints 
adjusted  to  a  height  of  27.5  inches  be  changed 
to  an  equivalent  moment  about  the  seating  refer- 
ence point.  This  would  permit  the  manufacturer 
who  has  a  head  restraint  which  adjusts  higher 
than  27.5  inches  to  subject  his  head  restraint  to 
less  than  a  200  pound  static  load.  This  petition 
is  denied.  The  Administrator  has  determined 
that  the  200  pound  static  load  should  remain  in 
the  Standard  to  ensure  that  all  head  restraints 
sustain  this  load  to  meet  the  needs  of  safety. 

Since  this  amendment  provides  clarification, 
relieves  a  restriction,  and  imposes  no  additional 
burden,  notice  and  public  procedure  are  unnec- 
essary. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  371.21  of 
Part  371,  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  202,  which  becomes  effective  January  1,  1969, 
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is  amended  by  revising  sections  5.1  and  5.2  (re-  Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  April  11,  1968. 

lating  to  the  demonstration  procedures).  .  .  . 

(Sees.   103,   119,   National   Traffic   and   Motor  Lowell  K.  Bridwell, 

Safety   Act   of   1966    (15   U.S.C.    1392,    1407);  Federal  Highway  Administrator 
delegation  of  authority  of  March  31,  1967   (32 

F.R.  5606),  as  amended  April  11,  1968  (33  F.R.  33  F.R.  5793 

5803))  April  16,  1968 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  202 

Head  Restraints — Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  8) 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  202  (33 
F.R.  2945),  as  amended  (33  F.R.  5793),  specifies 
requirements  for  head  restraints  to  reduce  the 
frequency  and  severity  of  neck  injury  in  rear- 
end  and  other  collisions  to  occupants  of  passenger 
cars  manufactured  after  January  1,  1969. 

Paragraph  S4  (b)(2)  of  the  Standard  provides 
that  a  head  restraint  qualifying  under  the  static 
procedure  shall  have  a  lateral  width  of  10  inches 
for  use  with  bench-type  seats  and  6.75  inches  for 
use  with  individual  type  seats  when  measured 
2.5  inches  belo-v  the  top  of  the  head  restraint. 

One  manufacturer  has  petitioned  the  Admin- 
istrator for  reconsideration  of  the  method  by 
which  the  lateral  width  of  the  head  restraint  is 
to  be  measured.  The  petitioner  requests  that  the 
Standard  be  revised  to  permit  the  width  to  be 
measured  either  2.5  inches  below  the  top  of  the 
head  restraint  of  25  inches  above  the  seating 
reference  point. 

Measurement  of  width  2.5  inches  below  the  top 
of  the  head  restraint  may  present  possible  diffi- 
culties for  manufacturers  of  vehicles  with  head 
restraints  which  are  integrated  into  the  seat  back. 
These  manufacturers  may  elect  to  exceed  the 
minimum  required  height  of  27.5  inches  to  ac- 
commodate tall  occupants  and  taper  the  top  por- 
tion of  the  head  restraint  to  provide  minimum 
visibility  restriction.  In  this  case,  the  head  re- 
straint, when  measured  2.5  inches  below  the  top, 
might  meet  the  minimum  width  requirement. 

The  Administrator  has  determined  that  the 
procedure  for  measuring  head  restraint  lateral 
width  should  be  revised  since  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  to  encourage  the  additional  protection 
offered  by  seat  backs  higher  than  the  minimum 
height  requirement  of  this  Standard.  Accord- 
ingly, the  Standard  is  being  amended  to  permit 


measurement  of  head  restraint  width  either  2.5 
inches  below  the  top  of  the  head  restraint  or  25 
inches  above  the  seating  reference  point. 

Paragraph  S5.1(c)  of  the  Standard  provides 
that  the  magnitude  of  the  acceleration  curve  for 
the  dynamic  test  shall  not  be  less  than  that  of  a 
half-sine  wave  having  the  amplitude  of  8g  and 
a  duration  of  80  milliseconds  not  more  than  20% 
above  the  half-sine  wave. 

One  manufacturer  has  requested  an  interpre- 
tation of  the  term  "not  more  than  20%  above  the 
half-sine  wave." 

It  is  necessary  that  a  test  tolerance  be  allowed 
because  of  equipment  variances.  However,  the 
tolerance  must  be  properly  limited  to  prevent 
very  severe  accelerations  which  might  fail  the 
seat  back  without  properly  testing  the  head  re- 
straint. The  intent  of  the  "20%"  limitation  was 
to  establish  a  half-sine  wave  upper  limit  curve 
having  an  amplitude  of  9.6g  and  a  duration  of 
96  milliseconds. 

Accordingly,  the  Standard  is  being  amended 
to  require  that  the  magnitude  of  the  acceleration 
curve  be  not  more  than  that  of  a  half-sine  wave 
curve  having  an  amplitude  of  9.6g  and  a  duration 
of  96  milliseconds.  In  addition,  the  equation  for 
the  lower  limit  curve  is  being  deleted  since  it 
imposes  an  unnecessary  restriction  on  the  lateral 
location  of  the  curve.  By  removing  the  equation, 
the  limit  curves  can  then  be  moved  laterally  with 
respect  to  each  other  to  allow  for  normal  test 
variances. 

Since  these  amendments  provide  clarification 
and  an  alternate  means  of  compliance,  relieve 
restrictions,  and  impose  no  additional  burden,  1 
find  that  for  good  cause  shown  notice  and  public 
procedure  are  unnecessary,  and  that  an  effective 
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date  for  these  amendments  of  less  than  180  days  lations  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Trans-              j 

is  in  the  public  interest.  portation  (49  CFR  1.4(c)).                                                 A 

In    consideration    of    the    foregoing,    Section  ^^^^^   i„   Washington,   D.C.,   on   October   3,            I 

371.21  of  Part  371,  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  ^ggg                                                                                    ^' 
Standard  No.  202,  as  amended,  is  further  amended 

effective  January  1, 1969 t        ii  ir   ti  ^,^     ii                                    I 

These  amendments  are  made  under  the  author-  }f,\  ^-  ^''i°^«4' ,    .  .                         ; 

ity  of  Sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  ^^^^^••'^^  Highway  Admmistrator               , 

and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  j 

1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  con-  33  F.R.  15065                    | 

tained  in  Section  1.4(c)  of  Part  1  of  the  Regu-  October  9,  1968               \ 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  202 
Head  Restraints— Passenger  Cars 


51.  Purpose  and  Scope.  This  standard  speci- 
fies requirements  for  head  restraints  to  reduce 
the  frequency  and  severity  of  neck  injury  in 
rear-end  and  other  collisions. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  pas- 
senger cars. 

53.  Definitions.  "Head  restraint"  means  a  de- 
vice that  limits  rearward  angular  displacement 
of  the  occupant's  head  relative  to  his  torso  line. 

54.  Requirements.  A  head  restraint  that  con- 
forms to  either  (a)  or  (b)  shall  be  provided  at 
each  outboard  front  designated  seating  position— 

(a)  It  shall,  when  tested  in  accordance  with 
S5.1,  during  a  forward  acceleration  of  at  least 
8g  on  the  seat  supporting  structure,  limit  rear- 
ward angular  displacement  of  the  head  refer- 
ence line  to  45°  from  the  torso  reference  line;  or 

(b)  It  shall,  when  adjusted  to  its  fully  ex- 
tended design  position,  conform  to  each  of  the 
following— 

(1)  When  measured  parallel  to  torso  line, 
the  top  of  the  head  restraint  shall  not  be  less 
than  27.5  inches  above  the  seating  reference 
point; 

(2)  When  measured  either  2.5  inches  be- 
low the  top  of  the  head  restraint,  or  25  inches 
above  the  seating  reference  point,  the  lateral 
width  of  the  head  restraint  shall  be  not  less 
than— 

(i)  10  inches  for  use  with  bench-type  seats; 
and 

(ii)  6.75  inches  for  use  with  individual 
seats; 

(3)  When  tested  in  accordance  with  S5.2, 
the  rearmost  portion  of  the  head  form  shall  not 
be  displaced  to  more  than  4  inches  perpendicu- 
larly rearward  of  the  displaced  entended  torso 
reference  line  during  the  application  of  the 
load  specified  in  S5.2(c);  and 


(4)  When    tested   in    accordance   with   S5.2, 
the  head  restraint  shall  withstand  an  increas- 
ing load  until  one  of  the  following  occurs— 
(i)  Failure  of  the  seat  or  seat  back;  or 
(ii)  Application  of  a  load  of  200  pounds. 

S5.     Demonstration  Procedures. 

S5.1  Compliance  with  S.4(a)  shall  be  demon- 
strated in  accordance  with  the  following  with 
the  head  restraint  in  its  fully  extended  design 
position: 

(a)  On  the  exterior  profile  of  the  head  and 
torso  of  a  dummy  having  the  weight  and  seated 
height  of  a  95th  percentile  adult  male  with  an 
approved  representation  of  a  human,  articulated 
neck  structure,  or  an  approved  equivalent  test 
device,  establish  reference  lines  by  the  following 
method: 

(1)  Position  the  dummy's  back  on  a  hori- 
zontal flat  surface  with  the  lumbar  joint  in  a 
straight  line. 

(2)  Rotate  the  head  of  the  dummy  rear- 
ward until  the  back  of  the  head  contacts  the 
same  horizontal  surface  in  (1). 

(3)  Position  the  SAE  J-826  two-dimen- 
sional manikin's  back  against  the  flat  surface 
in  (1),  alongside  the  dummy  with  the  h-point 
of  the  manikin  aligned  with  the  h-point  of  the 
dummy. 

(4)  Establish  the  torso  line  of  the  manikin 
as  defined  in  SAE  Aerospace-Automotive 
Drawing  Standards,  Sec.  2.3.6,  P.  El. 01, 
September  1963. 

(5)  Establish  the  dummy  torso  reference 
line  by  superimposing  the  torso  line  of  the 
manikin  on  the  torso  of  the  dummy. 

(6)  Establish  the  head  reference  line  by  ex- 
tending the  dummy  torso  reference  line  onto 
the  head. 
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(b)  At  each  designated  seating  position  having 
a  head  restraint,  place  the  dummy,  snugly  re- 
strained by  a  Type  1  seat  belt,  in  the  manufac- 
turer's recommended  design  seated  position. 

(c)  During  a  forward  accleration  applied 
to  the  structure  supporting  the  seat  as  described 
below,  measure  the  maximum  rearward  angular 
displacement  between  the  dummy  torso  reference 
line  and  the  head  reference  line.  When  graph- 
ically depicted,  the  magnitude  of  the  acceleration 
curve  shall  not  be  less  than  that  of  a  half-sine 
wave  having  the  amplitude  of  8g  and  a  duration 
of  80  milliseconds  and  not  more  than  that  of  a 
half-sine  wave  curve  having  an  amplitude  of 
9.6g  and  a  duration  of  96  milliseconds. 

S5.2  Compliance  with  §  4.(b)  shall  be  dem- 
onstrated in  accordance  with  the  following  with 
the  head  restraint  in  its  fully  extended  design 
position: 

(a)  Place  a  test  device,  having  the  back  pan 
dimensions  and  torso  line,  (centerline  of  the 
head  room  probe  in   full   back  position)  of  the 


three  dimensional  SAE  J-826  manikin,  at  the 
manufacturer's  recommended  design  seated  po- 
sition. 

(b)  Establish  the  displaced  torso  reference 
line  by  applying  a  rearward  moment  of  3300  in. 
lb.  about  the  seating  reference  point  to  the  seat 
back  through  the  test  device  back  pan  located 
in  (a). 

(c)  After  removing  the  back  pan,  using  a  6.5 
inch  diameter  spherical  head  form  or  a  cylindri- 
cal head  form  having  a  6.5  inch  diameter  in 
plain  view  and  a  6-inch  height  in  profile  view, 
apply,  perpendicular  to  the  displaced  torso  refer- 
ence line,  a  rearward  initial  load  2.5  inches  below 
the  top  of  the  head  restraint  that  will  produce 
a  3300  in.  lb.  moment  about  the  seating  reference 
point. 

(d)  Gradually  increase  this  initial  load  to 
200  lbs.  or  until  the  seat  or  seat  back  fails, 
whichever  occurs  first. 

33  F.R.   15065 
October  9,  1968 
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Effective:   May   27,    1975 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   203 
Impact  Protection  from  the  Steering   Control   System 
(Docket  No.  74-33;   Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  203,  Impact 
protection  from  the  steering  control  system,  49 
CFR  §  571.203,  to  exclude  from  its  requirements 
some  passenger  cars  which  meet  the  frontal  bar- 
rier crash  requirements  of  Standard  No.  208, 
Occupant  crash  protection,  49  CFR  §  ,571.208. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  this  exclusion  of  ve- 
hicles from  the  requirements  of  Standard  No. 
203  at  the  request  of  General  Motors,  to  permit 
development  of  an  air  cushion  restraint  system 
at  the  driver's  position  as  a  means  of  meeting 
the  frontal  barrier  crash  protection  requirements 
(S5.1)  of  Standard  No.  208  (39  F.R.  34062,  Sep- 
tember 23,  1974).  General  Motoi-s  sought  the 
exclusion  because  its  modification  to  the  steering 
control  system  to  incorporate  the  air  cushion  sys- 
tem and  accept  higher  loads  exerted  during  a 
crash  makes  conformity  of  the  column  with 
Standard  No.  203  difficult  and  sometimes  impos- 
sible. 

Comments  were  received  from  General  Motors 
Corporation  and  Volvo  of  America  Corporation, 
in  support  of  the  proposal.  Renault.  Inc., 
Peugeot,  Inc.,  and  Mercedes-Benz  of  North 
America,  Inc.,  supported  the  proposal  and  sug- 
gested that  the  exception  be  extended  to  passive 
straint  systems  that  incorporate  seat  belts.  These 
comments  argue  that  the  use  of  passive  belts  will 
be  high  and  that  the  protection  offered  by  Stand- 
ard No.  203  would  in  nearly  all  cases  be  redun- 
dant to  that  of  Standard  No.  208. 

As  a  general  matter,  the  NHTSA  has  main- 
tained that  the  redundant  occupant  crash  protec- 
tion offered  by  standards  (e.g..  Standard  No.  212, 
Windshield  retention)  is  justified  for  those  sit- 
uations where  the  primary  occupant  crash  pro- 
tection system  fails,  or  multiple  collisions  occur. 


Redundant  protection  is  particularly  justified  in 
tlie  case  of  passive  seat  belts  because  of  the 
greater  likelihood  that  seat  belt  protection  \v\\\ 
be  rendered  inoperative  by  an  occupant  than  will 
crash-deployed  protection. 

In  this  case,  the  NHTSA  has  made  the  limited 
determination  that  the  redundant  protection  of- 
fered by  Standard  No.  203  is  not  justified  where 
it  directly  interferes  witli  development  of  a  more 
advanced,  convenient,  and  etl'ective  restraint  sys- 
tem. In  contrast,  it  is  obHous  that  passive  sys- 
tems which  utilize  belt  assemblies  do  not  require 
modifications  of  steering  control  systems  and 
there  is,  therefore,  no  reason  to  sacrifice  the  re- 
dundant protection.  These  petitions  to  expand 
the  scope  of  the  proposed  exception  are  accord- 
ingly denied. 

American  ilotors  Corporation  has  suggested 
that  an  exception  not  be  granted  in  this  case 
until  future  requirements  of  Standard  No.  208 
are  established,  and  that  General  Motors'  devel- 
opmental work  be  undertaken  on  the  basis  of  a 
temporary  exemption  under  49  CFR  Part  555. 
This  approach  has  not  been  adopted  by  the 
NHTSA.  In  light  of  the  financial  commitments 
that  miglit  be  involved,  this  agency  has  con- 
cluded that  General  Motors  is  entitled  to  the 
assurance  that  tlieir  developments  on  ad^•'anced 
Standard  No.  208  systems  will  not  be  barred  by 
Standard  No.  203  in  the  future. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  paragraph 
S3  (application)  in  Standard  No.  203  (49  CFR 
§  571.203)  is  amended 

Ejfecfive  date:  [30  days  following  date  of 
publication  of  the  amendment  in  the  Federal 
Register^.  Because  this  amendment  relieves  a 
restriction,  it  is  found  for  good  cause  shown  that 
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Effective:   May   27,    1975 


an  effective  date  sooner  than  180  days  from  tlie  Issued  on  April  17,  1975.  ' 

date  of  Its  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  I 

is  in  the  public  interest.  jan^es   g    Gregory  1 

(Sec.   103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563.  80  Stat.  718  Administrator  ^ 

(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority  40  F  »    ,7000 

at49CFRl.51.)  a      ,  I.    , !.V; 

'  April  24,  1975 


i 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENTS  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARDS 

NO.  203 

Impact  Protection  for  the  Driver  From  the  Steering  Control  System 
(Docket  No.  78-116;  Notice  2) 


ACTION:    Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  to 
extend  their  applicability  to  light  trucks,  buses  and 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  (MPV's).  The 
notice  is  issued  in  response  to  the  rising  death  and 
injury  toll  involving  these  vehicles  and  to  petitions 
by  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety  and  the  Insurance 
Institute  for  Highway  Safety  requesting  that  these 
standards  be  extended  to  those  vehicles.  Applying 
these  standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's 
will  reduce  occupant  deaths  and  injuries  in  those 
vehicles  by  requiring  the  use  of  energy  absorbing 
material  on  such  interior  components  as  the  instru- 
ment panel  and  seat  backs  (Standard  No.  201),  by 
limiting  the  amount  offeree  that  can  be  exerted  on 
the  driver's  chest  by  the  steering  wheel  in  frontal 
crashes  (Standard  No.  203),  and  by  limiting  the 
rearward  movement  of  the  steering  assembly  in 
frontal  crashes  (Standard  No.  204). 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  effective  date  for  the 
extension  of  applicability  of  Standards  Nos.  201, 
203  and  204  is  September  1,  1981. 

ADDRESS:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.    20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-2242) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  notice 
amends  Standard  No.  201,  Occupant  Protection  in 
Interior  Impact,  and  Standard  No.  203,  Impact 
Protection  for  the  Driver  From  the  Steering 
Control  System,  to  extend  the  applicability  of  those 
standards  to  trucks,  buses  and  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  (MPV's)  with  a  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds  or  less. 
This  notice  also  amends  Standard  No.  204, 
Steering  Control  Rearward  Displacement,  to 
extend  its  applicability  to  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less,  instead  of  all  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  as  originally 
proposed  in  the  agency's  November  9,  1978,  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  (43  FR  52264).  As  explained 
below,  the  agency  is  initially  limiting  the  extended 
applicability  of  Standard  No.  204  while  it  studies 
methods  for  dealing  with  final-stage  manufacturer 
certification  difficulties.  Similar  possible  problems 
with  Standard  No.  212-76,  Windshield  Mounting, 
and  Standard  No.  219-75,  Windshield  Zone  Intru- 
sion, led  the  agency  to  propose  changes  in  the 
testing  procedures  for  those  standards  (44  FR 
45426). 

For  the  purposes  of  Standard  No.  204,  the  agency 
has  determined  that  these  problems  would  not  be 
encountered  in  applying  the  standard  to  vehicles 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less  and  testing  them  at  their  unloaded  vehicle 
weight.  Approximately  75  percent  of  the  current 
sales  of  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  have  an  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or  less. 

This  final  rule  was  preceded  by  a  notice  propos- 
ing the  extension  of  the  applicability  of  Standards 
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Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in  November  1978  (43  FR 
52264).  Private  citizens,  safety  organizations, 
manufacturers  and  a  manufacturer  trade  associa- 
tion submitted  comments  on  the  proposal.  NHTSA 
has  considered  all  of  those  comments  and  the  most 
significant  ones  are  discussed  below. 

Safety  Need 
Citing  the  need  to  reduce  the  number  of  deaths 
and  injuries  in  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  the 
American  Automobile  Association,  the  Center  for 
Auto  Safety,  the  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway 
Safety  and  State  Farm  Insurance  Companies 
supported  application  of  the  standards  to  those 
vehicles. 

Although  it  did  not  object  to  extending  the 
applicability  of  Standard  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  to 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  General  Motors 
argued  that  manufacturers  should  be  given  a 
longer  lead  time  to  comply  with  the  standards 
because  of  the  lack  of  urgent  safety  need.  CM  said 
that  allowing  a  longer  leadtime  was  desirable  to 
ensure  compliance,  "without  costly  accelerated 
[design]  programs."  Using  data  from  the  agency's 
"Explanation  of  Rulemaking,"  CM  said  that  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  have  a  fatality  rate  of 
22.4  fatalities  per  billion  miles,  compared  with  a 
rate  of  25.3  fatalities  per  billion  miles  for 
passenger  cars.  The  data  GM  used  covers  fatalities 
during  1977  in  all  model  year  vehicles.  A  new 
analysis  done  by  NHTSA  of  1977  fatalities, 
reported  by  the  agency's  Fatal  Accident  Reporting 
System,  shows  that  although  older  model  year 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  may  have  had  a 
lower  fatality  rate  than  passenger  cars,  beginning 
with  the  1973  model  year,  the  combined  fatality 
rate  for  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  began 
surpassing  that  of  passenger  cars.  The  analysis 
shows  that  recent  model  year  passenger  cars  have 
a  considerably  lower  fatality  rate  than  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's.  (A  copy  of  that  analysis  has  been 
placed  in  the  docket.) 

In  addition  to  being  higher  than  the  combined 
fatality  rate  for  all  sizes  of  passenger  cars,  the 
combined  fatality  rate  of  light  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  is  far  higher  than  the  rate  for  full-size 
passenger  cars.  Full-size  cars  are  typically  the 
safest  of  cars  and  many  of  them  are  comparable  in 
size  and  weight  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's. 
In  theory,  occupants  of  larger  and  heavier  vehicles, 
such  as  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  should  experience 


less  harmful  crash  forces,  and  thus  presumably  incur 
fewer  or  less  severe  injuries,  than  occupants  of 
smaller  lighter  vehicles.  Volkswagen  has  previously 
objected  to  a  comparison  of  full-size  passenger 
fatality  rates  with  those  for  vans,  arrguing  that 
vans  are  comparable  in  weight  to  intermediate,  not 
full-size  passenger  cars.  Although  the  unloaded 
weight  of  vans  and  intermediate-size  passenger 
cars  may  be  comparable,  vans  have  a  higher  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating  which  means  that  those 
vehicles  can,  in  actual  use,  be  loaded  with  substan- 
tially more  weight  than  intermediate  and  even  full- 
size  passenger  cars. 

Volkswagen  also  questioned  the  safety  need  for 
the  proposed  reulmaking  because  of  the  voluntary 
compliance  by  VW  and  some  other  companies  with 
the  standards.  Although  the  voluntary  effort  by 
some  companies  is  commendable,  most  manufac- 
turers do  not  comply  with  all  of  the  standards  in  all 
of  their  vehicles.  Some  of  the  manufacturers  who 
have  taken  steps  to  comply  with  the  standard 
presumably  were  in  part  motivvated  by  prior 
NHTSA  rulemaking  notices  proposing  to  apply 
Standards  Nos.  201,203  and  204  to  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  (35  FR  14936,  14936  and  16805). 
In  the  absence  of  a  regulation,  there  is  no 
assurance  that  non-complying  manufacturers  will 
produce  complying  vehicles  and  that  manfacturers 
producing  currently  complying  vehicles  will 
continue  to  comply.  Manufacturers  who  currently 
comply  should  experience  only  minor  economic 
impacts,  such  as  conducting  certification  tests  as  a 
result  of  compelling  other  manufacturers  to 
comply. 

Effectiveness 

The  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association 
(MVMA)  questioned  the  potential  effectiveness  of 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204.  MVMA  argue 
that  a  study  done  bySherman  and  Huelke  of  light 
truck  and  van  accidents  found  that  the  standards 
would  have  little  effect  in  those  vehicles.  However, 
a  NHTSA  analysis  of  the  crashes  reviewed  by 
Sherman  and  Huelke  found  that  a  number  of  the 
crashes  clearly  edmonstrated  the  benefits  of  equip- 
ping light  trucks  and  vans  with  energy  absorbing 
instrument  panels  and  steering  columns  and  devices 
to  limit  the  rearward  displacement  of  the  steering 
column.  For  example,  Sherman  and  Huelke  studied 
a  15-20  mph  head-on  crash  of  a  1976  Chevrolet 
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pickup  truck  into  a  tree.  The  Chevrolet  was  equipped 
with  a  padded  instrument  panel,  and  energy- 
absorbing  steering  column  and  a  device  to  limit  the 
rearward  displacement  of  the  steering  column.  They 
reported,  "the  results  of  this  case  show  that  both  of 
the  major  energy  absorbing  components  appeared  to 
have  completely  activated,  both  by  the  vehicle  crash 
and  driver  impact,  providing  maximum  benefit  to  the 
driver.  Had  this  vehicle  been  one  of  the  other  vehicle 
cases  discussed  in  this  section,  we  feel  that  the  in- 
juries sustained  by  the  driver  would  have  been  much 
more  severe." 

NHTSA  believes  further  that  the  Sherman  and 
Huelke  study  provides  information  indicating  that 
there  is  a  need  for  even  more  improvements  in 
light  trucks  and  vans,  such  as  providing  energy- 
absorbing  padding  for  the  lower  instrument  panel. 
The  agency  is  studying  the  question  of  making 
appropriate  changes  in  the  performance 
requirements  of  the  standards  to  require  more  pro- 
tection. However,  NHTSA  considers  it  important 
not  to  delay  extending  the  current  benefits  of 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  while  it  reviews 
possible  changes  to  the  standards. 

MVMA  also  argued  that  a  comparison  of  the 
injury  experience  of  passenger  car  steering 
assemblies  with  the  experience  of  steering 
assemblies  in  light  trucks  and  vans  shows  that 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  "would  provide  little 
benefit"  in  those  vehicles.  Using  data  from  the 
agency's  original  analysis  of  the  injury  experience 
of  passenger  cars  produced  before  and  after 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  took  effect,  MVMA 
said  that  the  primary  benefit  of  the  standards  is  to 
reduce  moderate  instead  of  severe-to-fatal  injuries. 
It  pointed  out  that  65.6  percent  of  the  steering 
assembly  related  injuries  in  pre-standard  cars  were 
minor,  22.7  percent  were  moderate  and  11.9  per- 
cent were  severe-to-fatal.  In  post-standard,  cars 
78.8  percent  of  the  steering  assembly  related 
injuries  were  minor,  10.2  percent  were  moderate 
and  11.0  were  severe-to-fatal.  Thus,  in  post- 
standard  cars,  many  previously  moderate  injuries 
were  only  minor  injuries.  Using  data  from  a 
Calspan  study  of  light  truck  and  van  injuries, 
MVMA  said  that  83.5  percent  of  the  steering 
column  related  injuries  in  those  vehicles  are  minor, 
4.1  percent  are  moderate  and  12.4  percent  are 
severe-to-fatal.  MVMA  said  that  the  Calspan  data 


indicate  that  there  is  "little  room"  for  a  passenger 
car-type  of  injury  experience  change  from  moderate 
to  minor  injuries  in  light  trucks  and  vans. 

However,  the  Calspan  data  cited  by  MVMA  are 
not  comparable  with  the  NHTSA  data  and  prob- 
ably underestimate  the  percentage  of  moderate 
and  severe-to-fatal  steering  assembly  related 
injuries  in  light  trucks  and  vans.  The  Calspan  data 
include  injuries  from  all  types  of  impacts  (front, 
rear  and  side).  The  NHTSA  data,  on  the  other 
hand,  cover  only  frontal  crashes,  the  type  of 
crashes  which  are  most  likely  to  cause  severe-to- 
fatal  steering  assembly  related  injuries.  Thus,  the 
percentage  of  moderate  and  severe-to-fatal 
injuries  found  in  the  NHTSA  data  should  be 
greater.  In  addition,  an  updated  NHTSA  analysis 
of  passenger  car  injury  experience,  discussed 
below,  shows  that  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  are 
effective  in  reducing  both  moderate  and  severe-to- 
fatal  injuries.  Further,  even  if  the  actual  light 
truck  and  van  injury  distribution  were  the  same  as 
found  by  Calspan,  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204 
would  be  effective  in  reducing  the  number  of 
severe-to-fatal  injuries. 

Several  manufacturers  and  the  MVMA  objected  to 
the  agency's  use  of  passenger  car  data  to  estimate 
the  potential  effectiveness  of  the  three  standards  in 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's.  They  argued  that  the 
agency  should  instead  have  conducted  a  study  com- 
paring the  accident  experience  of  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's  that  currently  comply  with  the  standards 
with  the  experience  of  those  that  do  not  comply.  As 
explained  below,  NHTSA  concludes  that  such  a  study 
is  impractical  and  that  the  agency's  original  and 
updated  analyses  of  passenger  car  effectiveness  data 
are  valid  and  support  application  of  the  standards  to 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's. 

The  primary  difficulty  in  conducting  a  study  of 
current  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  is  that  there 
is  no  conclusive  information  identifying  which 
vehicles  are  currently  in  compliance  with  the 
standard,  since  no  manufacturer  is  required  to 
certify  compliance.  For  example,  International 
Harvester  (IH)  requested  NHTSA  to  conduct  a 
study  of  currently  complying  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's,  saying  that  its  Scout  models  were 
designed  to  comply  with  the  performance  re- 
quirements of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204. 
However,  IH  said  that  if  the  NHTSA  applies  the 
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standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  it  will 
have  to  re  test  the  Scout,  which  "could  conceivably 
require  some  additional  redesigning  for  compliance 
assurance."  NHTSA  belives  that  the  analysis  the 
agency  conducted  of  pre-  and  post- 1968  passenger 
car  injury  experience,  where  it  was  known  that 
passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or  after  January  1, 
1968,  had  to  comply  with  Standards  Nos.  201,  203 
and  204,  provides  a  sound  basis  for  estimating  the 
potential  effectiveness  of  the  standards  in  other 
types  of  vehicles. 

Using  information  recently  made  available  from 
the  agency's  National  Crash  Severity  Study, 
NHTSA  has  again  compared  injuries  sustained  by 
occupants  of  cars  manufactured  before  Standards 
Nos.  201,  203  and  204  went  into  effect  with  injuries 
sustained  by  occupants  of  cars  manufactured  after 
the  standards  went  into  effect.  As  with  the 
agency's  first  analysis,  cited  in  the  November  9, 
1978,  notice  for  this  rulemaking,  the  new  analysis 
examined  injuries  caused  by  components  covered 
by  Standard  No.  201,  such  as  instrument  panels, 
seat  backs,  arm  rests  and  sun  visors.  The  analysis 
found  that  Standard  No.  201  reduced  severe  to 
fatal  occupant  injuries  (i.e.,  injuries  with  an 
abbreviated  injury  scale  ranking  of  3  or  more)  by 
approximately  38  percent.  The  analysis  also  found 
that  the  probability  of  an  occupant  injured  in  a 
crash  being  injured  by  a  component  covered  by 
Standard  No.  201  was  25.7  percent.  Thus, 
multiplying  the  probability  of  injury  (i.e.,  25.7 
percent)  by  the  effectiveness  of  the  standard  in 
reducing  serious  and  fatal  injuries  (i.e.,  38  percent) 
the  analysis  estimated  that  the  overall  reduction  in 
severe  to  fatal  injuries  attributable  to  Standard 
No.  201  is  9.3  percent. 

A  similar  comparison  was  made  for  occupant 
injuries  in  cars  manufactured  before  and  after 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  went  into  effect.  The 
comparison  examined  two  sets  of  driver  injuries 
that  occurred  in  frontal  crashes.  One  set  consisted 
of  injuries  that  could  be  specifically  attributed  to 
contact  with  the  steering  assembly;  the  other  set 
consisted  of  neck,  chest  and  abdominal  injuries  sus- 
tained by  drivers  in  frontal  crashes,  the  types  of 
steering  assembly-related  injuries  the  standards 
are  designed  to  reduce.  The  comparison  found  that 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  reduced  severe  to 
fatal  injuries  by  an  average  of  20.9  percent.  The 


probability  of  an  injured  driver  receiving  an  injury 
attributable  to  the  steering  assembly  was  an 
average  of  19.4  percent.  The  analysis  estimated 
that  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  produced  an 
overall  average  reduction  of  3.7  percent  in  severe 
to  fatal  driver  injuries. 

Loading  Requirements 

At  present,  Standared  No.  204  does  not  specify 
the  loading  requirements  for  vehicles  in  the  30  mph 
fixed  barrier  crash  test  required  by  the  standard. 
In  conducting  Standard  No.  204  compliance  tests 
for  passenger  cars,  the  agency  has  loaded 
passenger  cars  to  their  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
(i.e.,  the  weight  of  the  vehicle  with  all  the  fluid, 
such  as  gas,  oil  and  water,  necessary  for  its  opera- 
tion but  without  any  occupants  or  cargo).  This  is 
the  least  severe  loading  condition  used  in  the 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  that 
involve  crash  testing.  This  notice  makes  a  technical 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  204  to  incorporate  the 
agency  long-standing  loading  practices.  Those 
practices  were  publicly  announced  in  the 
compliance  test  procedures  publicly  released  by  the 
agency  when  Standard  No.  204  first  went  into 
effect  in  1968.  Passenger  car  certification  informa- 
tion provided  by  manufacturers  to  NHTSA  shows 
that  they  have  consistently  used  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  as  the  loading  condition  in  their  testing.  In 
some  instances,  manufacturers  have  voluntarily 
used  more  severe  loading  conditions  in  their 
certification  testing. 

Commerical  Vehicles 

Several  final  stage  manufacturers  and  United 
Parcel  Service  requested  the  agency  to  exempt 
vehicles  used  in  commercial  applications  from  the 
standards.  A  similar  exemption  has  previously 
been  sought  by  the  Truck  Body  and  Equipment 
Association  (TBEA)  for  Standard  No.  212-76, 
Windshield  Mounting,  and  Standard  219-75, 
Windshield  Zone  Intrusion.  As  with  the  TBEA 
request,  NHTSA  concludes  that  such  an  exemption 
should  not  be  adopted  since  it  is  not  in  the  interest 
of  safety  and  is  based  on  vehicle  use  instead  of 
vehicle  type.  Such  an  exemption  would  mean  that 
standards  would  be  applied  on  the  basis  of  the 
commercial  or  private  use  of  the  vehicle  and  not 
upon  the  safety  needs  of  a  particular  vehicle  type. 
Since  the  safety  needs  of  similar  vehicles  usually 
are  similar,  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  treat  one 
set  of  vehicles  differently  merely  because  they  are 
used  commercially. 
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The  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  contemplates  the  application  of  the  standards 
based  on  vehicle  type  instead  of  vehicle  use.  Basing 
a  standard  on  vehicle  use  would  present  this  agency 
with  difficult  enforcement  problems.  It  would  also 
place  a  manufacturer  in  the  difficult  position  of 
having  to  assess  in  advance  the  potential  future 
use  of  the  vehicle  it  produces.  In  addition,  basing 
standards  application  on  vehicle  use  does  not 
recognize  that  a  vehicle  may  have  two  or  more  uses 
during  its  lifetime. 

For  all  these  reasons,  the  agency  concludes  that 
applying  standards  based  on  vehicle  use  would  not 
be  appropriate. 

Walk-In  Vans 

GM,  MVMA  and  several  final-stage  manufac- 
turers requested  the  agency  to  exempt  walk-in 
vans  (i.e.,  the  "step-van"  city  delivery  type  of  vehicle 
that  permits  a  person  to  enter  the  vehicle  without 
stooping)  from  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204. 
In  the  case  of  Standard  No.  201,  they  argued  that 
this  type  of  vehicle  frequently  has  none  of  the  com- 
ponents covered  by  the  standard,  such  as  arm 
rests,  sun  visors  and  instrument  panels  to  the  right 
of  the  steering  assembly.  However,  those  vehicles 
do  have  an  instrument  panel  in  front  of  the  driver 
and  some  walk-in  vans  do  have  a  front  passenger 
seat  and  an  instrument  panel  in  front  of  that  seat 
which  may  be  struck  by  an  occupant  during  a 
crash.  Applying  Standard  No.  201  to  those  vehicles 
will  require  the  instrument  panel  to  be  padded  to 
cushion  occupant  impacts.  Based  on  the  proven 
effectiveness  of  Standard  No.  201  in  passenger 
cars,  the  agency  is  extending  the  performance 
requirements  of  the  standard  to  include  walk-in 
vans  and  MPV's. 

The  manufacturers  argued  that  walk-in  vans 
should  be  exempt  from  Standards  Nos.  203  and 
204  also.  They  said  that  the  driver  steering 
assembly  configuration  found  in  walk-in  vans 
makes  it  improbable  that  compliance  with  the 
standard  will  reduce  drivers'  injuries.  They  noted 
that  the  steering  column  is  mounted  in  those 
vehicles  at  an  angle  of  55-60  degrees,  compared  to 
the  mounting  angle  of  30  degrees  found  in  conven- 
tional trucks,  and  the  columns  in  walk-in  vans 
move  upward  rather  than  rearward  in  a  crash.  The 
manufacturers  also  argued  that  these  vehicles  are 
generally  used  in  urban  areas,  where  there  is  more 


slow  speed  traffic  than  in  rural  areas.  They  pointed 
out  that  because  of  these  factors,  the  agency  has 
previously  exempted  walk-in  vans  from  Standards 
Nos.  212-76,  Windshield  Retention,  and  219-75, 
Windshields  Zone  Intrusion.  The  agency  agrees 
that  current  energy  absorbing  steering  column 
designs  probably  would  provide  little,  if  any,  pro- 
tection in  walk-in  vans  because  of  their  uniques 
driver/ steering  column  configuration,  and  thus  is 
exempting  walk-in  vans  for  the  present. 

Belts  in  Forward  Control  Vehicles 

Although  they  did  not  object  to  requiring  lap- 
shoulder  belts  in  forward  control  vehicles  as  pro- 
posed in  the  agency's  November  9,  1978  notice, 
several  manufacturers  and  the  MVMA  objected  to 
what  they  interpreted  as  a  conflict  between  the 
agency's  proposal  and  the  current  requirements  of 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection. 
They  argued  that  the  agency's  proposal  not  only 
would  require  lap  and  shoulder  belts  in  forward 
control  vehicles,  but  would  also  require  such  belts 
in  open-body  vehicles,  convertibles  and  walk-in 
vans,  which  currently  only  have  to  have  lap  belts. 
The  agency's  proposal  was  directed  only  toward 
forward  control  vehicles  and  was  meant  to 
supersede  the  current  requirements  for  those 
vehicles  set  in  Standard  No.  208.  For  organiza- 
tional simplicity,  the  agency  is  making  a  technical 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  208  so  that  all  belt 
requirements  are  centralized  in  that  standard.  The 
amendment  only  adopts  the  proposed  change  to 
the  forward  control  vehicle  belt  requirements.  It 
does  not  change  the  current  belt  requirements  for 
open-body  vehicles,  convertibles  and  walk-in  vans. 

MVMA  requested  the  agency  to  require  lap  and 
shoulder  belts  in  forward  control  vehicles  for  only 
one  model  year.  MVMA  did  not  provide  any 
justification  for  that  request.  NHTSA  believes  that 
the  important  protection  of  lap  and  shoulder  belts 
should  be  available  to  all  forward  control  vehicles 
manufactured  on  or  after  September  1,  1981,  and 
declines  to  adopt  the  MVMA  request. 

Upgrading  of  Standard 

In  their  comments,  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety 
and  the  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety 
renewed  their  requests  that  the  agency  set  new 
performance  requirements  for  Standard  No.  203  to 
provide  additional  protection  in  angular  impacts. 
The  agency  has  conducted  some  preliminary 
testing  to  determine  what  additional  requirements 


PART  571;  S  203-PRE-7 


may  be  appropriate  to  increase  protection  in 
angular  impacts.  In  addition,  the  agency's 
National  Center  for  Statistics  and  Analysis  has 
recently  begun  a  special  study  to  collect  accident 
data  on  1973  and  later  model  vehicles  to  gather 
additional  information  on  the  effectiveness  of 
energy  absorbing  steering  assemblies  in  angular 
and  other  crashes.  Based  on  that  data,  NHTSA 
will  make  a  determination  of  what  further  changes 
are  needed  in  the  standard. 

The  American  Automobile  Association  asked  the 
agency  to  delay  application  of  Standard  No.  203 
until  upgraded  performance  requirements  are 
developed.  However,  because  the  agency  does  not 
want  to  delay  providing  the  occupants  of  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  the  safety  benefits 
of  Standard  No.  203,  the  agency  is  extending  the 
standards  to  those  vehicles  while  it  continues  to 
consider  the  feasibility  of  additional  performance 
requirements. 

NHTSA  is  also  considering  possible  additional 
requirements  for  Standard  No.  201.  The  agency 
has  scheduled  a  meeting  for  December  11,  1979,  so 
that  the  public  can  present  its  views  and  ideas  on 
ways  of  improving  protection  for  children  involved 
in  vehicle  collisions.  In  the  September  4,  1979, 
notice  announcing  the  meeting,  the  agency 
specifically  asked  for  comments  on  possible 
improvements  to  the  interior  padding  of  vehicles  to 
provide  additional  protection  for  children  (44  FR 
51623). 

Heavy  Trucks 

In  the  November  9,  1978  notice,  NHTSA 
announced  that  it  was  evaluating  whether  to 
extend  the  applicability  of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203 
and  204  to  heavy  trucks  (i.e.,  trucks  with  a  GVWR 
of  more  than  10,000  pounds)  and  solicited 
comments  on  appropriate  performance 
requirements  for  those  vehicles.  In  their  com- 
ments, the  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion, Freightliner  and  International  Harvester  all 
opposed  an  extension  of  the  standards  to  trucks 
with  a  GVWR  greater  than  10,000  pounds,  arguing 
that  there  is  no  data  showing  a  safety  need  for 
applying  the  standards  to  those  vehicles.  They  also 
argued  that  because  of  the  size  and  weight  of  heavy 
trucks,  occupants  in  these  vehicles  do  not 
experience  the  same  energy  transfers  in  a  crash 
than  passenger  car  occupants  experience  and  thus 
theoretically  should   incur  fewer  or  less  severe 


injuries.  At  the  agency's  recent  meeting  on  heavy 
truck  safety,  several  participants  provided  in- 
formation on  the  need  for  greater  crash  protection 
for  drivers  of  heavy  trucks.  NHTSA  is  currently 
analyzing  that  information  to  determine  what 
additional  heavy  truck  regulatory  action  may  be 
needed. 
Miscellaneous  Comments 

MVMA  pointed  out  that  Standard  No.  201 
currently  requires  two  sun  visors  in  a  vehicle  and 
requested  that  a  second  visor  not  be  required  if 
there  is  no  front  passenger  seat.  NHTSA  agrees 
that  such  a  change  is  appropriate  and  has  made  the 
necessary  amendment  to  the  standard. 

Jeep  Corp.  objected  to  the  application  of 
Standard  No.  201  to  open-body  MPV's,  arguing 
that  for  Jeep  to  locate  padding  in  the  expected 
head  impact  area  it  would  have  to  raise  its  padding 
or  lower  its  seat,  both  of  which  it  claimed  would 
interfere  with  the  driver's  forward  visibility. 
Jeep's  comment  appears  to  reflect  a  misunder- 
standing of  Standard  No.  201.  The  performance 
requirements  of  the  standard  only  apply  to  areas  of 
the  instrument  panel  that  are  within  the  head 
impact  area  of  each  designated  seating  position. 
(The  head  impact  area  is  the  portion  of  the 
vehicle's  interior  that  can  be  contacted  by  a  head- 
form  representing  an  occupant's  head.)  "Thus,  if  a 
portion  of  Jeep's  vehicle  instrument  panel  is  not 
within  the  head  impact  area,  it  does  not  have  to 
comply.  For  portions  of  the  panel  that  are  within 
the  head  impact  area.  Jeep  can  make  structural 
changes  to  the  instrument  panel  to  meet  Standard 
No.  201  without  adding  additional  padding. 
Therefore,  Jeep's  requested  exemption  for  all 
open-body  vehicles  is  denied. 

One  final  stage  manufacturer,  Boyertown  Auto 
Body  Works,  asked  NHTSA  whether  its  driver 
side  instrument  panel  was  within  the  exeptions  to 
Standard  No.  201  and,  if  not,  sought  to  have  its  in- 
strument panel  construed  to  be  a  console  assembly, 
which  is  exempt  from  the  standard.  Such  an  inter- 
pretation is  not  acceptable  since  Boyertown  clearly 
labels  the  area  in  question  as  an  instrument  panel 
in  its  engineering  drawings.  However,  according 
to  the  engineering  drawing  provided  by  Boyer- 
town, the  limited  section  on  the  instrument  panel 
of  concern  to  Boyertown  is  within  the  area 
exempted  by  S3. 1.1(d)  of  the  standard.  That 
section  provides  that  the  area  of  the  interior 
immediately  forward  of  the  steering  column  is 
exempt  from  the  standard. 
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Costs  and  Leadtime 

NHTSA  has  considered  the  economic  and  other 
impacts  of  this  final  rule  and  determined  that  they 
are  not  significant  within  the  meaning  of 
Executive  Order  12044  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  poHcies  and  procedures  for 
implementing  that  order.  The  agency's  assessment 
of  the  benefits  and  economic  consequences  of  this 
proposal  are  contained  in  a  regulatory  evaluation 
which  has  been  places  in  the  public  docket.  As 
explained  previously,  copies  of  the  regulatory 
evaluation  can  be  obtained  by  writing  NHTSA's 
docket  section  at  the  address  given  in  the  begin- 
ning of  this  final  rule. 

As  previously  detailed  in  this  notice,  the  agency 
has  examined  the  effectiveness  of  Standards  Nos. 
201,  203  and  204  in  passenger  cars  and- concluded 
that  those  standards  have  brought  about  a  substan- 
tial reduction  in  overall  injuries  occurring  to  the 
passengers  in  those  vehicles.  Because  they  share 
the  same  driving  environment  as  occupants  in 
passenger  cars,  occupants  in  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's  face  a  similar  risk  of  injury  posed  by 
hazardous  instrument  panels  and  rigid  steering 
columns.  Based  on  its  evaluation  of  the  effec- 
tiveness of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in 
passenger  cars,  the  agency  has  concluded  that 
applying  those  standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  can  result  in  a  reduction  of  120  to  240 
fatalities  and  4,400  to  8,900  serious  injuries  per 
year  when  all  those  vehicles  comply  with  the 
standards. 

The  agency's  cost  estimate  for  meeting 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  take  into  account  that  many 
manufacturers  have  equipped  some  of  their 
vehicles  with  components  designed  to  meet  the 
performance  requirements  of  the  standards.  Those 
components  may  need  little  or  no  redesigning  to 
fully  comply  with  the  standards.  For  example, 
American  Motors,  Chrysler,  Ford,  General 
Motors,  International  Harvester  and  Volkswagen 
commented  that  some,  if  not  all,  of  their  vehicles 
currently  have  components  designed  to  comply 
with  the  standards  or  they  will  install  such  com- 
ponents in  some  of  their  vehicles  by  the  1981  model 
year. 

Only  two  manufacturers,  Nissan  and  Ford,  pro- 
vided any  information  about  the  costs  associated 
with  complying  with  the  standards.  Nissan  said 


that  the  cost  associated  with  complying  with  all 
three  standards  was  $30.  Ford  estimated  the  cost 
for  compliance  with  Standard  No.  201  as  $10  per 
vehicle;  based  on  preliminary  design  assumptions. 
Ford  put  the  cost  of  complying  with  Standards 
Nos.  203  and  204  in  its  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  at  $120  per  vehicle. 

To  provide  the  agency  with  additional  informa- 
tion about  the  estimated  costs  of  complying  with 
the  three  standards,  NHTSA  contracted  with  the 
John  Z.  DeLorean  Corp.  to  evaluate  current 
vehicles  and  determine  what  changes  would  be 
needed  to  bring  the  vehicles  into  compliance.  Bases 
on  its  review  of  current  foreign  and  domestic  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  DeLorean  concluded 
that  the  total  cost  of  compliance  with  the  three 
standards  would  add  a  sales  weighted  average  of 
$16  to  the  retail  price  of  those  vehicles.  The 
DeLorean  study  reported  that  the  vehicles  requir- 
ing the  most  changes  to  meet  Standards  Nos.  201, 
203  and  204  were  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  made  by  GM  and  Ford.  DeLorean 
estimated  that  GM  and  Ford  van-types  vehicles 
would  require  a  $27  increase  in  consumer  price  to 
comply  with  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  and  a 
price  increase  ranging  between  $6  and  $15  to 
comply  with  Standard  No.  201.  The  agency 
believes  that  the  substantial  difference  between 
DeLorean's  and  Ford's  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  may 
be  due  to  Ford's  overestimate  of  the  anticipated 
changes  needed  in  the  vehicles  based  on  its 
preliminary  design  asssumptions. 

The  agency's  November  1978  notice  proposed  an 
effective  date  of  September  1,  1980,  for  Standard 
No.  201  for  all  vehicles  and  for  Standards  Nos.  203 
and  204  for  nonforward  control  vehicles.  An  effec- 
tive date  of  September  1,  1981,  was  proposed  for 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  for  forward  control 
vehicles  to  allow  manufacturers  additional  time  to 
make  the  necessary  changes  in  those  vehicles.  In 
their  comments  on  Standard  201,  Chrysler  and 
Ford  said  they  could  meet  the  standard  in  all  their 
vehicles  by  the  proposed  effective  date.  Nissan, 
Toyo  Kogyo  and  International  Harvester  (IH) 
requested  from  18  to  24  months  leadtime.  General 
Motors  requested  2V2  "  years'  leadtime  and 
American  Motors  requested  3  years.  As  a  part  of 
its  NHTSA-funded  study  of  the  costs  of  complying 
with  the  standard,  the  DeLorean  Corp.  also 
examined  the  leadtime  necessary  to  comply  with 
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the  standard.  For  Standard  No.  201,  the  DeLorean 
study  concluded  that  only  one  year  was  needed  for 
all  vehicles  except  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  manufactured  by  Chrysler  and  GM,  which 
needed  two  years. 

For  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204,  Chrysler  said 
that  all  its  vehicles,  except  its  incomplete  forward 
control  van-type  vehicles,  can  comply  by 
September  1,  1980.  Chrysler  did  not  provide  an 
estimate  of  leadtime  needed  for  its  incomplete 
forward  control  vans.  Nissan,  Toyo  Kogyo  and  IH 
requested  from  18  to  24  months  leadtime.  Ford 
said  its  1980  model  year  F-series  trucks  and 
Bronco  models  would  comply  with  the  standards 
and  the  Courier  truck  chassis  cab  imported  by  Ford 
would  comply  by  September  1,  1981.  Ford 
requested  until  September  1,  1982,  for  its  van-type 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's.  General  Motors 
requested  2V2  years  for  all  its  vehicles  and 
American  Motors  requested  three  years. 

The  DeLorean  study  concluded  that  18-24 
months  of  leadtime  was  needed  for  all  models, 
except  those  made  by  Ford,  which  would  require 
three  years.  DeLorean  made  its  estimate  of  lead- 
time  for  Ford  based  on  an  assumption  that  Ford 


would  need  extra  steering  assembly  tooling 
facilities.  However,  since  Ford  plans  to  introduce 
complying  components  on  its  1980  model  F  series 
trucks  and  Bronco  models.  Ford  has  apparently 
developed  the  needed  tooling  capacity. 

Based  on  its  analysis  of  the  DeLorean  study  and 
of  the  industry's  comments,  NHTSA  concludes 
that  setting  an  effective  date  of  September  1, 
1981,  will  allow  sufficient  time  for  all  manufac- 
turers to  comply  with  the  standards.  This  action 
provides  an  additional  year  for  all  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  to  meet  Standard  No.  201  and  for 
nonforward  control  vehicles  to  meet  Standards 
Nos.  203  and  204. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  William 
Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  and 
Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  November  12,  1979. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

44  F.R.  68470 
November  29,  1979 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  203 
Impact  Protection  for  the  Driver  from  the  Steering  Control  System— Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  Nos.  2  and  3;  Notice  1) 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard 
specifies  requirements  for  steering  control 
systems  that  will  minimize  chest,  neck,  and  facial 
injuries  to  the  driver  as  a  result  of  impact. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars  and  to  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks  and  buses  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less.  However,  it  does  not  apply  to 
vehicles  that  conform  to  the  frontal  barrier  crash 
requirements  (S5.1)  of  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR 
571.208)  by  means  of  other  than  seat  belt 
assemblies.  It  also  does  not  apply  to  walk-in  vans. 

53.  Definitions.  "Steering  control  system" 
means  the  basic  steering  mechanism  and  its 
associated  trim  hardware,  including  any  portion  of 
a  steering  column  assembly  that  provides  energy 
absorption  upon  impact. 

54.  Requirements.  Each  passenger  car  and 
each  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle,  truck  and 
bus  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less 
manufactured  on  or  after  September  1,  1981,  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  S5.1  and  85. 2. 

S4.1  Except  as  provided  in  S4.2.  when  the 
steering  control  system  is  impacted  by  a  body  block 
in  accordance  with  Society  of  Automotive 
Engineers  Recommended  Practice  J944,  "Steer- 
ing Wheel  Assembly  Laboratory  Test  Procedure," 
December  1965  or  an  approved  equivalent,  at  a 
relative  velocity  of  15  miles  per  hour,  the  impact 
force  developed  on  the  chest  of  the  body  block 
transmitted  to  the  steering  control  system  shall 
not  exceed  2,500  pounds. 


54.2  A  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that  conforms 
to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  209  shall  be 
installed  for  the  driver  of  any  vehicle  with  forward 
control  configuration  that  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  S4.1. 

54.3  The  steering  control  system  shall  be  so 
constructed  that  no  components  or  attachments, 
including  horn  actuating  mechanisms  and  trim 
hardware,  can  catch  the  driver's  clothing  or 
jewelry  during  normal  driving  maneuvers. 

S5.     Impact  protection  requirements. 

55.1  When  the  steering  control  system  is 
impacted  by  a  body  block  in  accordance  with  Society 
of  Automotive  Engineers  Recommended  Practice 
J944,  "Steering  Wheel  Assembly  Laboratory  Test 
Procedure,"  December  1965,  or  an  approved 
equivalent,  at  a  relative  velocity  of  15  miles  per  hour, 
the  impact  force  developed  on  the  chest  of  the  body 
block  transmitted  to  the  steering  control  system  shall 
not  exceed  2,500  pounds. 

55.2  The  steering  control  system  shall  be  so 
constructed  that  no  components  or  attachments, 
including  horn  actuating  mechanisms  and  trim 
hardware,  can  catch  the  driver's  clothing  or 
jewelry  during  normal  driving  maneuvers. 

Interpretation 

The  term  "Jewelry"  in  paragraph  S4.3  refers  to 
watches,  rings,  and  bracelets  without  loosely 
attached  or  dangling  members. 

32  F.R.  2414 
February  3,  1967 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENTS  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARDS 

NO.  204 

Steering  Control  Rearward  Displacement 
(Docket  No.  78-116;  Notice  2) 


ACTION:    Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  to 
extend  their  applicability  to  light  trucks,  buses  and 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  (MPV's).  The 
notice  is  issued  in  response  to  the  rising  death  and 
injury  toll  involving  these  vehicles  and  to  petitions 
by  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety  and  the  Insurance 
Institute  for  Highway  Safety  requesting  that  these 
standards  be  extended  to  those  vehicles.  Applying 
these  standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's 
will  reduce  occupant  deaths  and  injuries  in  those 
vehicles  by  requiring  the  use  of  energy  absorbing 
material  on  such  interior  components  as  the  instru- 
ment panel  and  seat  backs  (Standard  No.  201),  by 
limiting  the  amount  of  force  that  can  be  exerted  on 
the  driver's  chest  by  the  steering  wheel  in  frontal 
crashes  (Standard  No.  203),  and  by  limiting  the 
rearward  movement  of  the  steering  assembly  in 
frontal  crashes  (Standard  No.  204). 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  effective  date  for  the 
extension  of  applicability  of  Standards  Nos.  201, 
203  and  204  is  September  1,  1981. 

ADDRESS:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.    20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-2242) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  notice 
amends  Standard  No.  201,  Occupant  Protection  in 
Interior  Impact,  and  Standard  No.  203,  Impact 
Protection  for  the  Driver  From  the  Steering 
Control  System,  to  extend  the  applicability  of  those 
standards  to  trucks,  buses  and  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  (MPV's)  with  a  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds  or  less. 
This  notice  also  amends  Standard  No.  204, 
Steering  Control  Rearward  Displacement,  to 
extend  its  applicability  to  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less,  instead  of  all  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  as  originally 
proposed  in  the  agency's  November  9,  1978,  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  (43  FR  52264).  As  explained 
below,  the  agency  is  initially  limiting  the  extended 
applicability  of  Standard  No.  204  while  it  studies 
methods  for  dealing  with  final-stage  manufacturer 
certification  difficulties.  Similar  possible  problems 
with  Standard  No.  212-76,  Windshield  Mounting, 
and  Standard  No.  219-75,  Windshield  Zone  Intru- 
sion, led  the  agency  to  propose  changes  in  the 
testing  procedures  for  those  standards  (44  FR 
45426). 

For  the  purposes  of  Standard  No.  204,  the  agency 
has  determined  that  these  problems  would  not  be 
encountered  in  applying  the  standard  to  vehicles 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less  and  testing  them  at  their  unloaded  vehicle 
weight.  Approximately  75  percent  of  the  current 
sales  of  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  have  an  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or  less. 

This  final  rule  was  preceded  by  a  notice  propos- 
ing the  extension  of  the  applicability  of  Standards 
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Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in  November  1978  (43  FR 
52264).  Private  citizens,  safety  organizations, 
manufacturers  and  a  manufacturer  trade  associa- 
tion submitted  comments  on  the  proposal.  NHTSA 
has  considered  all  of  those  comments  and  the  most 
significant  ones  are  discussed  below. 

Safety  Need 
Citing  the  need  to  reduce  the  number  of  deaths 
and  injuries  in  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  the 
American  Automobile  Association,  the  Center  for 
Auto  Safety,  the  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway 
Safety  and  State  Farm  Insurance  Companies 
supported  application  of  the  standards  to  those 
vehicles. 

Although  it  did  not  object  to  extending  the 
applicability  of  Standard  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  to 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  General  Motors 
argued  that  manufacturers  should  be  given  a 
longer  lead  time  to  comply  with  the  standards 
because  of  the  lack  of  urgent  safety  need.  GM  said 
that  allowing  a  longer  leadtime  was  desirable  to 
ensure  compliance,  "without  costly  accelerated 
[design]  programs."  Using  data  from  the  agency's 
"Explanation  of  Rulemaking,"  GM  said  that  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  have  a  fatality  rate  of 
22.4  fatalities  per  billion  miles,  compared  with  a 
rate  of  25.3  fatalities  per  billion  miles  for 
passenger  cars.  The  data  GM  used  covers  fatalities 
during  1977  in  all  model  year  vehicles.  A  new 
analysis  done  by  NHTSA  of  1977  fatalities, 
reported  by  the  agency's  Fatal  Accident  Reporting 
System,  shows  that  although  older  model  year 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  may  have  had  a 
lower  fatality  rate  than  passenger  cars,  beginning 
with  the  1973  model  year,  the  combined  fatality 
rate  for  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  began 
surpassing  that  of  passenger  cars.  The  analysis 
shows  that  recent  model  year  passenger  cars  have 
a  considerably  lower  fatality  rate  than  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's.  (A  copy  of  that  analysis  has  been 
placed  in  the  docket.) 

In  addition  to  being  higher  than  the  combined 
fatality  rate  for  all  sizes  of  passenger  cars,  the 
combined  fatality  rate  of  light  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  is  far  higher  than  the  rate  for  full-size 
passenger  cars.  Full-size  cars  are  typically  the 
safest  of  cars  and  many  of  them  are  comparable  in 
size  and  weight  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's. 
In  theory,  occupants  of  larger  and  heavier  vehicles, 
such  as  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  should  experience 


less  harmful  crash  forces,  and  thus  presumably  incur 
fewer  or  less  severe  injuries,  than  occupants  of 
smaller  lighter  vehicles.  Volkswagen  has  previously 
objected  to  a  comparison  of  full-size  passenger 
fatality  rates  with  those  for  vans,  arrguing  that 
vans  are  comparable  in  weight  to  intermediate,  not 
full-size  passenger  cars.  Although  the  unloaded 
weight  of  vans  and  intermediate-size  passenger 
cars  may  be  comparable,  vans  have  a  higher  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating  which  means  that  those 
vehicles  can,  in  actual  use,  be  loaded  with  substan- 
tially more  weight  than  intermediate  and  even  full- 
size  passenger  cars. 

Volkswagen  also  questioned  the  safety  need  for 
the  proposed  reulmaking  because  of  the  voluntary 
compliance  by  VW  and  some  other  companies  with 
the  standards.  Although  the  voluntary  effort  by 
some  companies  is  commendable,  most  manufac- 
turers do  not  comply  with  all  of  the  standards  in  all 
of  their  vehicles.  Some  of  the  manufacturers  who 
have  taken  steps  to  comply  with  the  standard 
presumably  were  in  part  motivvated  by  prior 
NHTSA  rulemaking  notices  proposing  to  apply 
Standards  Nos.  201,203  and  204  to  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  (35  FR  14936,  14936  and  16805). 
In  the  absence  of  a  regulation,  there  is  no 
assurance  that  non-complying  manufacturers  will 
produce  complying  vehicles  and  that  manfacturers 
producing  currently  complying  vehicles  will 
continue  to  comply.  Manufacturers  who  currently 
comply  should  experience  only  minor  economic 
impacts,  such  as  conducting  certification  tests  as  a 
result  of  compelling  other  manufacturers  to 
comply. 

Effectiveness 

The  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association 
(MVMA)  questioned  the  potential  effectiveness  of 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204.  MVMA  argue 
that  a  study  done  bySherman  and  Huelke  of  light 
truck  and  van  accidents  found  that  the  standards 
would  have  little  effect  in  those  vehicles.  However, 
a  NHTSA  analysis  of  the  crashes  reviewed  by 
Sherman  and  Huelke  found  that  a  number  of  the 
crashes  clearly  edmonstrated  the  benefits  of  equip- 
ping light  trucks  and  vans  with  energy  absorbing 
instrument  panels  and  steering  columns  and  devices 
to  limit  the  rearward  displacement  of  the  steering 
column.  For  example,  Sherman  and  Huelke  studied 
a  15-20  mph  head-on  crash  of  a  1976  Chevrolet 
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pickup  truck  intx)  a  tree.  The  Chevrolet  was  equipped 
with  a  padded  instrument  panel,  and  energy- 
absorbing  steering  column  and  a  device  to  limit  the 
rearward  displacement  of  the  steering  column.  They 
reported,  "the  results  of  this  case  show  that  both  of 
the  major  energy  absorbing  components  appeared  to 
have  completely  activated,  both  by  the  vehicle  crash 
and  driver  impact,  providing  maximum  benefit  to  the 
driver.  Had  this  vehicle  been  one  of  the  other  vehicle 
cases  discussed  in  this  section,  we  feel  that  the  in- 
juries sustained  by  the  driver  would  have  been  much 
more  severe." 

NHTSA  believes  further  that  the  Sherman  and 
Huelke  study  provides  information  indicating  that 
there  is  a  need  for  even  more  improvements  in 
light  trucks  and  vans,  such  as  providing  energy- 
absorbing  padding  for  the  lower  instrument  panel. 
The  agency  is  studying  the  question  of  making 
appropriate  changes  in  the  performance 
requirements  of  the  standards  to  require  more  pro- 
tection. However,  NHTSA  considers  it  important 
not  to  delay  extending  the  current  benefits  of 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  while  it  reviews 
possible  changes  to  the  standards. 

MVMA  also  argued  that  a  comparison  of  the 
injury  experience  of  passenger  car  steering 
assemblies  with  the  experience  of  steering 
assemblies  in  light  trucks  and  vans  shows  that 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  "would  provide  little 
benefit"  in  those  vehicles.  Using  data  from  the 
agency's  original  analysis  of  the  injury  experience 
of  passenger  cars  produced  before  and  after 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  took  effect,  MVMA 
said  that  the  primary  benefit  of  the  standards  is  to 
reduce  moderate  instead  of  severe-to-fatal  injuries. 
It  pointed  out  that  65.6  percent  of  the  steering 
assembly  related  injuries  in  pre-standard  cars  were 
minor,  22.7  percent  were  moderate  and  11.9  per- 
cent were  severe-to-fatal.  In  post-standard,  cars 
78.8  percent  of  the  steering  assembly  related 
injuries  were  minor,  10.2  percent  were  moderate 
and  11.0  were  severe-to-fatal.  Thus,  in  post- 
standard  cars,  many  previously  moderate  injuries 
were  only  minor  injuries.  Using  data  from  a 
Calspan  study  of  light  truck  and  van  injuries, 
MVMA  said  that  83.5  percent  of  the  steering 
column  related  injuries  in  those  vehicles  are  minor, 
4.1  percent  are  moderate  and  12.4  percent  are 
severe-to-fatal.  MVMA  said  that  the  Calspan  data 


indicate  that  there  is  "little  room"  for  a  passenger 
car-type  of  injury  experience  change  from  moderate* 
to  minor  injuries  in  light  trucks  and  vans. 

However,  the  Calspan  data  cited  by  MVMA  are 
not  comparable  with  the  NHTSA  data  and  prob- 
ably underestimate  the  percentage  of  moderate 
and  severe-to-fatal  steering  assembly  related 
injuries  in  light  trucks  and  vans.  The  Calspan  data 
include  injuries  from  all  types  of  impacts  (front, 
rear  and  side).  The  NHTSA  data,  on  the  other 
hand,  cover  only  frontal  crashes,  the  type  of 
crashes  which  are  most  likely  to  cause  severe-to- 
fatal  steering  assembly  related  injuries.  Thus,  the 
percentage  of  moderate  and  severe-to-fatal 
injuries  found  in  the  NHTSA  data  should  be 
greater.  In  addition,  an  updated  NHTSA  analysis 
of  passenger  car  injury  experience,  discussed 
below,  shows  that  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  are 
effective  in  reducing  both  moderate  and  severe-to- 
fatal  injuries.  Further,  even  if  the  actual  light 
truck  and  van  injury  distribution  were  the  same  as 
found  by  Calspan,  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204 
would  be  effective  in  reducing  the  number  of 
severe-to-fatal  injuries. 

Several  manufacturers  and  the  MVMA  objected  to 
the  agency's  use  of  passenger  car  data  to  estimate 
the  potential  effectiveness  of  the  three  standards  in 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's.  They  argued  that  the 
agency  should  instead  have  conducted  a  study  com- 
paring the  accident  experience  of  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's  that  currently  comply  with  the  standards 
with  the  experience  of  those  that  do  not  comply.  As 
explained  below,  NHTSA  concludes  that  such  a  study 
is  impractical  and  that  the  agency's  original  and 
updated  analyses  of  passenger  car  effectiveness  data 
are  valid  and  support  application  of  the  standards  to 
light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's. 

The  primary  difficulty  in  conducting  a  study  of 
current  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  is  that  there 
is  no  conclusive  information  identifying  which 
vehicles  are  currently  in  compliance  with  the 
standard,  since  no  manufacturer  is  required  to 
certify  compliance.  For  example.  International 
Harvester  (IH)  requested  NHTSA  to  conduct  a 
study  of  currently  complying  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's,  saying  that  its  Scout  models  were 
designed  to  comply  with  the  performance  re- 
quirements of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204. 
However,  IH  said  that  if  the  NHTSA  applies  the 
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standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  it  will 
have  to  retest  the  Scout,  which  "could  conceivably 
require  some  additional  redesigning  for  compliance 
assurance."  NHTSA  belives  that  the  analysis  the 
agency  conducted  of  pre-  and  post-1968  passenger 
car  injury  experience,  where  it  was  known  that 
passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or  after  January  1, 
1968,  had  to  comply  with  Standards  Nos.  201,  203 
and  204,  provides  a  sound  basis  for  estimating  the 
potential  effectiveness  of  the  standards  in  other 
types  of  vehicles. 

Using  information  recently  made  available  from 
the  agency's  National  Crash  Severity  Study, 
NHTSA  has  again  compared  injuries  sustained  by 
occupants  of  cars  manufactured  before  Standards 
Nos.  201,  203  and  204  went  into  effect  with  injuries 
sustained  by  occupants  of  cars  manufactured  after 
the  standards  went  into  effect.  As  with  the 
agency's  first  analysis,  cited  in  the  November  9, 
1978,  notice  for  this  rulemaking,  the  new  analysis 
examined  injuries  caused  by  components  covered 
by  Standard  No.  201,  such  as  instrument  panels, 
seat  backs,  arm  rests  and  sun  visors.  The  analysis 
found  that  Standard  No.  201  reduced  severe  to 
fatal  occupant  injuries  (i.e.,  injuries  with  an 
abbreviated  injury  scale  ranking  of  3  or  more)  by 
approximately  38  percent.  The  analysis  also  found 
that  the  probability  of  an  occupant  injured  in  a 
crash  being  injured  by  a  component  covered  by 
Standard  No.  201  was  25.7  percent.  Thus, 
multiplying  the  probability  of  injury  (i.e.,  25.7 
percent)  by  the  effectiveness  of  the  standard  in 
reducing  serious  and  fatal  injuries  (i.e.,  38  percent) 
the  analysis  estimated  that  the  overall  reduction  in 
severe  to  fatal  injuries  attributable  to  Standard 
No.  201  is  9.3  percent. 

A  similar  comparison  was  made  for  occupant 
injuries  in  cars  manufactured  before  and  after 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  went  into  effect.  The 
comparison  examined  two  sets  of  driver  injuries 
that  occurred  in  frontal  crashes.  One  set  consisted 
of  injuries  that  could  be  specifically  attributed  to 
contact  with  the  steering  assembly;  the  other  set 
consisted  of  neck,  chest  and  abdominal  injuries  sus- 
tained by  drivers  in  frontal  crashes,  the  types  of 
steering  assembly-related  injuries  the  standards 
are  designed  to  reduce.  The  comparison  found  that 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  reduced  severe  to 
fatal  injuries  by  an  average  of  20.9  percent.  The 


probability  of  an  injured  driver  receiving  an  injury 
attributable  to  the  steering  assembly  was  an 
average  of  19.4  percent.  The  analysis  estimated 
that  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  produced  an 
overall  average  reduction  of  3.7  percent  in  severe 
to  fatal  driver  injuries. 

Loading  Requirements 

At  present,  Standared  No.  204  does  not  specify 
the  loading  requirements  for  vehicles  in  the  30  mph 
fixed  barrier  crash  test  required  by  the  standard. 
In  conducting  Standard  No.  204  compliance  tests 
for  passenger  cars,  the  agency  has  loaded 
passenger  cars  to  their  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
(i.e.,  the  weight  of  the  vehicle  with  all  the  fluid, 
such  as  gas,  oil  and  water,  necessary  for  its  opera- 
tion but  without  any  occupants  or  cargo).  This  is 
the  least  severe  loading  condition  used  in  the 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  that 
involve  crash  testing.  This  notice  makes  a  technical 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  204  to  incorporate  the 
agency  long-standing  loading  practices.  Those 
practices  were  publicly  announced  in  the 
compliance  test  procedures  publicly  released  by  the 
agency  when  Standard  No.  204  first  went  into 
effect  in  1968.  Passenger  car  certification  informa- 
tion provided  by  manufacturers  to  NHTSA  shows 
that  they  have  consistently  used  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  as  the  loading  condition  in  their  testing.  In 
some  instances,  manufacturers  have  voluntarily 
used  more  severe  loading  conditions  in  their 
certification  testing. 

Commerical  Vehicles 

Several  final  stage  manufacturers  and  United 
Parcel  Service  requested  the  agency  to  exempt 
vehicles  used  in  commercial  applications  from  the 
standards.  A  similar  exemption  has  pre'/iously 
been  sought  by  the  Truck  Body  and  Equipment 
Association  (TBEA)  for  Standard  No.  212-76, 
Windshield  Mounting,  and  Standard  219-75, 
Windshield  Zone  Intrusion.  As  with  the  TBEA 
request,  NHTSA  concludes  that  such  an  exemption 
should  not  be  adopted  since  it  is  not  in  the  interest 
of  safety  and  is  based  on  vehicle  use  instead  of 
vehicle  type.  Such  an  exemption  would  mean  that 
standards  would  be  applied  on  the  basis  of  the 
commercial  or  private  use  of  the  vehicle  and  not 
upon  the  safety  needs  of  a  particular  vehicle  type. 
Since  the  safety  needs  of  similar  vehicles  usually 
are  similar,  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  treat  one 
set  of  vehicles  differently  merely  because  they  are 
used  commercially. 
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The  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  contemplates  the  application  of  the  standards 
based  on  vehicle  type  instead  of  vehicle  use.  Basing 
a  standard  on  vehicle  use  would  present  this  agency 
with  difficult  enforcement  problems.  It  would  also 
place  a  manufacturer  in  the  difficult  position  of 
having  to  assess  in  advance  the  potential  future 
use  of  the  vehicle  it  produces.  In  addition,  basing 
standards  application  on  vehicle  use  does  not 
recognize  that  a  vehicle  may  have  two  or  more  uses 
during  its  lifetime. 

For  all  these  reasons,  the  agency  concludes  that 
applying  standards  based  on  vehicle  use  would  not 
be  appropriate. 

Walk-In  Vans 

GM,  MVMA  and  several  final-stage  manufac- 
turers requested  the  agency  to  exempt  walk-in 
vans  (i.e.,  the  "step-van"  city  delivery  type  of  vehicle 
that  permits  a  person  to  enter  the  vehicle  without 
stooping)  from  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204. 
In  the  case  of  Standard  No.  201,  they  argued  that 
this  type  of  vehicle  frequently  has  none  of  the  com- 
ponents covered  by  the  standard,  such  as  arm 
rests,  sun  visors  and  instrument  panels  to  the  right 
of  the  steering  assembly.  However,  those  vehicles 
do  have  an  instrument  panel  in  front  of  the  driver 
and  some  walk-in  vans  do  have  a  front  passenger 
seat  and  an  instrument  panel  in  front  of  that  seat 
which  may  be  struck  by  an  occupant  during  a 
crash.  Applying  Standard  No.  201  to  those  vehicles 
will  require  the  instrument  panel  to  be  padded  to 
cushion  occupant  impacts.  Based  on  the  proven 
effectiveness  of  Standard  No.  201  in  passenger 
cars,  the  agency  is  extending  the  performance 
requirements  of  the  standard  to  include  walk-in 
vans  and  MPV's. 

The  manufacturers  argued  that  walk-in  vans 
should  be  exempt  from  Standards  Nos.  203  and 
204  also.  They  said  that  the  driver  steering 
assembly  configuration  found  in  walk-in  vans 
makes  it  improbable  that  compliance  with  the 
standard  will  reduce  drivers'  injuries.  They  noted 
that  the  steering  column  is  mounted  in  those 
vehicles  at  an  angle  of  55-60  degrees,  compared  to 
the  mounting  angle  of  30  degrees  found  in  conven- 
tional trucks,  and  the  columns  in  walk-in  vans 
move  upward  rather  than  rearward  in  a  crash.  The 
manufacturers  also  argued  that  these  vehicles  are 
generally  used  in  urban  areas,  where  there  is  more 


slow  speed  traffic  than  in  rural  areas.  They  pointed 
out  that  because  of  these  factors,  the  agency  has 
previously  exempted  walk-in  vans  from  Standards 
Nos.  212-76,  Windshield  Retention,  and  219-75, 
Windshields  Zone  Intrusion.  The  agency  agrees 
that  current  energy  absorbing  steering  column 
designs  probably  would  provide  little,  if  any,  pro- 
tection in  walk-in  vans  because  of  their  uniques 
driver/ steering  column  configuration,  and  thus  is 
exempting  walk-in  vans  for  the  present. 

Belts  in  Forward  Control  Vehicles 

Although  they  did  not  object  to  requiring  lap- 
shoulder  belts  in  forward  control  vehicles  as  pro- 
posed in  the  agency's  November  9,  1978  notice, 
several  manufacturers  and  the  MVMA  objected  to 
what  they  interpreted  as  a  conflict  between  the 
agency's  proposal  and  the  current  requirements  of 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection. 
They  argued  that  the  agency's  proposal  not  only 
would  require  lap  and  shoulder  belts  in  forward 
control  vehicles,  but  would  also  require  such  belts 
in  open-body  vehicles,  convertibles  and  walk-in 
vans,  which  currently  only  have  to  have  lap  belts. 
The  agency's  proposal  was  directed  only  toward 
forward  control  vehicles  and  was  meant  to 
supersede  the  current  requirements  for  those 
vehicles  set  in  Standard  No.  208.  For  organiza- 
tional simplicity,  the  agency  is  making  a  technical 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  208  so  that  all  belt 
requirements  are  centralized  in  that  standard.  The 
amendment  only  adopts  the  proposed  change  to 
the  forward  control  vehicle  belt  requirements.  It 
does  not  change  the  current  belt  requirements  for 
open-body  vehicles,  convertibles  and  walk-in  vans. 

MVMA  requested  the  agency  to  require  lap  and 
shoulder  belts  in  forward  control  vehicles  for  only 
one  model  year.  MVMA  did  not  provide  any 
justification  for  that  request.  NHTSA  believes  that 
the  important  protection  of  lap  and  shoulder  belts 
should  be  available  to  all  forward  control  vehicles 
manufactured  on  or  after  September  1,  1981,  and 
declines  to  adopt  the  MVMA  request. 

Upgrading  of  Standard 

In  their  comments,  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety 
and  the  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety 
renewed  their  requests  that  the  agency  set  new 
performance  requirements  for  Standard  No.  203  to 
provide  additional  protection  in  angular  impacts. 
The  agency  has  conducted  some  preliminary 
testing  to  determine  what  additional  requirements 
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may  be  appropriate  to  increase  protection  in 
an^lar  impacts.  In  addition,  the  agency's 
National  Center  for  Statistics  and  Analysis  has 
recently  begun  a  special  study  to  collect  accident 
data  on  1973  and  later  model  vehicles  to  gather 
additional  information  on  the  effectiveness  of 
energy  absorbing  steering  assemblies  in  angular 
and  other  crashes.  Based  on  that  data,  NHTSA 
will  make  a  determination  of  what  further  changes 
are  needed  in  the  standard. 

The  American  Automobile  Association  asked  the 
agency  to  delay  application  of  Standard  No.  203 
until  upgraded  performance  requirements  are 
developed.  However,  because  the  agency  does  not 
want  to  delay  providing  the  occupants  of  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's  with  the  safety  benefits 
of  Standard  No.  203,  the  agency  is  extending  the 
standards  to  those  vehicles  while  it  continues  to 
consider  the  feasibility  of  additional  performance 
requirements. 

NHTSA  is  also  considering  possible  additional 
requirements  for  Standard  No.  201.  The  agency 
has  scheduled  a  meeting  for  December  11, 1979,  so 
that  the  public  can  present  its  views  and  ideas  on 
ways  of  improving  protection  for  children  involved 
in  vehicle  collisions.  In  the  September  4,  1979, 
notice  announcing  the  meeting,  the  agency 
specifically  asked  for  comments  on  possible 
improvements  to  the  interior  padding  of  vehicles  to 
provide  additional  protection  for  children  (44  FR 
51623). 

Heavy  Trucks 

In  the  November  9,  1978  notice,  NHTSA 
announced  that  it  was  evaluating  whether  to 
extend  the  applicability  of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203 
and  204  to  heavy  trucks  (i.e.,  trucks  with  a  GVWR 
of  more  than  10,000  pounds)  and  solicited 
comments  on  appropriate  performance 
requirements  for  those  vehicles.  In  their  com- 
ments, the  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion, Freightliner  and  International  Harvester  all 
opposed  an  extension  of  the  standards  to  trucks 
with  a  GVWR  greater  than  10,000  pounds,  arguing 
that  there  is  no  data  showing  a  safety  need  for 
applying  the  standards  to  those  vehicles.  They  also 
argued  that  because  of  the  size  and  weight  of  heavy 
trucks,  occupants  in  these  vehicles  do  not 
experience  the  same  energy  transfers  in  a  crash 
than  passenger  car  occupants  experience  and  thus 
theoretically  should  incur  fewer  or  less  severe 


injuries.  At  the  agency's  recent  meeting  on  heavy 
truck  safety,  several  participants  provided  in- 
formation on  the  need  for  greater  crash  protection 
for  drivers  of  heavy  trucks.  NHTSA  is  currently 
analyzing  that  information  to  determine  what 
additional  heavy  truck  regulatory  action  may  be 
needed. 

Miscellaneous  Comments 

MVMA  pointed  out  that  Standard  No.  201 
currently  requires  two  sun  visors  in  a  vehicle  and 
requested  that  a  second  visor  not  be  required  if 
there  is  no  front  passenger  seat.  NHTSA  agrees 
that  such  a  change  is  appropriate  and  has  made  the 
necessary  amendment  to  the  standard. 

Jeep  Corp.  objected  to  the  application  of 
Standard  No.  201  to  open-body  MPV's,  arguing 
that  for  Jeep  to  locate  padding  in  the  expected 
head  impact  area  it  would  have  to  raise  its  padding 
or  lower  its  seat,  both  of  which  it  claimed  would 
interfere  with  the  driver's  forward  visibility. 
Jeep's  comment  appears  to  reflect  a  misunder- 
standing of  Standard  No.  201.  The  performance 
requirements  of  the  standard  only  apply  to  areas  of 
the  instrument  panel  that  are  within  the  head 
impact  area  of  each  designated  seating  position. 
(The  head  impact  area  is  the  portion  of  the 
vehicle's  interior  that  can  be  contacted  by  a  head- 
form  representing  an  occupant's  head.)  Thus,  if  a 
portion  of  Jeep's  vehicle  instrument  panel  is  not 
within  the  head  impact  area,  it  does  not  have  to 
comply.  For  portions  of  the  panel  that  are  within 
the  head  impact  area.  Jeep  can  make  structural 
changes  to  the  instrument  panel  to  meet  Standard 
No.  201  without  adding  additional  padding. 
Therefore,  Jeep's  requested  exemption  for  all 
open-body  vehicles  is  denied. 

One  final  stage  manufacturer,  Boyertown  Auto 
Body  Works,  asked  NHTSA  whether  its  driver 
side  instrument  panel  was  within  the  exeptions  to 
Standard  No.  201  and,  if  not,  sought  to  have  its  in- 
strument panel  construed  to  be  a  console  assembly, 
which  is  exempt  from  the  standard.  Such  an  inter- 
pretation is  not  acceptable  since  Boyertown  clearly 
labels  the  area  in  question  as  an  instrument  panel 
in  its  engineering  drawings.  However,  according 
to  the  engineering  drawing  provided  by  Boyer- 
town, the  limited  section  on  the  instrument  panel 
of  concern  to  Boyertown  is  within  the  area 
exempted  by  S3. 1.1(d)  of  the  standard.  That 
section  provides  that  the  area  of  the  interior 
immediately  forward  of  the  steering  column  is 
exempt  from  the  standard. 
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Costs  and  Leadtime 

NHTSA  has  considered  the  economic  and  other 
impacts  of  this  final  rule  and  determined  that  they 
are  not  significant  within  the  meaning  of 
Executive  Order  12044  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  policies  and  procedures  for 
implementing  that  order.  The  agency's  assessment 
of  the  benefits  and  economic  consequences  of  this 
proposal  are  contained  in  a  regulatory  evaluation 
which  has  been  places  in  the  public  docket.  As 
explained  previously,  copies  of  the  regulatory 
evaluation  can  be  obtained  by  writing  NHTSA's 
docket  section  at  the  address  given  in  the  begin- 
ning of  this  final  rule. 

As  previously  detailed  in  this  notice,  the  agency 
has  examined  the  effectiveness  of  Standards  Nos. 
201,  203  and  204  in  passenger  cars  and  concluded 
that  those  standards  have  brought  about  a  substan- 
tial reduction  in  overall  injuries  occurring  to  the 
passengers  in  those  vehicles.  Because  they  share 
the  same  driving  environment  as  occupants  in 
passenger  cars,  occupants  in  light  trucks,  buses 
and  MPV's  face  a  similar  risk  of  injury  posed  by 
hazardous  instrument  panels  and  rigid  steering 
columns.  Based  on  its  evaluation  of  the  effec- 
tiveness of  Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in 
passenger  cars,  the  agency  has  concluded  that 
applying  those  standards  to  light  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  can  result  in  a  reduction  of  120  to  240 
fatalities  and  4,400  to  8,900  serious  injuries  per 
year  when  all  those  vehicles  comply  with  the 
standards. 

The  agency's  cost  estimate  for  meeting 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203  and  204  in  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  take  into  account  that  many 
manufacturers  have  equipped  some  of  their 
vehicles  with  components  designed  to  meet  the 
performance  requirements  of  the  standards.  Those 
components  may  need  little  or  no  redesigning  to 
fully  comply  with  the  standards.  For  example, 
American  Motors,  Chrysler,  Ford,  General 
Motors,  International  Harvester  and  Volkswagen 
commented  that  some,  if  not  all,  of  their  vehicles 
currently  have  components  designed  to  comply 
with  the  standards  or  they  will  install  such  com- 
ponents in  some  of  their  vehicles  by  the  1981  model 
year. 

Only  two  manufacturers,  Nissan  and  Ford,  pro- 
vided any  information  about  the  costs  associated 
with  complying  with  the  standards.  Nissan  said 


that  the  cost  associated  with  complying  with  all 
three  standards  was  $30.  Ford  estimated  the  cost 
for  compliance  with  Standard  No.  201  as  $10  per 
vehicle;  based  on  preliminary  design  assumptions. 
Ford  put  the  cost  of  complying  with  Standards 
Nos.  203  and  204  in  its  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  at  $120  per  vehicle. 

To  provide  the  agency  with  additional  informa- 
tion about  the  estimated  costs  of  complying  with 
the  three  standards,  NHTSA  contracted  with  the 
John  Z.  DeLorean  Corp.  to  evaluate  current 
vehicles  and  determine  what  changes  would  be 
needed  to  bring  the  vehicles  into  compliance,  Bases 
on  its  review  of  current  foreign  and  domestic  light 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's,  DeLorean  concluded 
that  the  total  cost  of  compliance  with  the  three 
standards  would  add  a  sales  weighted  average  of 
$16  to  the  retail  price  of  those  vehicles.  The 
DeLorean  study  reported  that  the  vehicles  requir- 
ing the  most  changes  to  meet  Standards  Nos.  201, 
203  and  204  were  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  made  by  GM  and  Ford.  DeLorean 
estimated  that  GM  and  Ford  van-types  vehicles 
would  require  a  $27  increase  in  consumer  price  to 
comply  with  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  and  a 
price  increase  ranging  between  $6  and  $15  to 
comply  with  Standard  No.  201.  The  agency 
believes  that  the  substantial  difference  between 
DeLorean's  and  Ford's  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  may 
be  due  to  Ford's  overestimate  of  the  anticipated 
changes  needed  in  the  vehicles  based  on  its 
preliminary  design  asssumptions. 

The  agency's  November  1978  notice  proposed  an 
effective  date  of  September  1,  1980,  for  Standard 
No.  201  for  all  vehicles  and  for  Standards  Nos.  203 
and  204  for  nonforward  control  vehicles.  An  effec- 
tive date  of  September  1,  1981,  was  proposed  for 
Standards  Nos.  203  and  204  for  forward  control 
vehicles  to  allow  manufacturers  additional  time  to 
make  the  necessary  changes  in  those  vehicles.  In 
their  comments  on  Standard  201,  Chrysler  and 
Ford  said  they  could  meet  the  standard  in  all  their 
vehicles  by  the  proposed  effective  date.  Nissan, 
Toyo  Kogyo  and  International  Harvester  (IH) 
requested  from  18  to  24  months  leadtime.  General 
Motors  requested  2V2  years'  leadtime  and 
American  Motors  requested  3  years.  As  a  part  of 
its  NHTSA-funded  study  of  the  costs  of  complying 
with  the  standard,  the  DeLorean  Corp.  also 
examined  the  leadtime  necessary  to  comply  with 
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the  standard.  For  Standard  No.  201,  the  DeLorean 
study  concluded  that  only  one  year  was  needed  for 
all  vehicles  except  van-type  trucks,  buses  and 
MPV's  manufactured  by  Chrysler  and  GM,  which 
needed  two  years. 

For  Standards  Nos.  203  and  204,  Chrysler  said 
that  all  its  vehicles,  except  its  incomplete  forward 
control  van-type  vehicles,  can  comply  by 
September  1,  1980.  Chrysler  did  not  provide  an 
estimate  of  leadtime  needed  for  its  incomplete 
forward  control  vans.  Nissan,  Toyo  Kogyo  and  IH 
requested  from  18  to  24  months  leadtime.  Ford 
said  its  1980  model  year  F-series  trucks  and 
Bronco  models  would  comply  with  the  standards 
and  the  Courier  truck  chassis  cab  imported  by  Ford 
would  comply  by  September  1,  1981.  Ford 
requested  until  September  1,  1982,  for  its  van-type 
trucks,  buses  and  MPV's.  General  Motors 
requested  2V2  years  for  all  its  vehicles  and 
American  Motors  requested  three  years. 

The  DeLorean  study  concluded  that  18-24 
months  of  leadtime  was  needed  for  all  models, 
except  those  made  by  Ford,  which  would  require 
three  years.  DeLorean  made  its  estimate  of  lead- 
time  for  Ford  based  on  an  assumption  that  Ford 


would  need  extra  steering  assembly  tooling 
facilities.  However,  since  Ford  plans  to  introduce 
complying  components  on  its  1980  model  F  series 
trucks  and  Bronco  models,  Ford  has  apparently 
developed  the  needed  tooling  capacity. 

Based  on  its  analysis  of  the  DeLorean  study  and 
of  the  industry's  comments,  NHTSA  concludes 
that  setting  an  effective  date  of  September  1, 
1981,  will  allow  sufficient  time  for  all  manufac- 
turers to  comply  with  the  standards.  This  action 
provides  an  additional  year  for  all  light  trucks, 
buses  and  MPV's  to  meet  Standard  No.  201  and  for 
nonforward  control  vehicles  to  meet  Standards 
Nos.  203  and  204. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  William 
Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  and 
Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  November  12,  1979. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 


44  F.R.  68470 
November  29,  1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD 

NO.  204 

Steering  Control  Rearward  Displacement— Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  No.  3) 


ACTION:    Final  rule;  correction. 

SUMMARY:  On  November  29,  1979,  NHTSA 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  a  final  rule 
extending  the  applicability  of  Standard  No.  204, 
Steering  Control  Rearward  Displacement,  to  light 
trucks,  buses  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles 
with  an  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less  (44  FR  68470).  In  amendment  number  5  on 
page  68475  describing  the  changes  made  to  Stand- 
ard No.  204,  the  notice  said  that  a  new  section  S6 
was  added  to  the  standard.  However,  the  notice 
did  not  provide  the  text  for  a  new  section  S6.  The 
reference  to  a  new  section  S6  is  an  error.  No  such 
section  was  to  be  added  to  Standard  No.  204.  The 
purpose  of  this  correction  is  to  make  clear  that  the 
only  changes  to  Standard  No.  204  are  the  amend- 
ments to  sections  S2  and  S4  and  the  addition  of  a 


new  section  S5.  All  of  those  changes  are  fully 
described  on  page  68475  of  the  November  29, 1979, 
Federal  Register  notice. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,   400   Seventh   Street,   S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-2242) 
Issued  on  January  28,  1980. 


Michael  M.  Finkelstein 
Associate  Administrator 
for  Rulemaking 

45  F.R.  7551 
February  4, 1980 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  204 
Steering  Control  Rearward  Displacement— Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  No.  3) 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard  specifies 
requirements  limiting  the  rearward  displacement 
of  the  steering  control  into  the  passenger  compart- 
ment to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  chest,  neck,  or 
head  injury. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars  and  to  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks  and  buses  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less.  However,  it  does  not  apply  to  walk- 
in  vans. 

53.  Definitions. 

"Steering  shaft"  means  a  component  that 
transmits  steering  torque  from  the  steering  wheel 
to  the  steering  gear. 

54.  Requirements.  Each  passenger  car  and 
each  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle,  truck  and 
bus  with  an  unloaded  weight  of  4,000  pounds  or 
less  manufactured  on  or  after  September  1,  1981, 
shall  meet  the  requirements  of  S5.1. 

S4.1  Except  as  provided  in  S4.2,  the  upper  end 
of  the  steering  column  and  shaft  shall  not  be 
displaced  horizontally  rearward  parallel  to  the 
longitudinal  axis  of  the  vehicle  relative  to  an 
undisturbed  point  on  the  vehicle  more  than  5 
inches,  determined  by  dynamic  measurement,  in  a 
barrier  collision  test  at  30  miles  per  hour  minimum 
conducted  in  accordance  with  Society  of 
Automotive  Engineers  Recommended  Practice 
J850,  "Barrier  Collision  Tests,"  February  1963. 


S4.2  A  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that  conforms 
to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  209  shall  be 
installed  for  the  driver  of  any  vehicle  with  forward 
control  configuration  that  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  S4.1. 

S5.     Rearward  displacement  requirements. 

S5.1  The  upper  end  of  the  steering  column  and 
shaft  shall  not  be  displaced  horizontally  rearward 
parallel  to  the  longitudinal  axis  of  the  vehicle 
relative  to  an  undisturbed  point  on  the  vehicle 
more  than  5  inches,  determined  by  dynamic 
measurement,  when  the  vehicle,  loaded  to  its 
unloaded  vehicle  weight,  is  impacted  perpen- 
dicularly into  a  fixed  collision  barrier  at  a  forward 
longitudinal  velocity  of  30  miles  per  hour. 

Interpretations 

(1)  When  conducting  the  barrier  collision  test,  a 
driver  dummy  may  be  used  without  measuring  the 
impact  force  developed  on  the  chest. 

(2)  In  the  event  that  the  vehicle  impacts  the 
barrier  at  a  velocity  not  less  than  30  miles  per  hour 
nor  more  than  33  miles  per  hour,  the  displacement 
of  the  steering  column  may  be  corrected  to  30 
miles  per  hour  by  means  of  the  following  formula: 

Di       Vi^ 

32  F.R.  2414 
February  3,  1967 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  205 

Glazing  Materials — Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Vehicles,  Motorcycles,  Trucks,  and 

Buses 

(Docket  No.  9) 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  205  (32 
F.R.  2414)  as  amended  (32  F.R.  10072)  specifies 
requirements  for  glazing  materials  for  use  in 
passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
motorcycles,  trucks,  and  buses. 

As  a  result  of  inquiries  seeking  clarification  of 
the  applicability  of  the  Federal  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards  to  campers,  a  ruling  was  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  on  March  26,  1968 
(FHWA  Ruling  68-1)  (33  F.R.  5020)  which 
specified  that  the  glazing  standard  is  applicable 
to  slide-in  campers  because  they  are  items  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  for  use  in  motor  ve- 
hicles and  to  chassis-mount  campers. 

The  glazing  standard  requires  that  glazing 
materials  "conform  to  the  United  States  of 
America  Standards  Institute  'American  Standard 
Safety  Code  for  Safety  Glazing  Materials  for 
Glazing  Motor  Vehicles  Operating  on  Land 
Highways,'  ASA  Standard  Z26.1— 1966."  As  a 
result,  windshields  and  forward  facing  windows 
are  required  to  be  ASl  laminated  glass. 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  has  re- 
ceived petitions  for  rule  making  requesting  that 
forward  facing  windows  on  campers  be  allowed 
to  use  AS2  or  AS3  laminated  glass  which  is  able 
to  meet  the  Z26.1-1966  penetration  resistance  test. 
No.  26,  required  of  ASl  type  glass.  The  requests 
point  out  that  ASl  type  glass  which  is  presently 
required  for  forward  facing  windows  in  campers 
is  unduly  expensive  and  unnecessary  for  camp- 
ers because  ASl  type  glass  must  meet  stringent 
optical  tests.  The  petitioners  argue  that  forward 
facing  windows  on  campers  should  not  have  to 
meet  these  stringent  optical  tests  because  the 
windows  are  not  used  for  driver  visibility. 

The  Administrator  has  determined  that  grant- 
ing the  petitions  would  not  reduce  the  protection 


afforded  the  public  by  the  standard.  Accord- 
ingly the  glazing  standard  is  being  amended  to 
allow  AS2  or  AS3  laminated  glass  in  forward 
facing  windows  of  campers  if  the  glass  is  able 
to  meet  the  penetration  resistance  test.  The 
amendment  will  require  that  forward  facing 
windows  in  campers  conform  to  ASl  type  lami- 
nated safety  glass ;  or  AS2  type  laminated  safety 
glass  that  meets  Test  26  of  Z26.1-1966;  or  AS3 
type  laminated  safety  glass  that  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  Test  26  of  Z26.1-1966.  The  latter 
two  glazing  materials  will  be  identified  by  the 
characters  AS2-26  and  AS3-26  respectively. 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  has  re- 
ceived a  petition  for  rule  making  requesting  that 
Standard  No.  205  be  amended  so  that  paragraph 
S3.2  Edges  be  changed  to  provide  that  exposed 
edges  must  meet  the  Society  of  Automotive  Engi- 
neers Recommended  Practice  J673a,  Automotive 
Glazing,  August  1967,  instead  of  the  SAE  Rec- 
ommended Practice  J673,  Automotive  Glazing, 
June  1960.  The  petition  also  requests  that  the 
words  "except  that  the  minimum  edge  radius 
dimension  shall  not  be  less  than  the  nominal 
thickness  of  the  glazing  material"  be  deleted 
because  this  requirement  is  already  included  in 
the  SAE  Recommended  Practice  J673a.  These 
requests  would  allow  minor  imperfections  in 
edging  that  would  not  diminish  the  safety  bene- 
fits derived  from  the  requirements  but  would 
allow  normal  manufacturing  tolerances.  These 
requests  are  granted  and  Standard  No.  206  is 
being  amended  accordingly. 

The  Administrator  has  received  a  petition 
concerning  certification  requirements  for  prime 
manufacturers  of  glazing  materials;  prime  glaz- 
ing material  manufacturers  being  those  who  fab- 
ricate,   laminate   or   temper   glazing   materials. 
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The  Petitioner  states  that  he  has  encountered 
practical  problems  in  the  use  of  certification 
labels  because:  (a)  glass  stored  for  appreciable 
lengths  of  time,  covered  by  the  label,  may 
"weather"  in  a  different  manner  from  the  re- 
maining areas  of  the  glass  (b)  labels  on  indi- 
vidual lights  of  glass  can  produce  pressure  points 
due  to  local  area  loading  and  may  result  in 
breakage  during  shipment  and  storage,  and  (c) 
certification  labels  can  become  separated  from 
the  material  prior  to  delivery  from  consigned 
stock  distributors  to  non-stocking  distributors. 

The  Petitioner  points  out  that  Standard  No. 
205  requires  marking  of  safety  glazing  materials 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  6  of  the  United 
States  of  America  Standards  Institute  (USASI) 
Standard  Z26.1-1966.  The  Petitioner  requests 
that  the  permanent  marking  on  the  glazing  ma- 
terial required  by  Standard  No.  205,  with  the 
addition  of  the  symbol  "DOT",  be  allowed  as  an 
alternative  method  of  certification  required  under 
Section  114  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  USC  1401).  This 
petition  is  granted  provided  that  the  symbol 
"DOT"  and  an  approved  two  digit  manufac- 
turer's code  number  is  included  in  the  permanent 
marking.  Any  prime  glazing  material  manu- 
facturer may  apply  for  an  approved  two  digit 


manufacturer's  code  number  assignment  to  the 
Director,  National  Highway  Safety  Bureau, 
Washington,  D.C.  20591. 

Since  these  amendments  relieve  restrictions, 
provide  alternative  means  of  compliance  and 
create  no  additional  burden  the  Administrator 
finds,  for  good  cause  shown,  that  it  is  in  the 
public  interest  to  make  them  effective  upon  date 
of  issuance. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Section 
371.21  of  Part  371,  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  205  (32  F.R.  2414)  as  amended 
(32  F.R.  10072)  is  amended. . . . 

These  amendments  are  made  under  the  author- 
ity of  Sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  USC 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  con- 
tained in  section  1.4(c)  of  Part  I  of  the  Regu- 
lations of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  (49  CFR 
1.4(c)). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C,  on  September  13, 
1968. 

John  R.  Jamieson,  Deputy 
Federal  Highway  Administrator 

33  F.R.   14162 
September  19,   1968 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  205 

Glazing  Materials 
(Docket  No.  23;  NoHce  2) 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  205  speci- 
fies requirements  for  glazing  materials  for  usa 
in  passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles, motorcycles,  trucks,  and  buses. 

As  a  result  of  inquiries  seeking  clarification 
of  the  applicability  of  the  Federal  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards  to  campers,  a  ruling  was  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  on  March  26,  1968 
(33  F.R.  5020),  which  specified  that  the  glazing 
standard  (No.  205)  is  applicable  to  slide-in  camp- 
ers because  they  are  items  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment  for  use  in  motor  vehicles. 

Standard  No.  205  requires,  among  other  things, 
that  glazing  materials  "conform  to  the  United 
States  of  America  Standards  Institute  'American 
Standard  Safety  Code  of  Safety  Glazing  Ma- 
terials for  Glazing  Motor  Vehicles  Operating  on 
Land  Highways,'  ASA  Standard  Z26.1-1966" 
(hereafter  Z26.1-1966). 

By  order  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
September  19,  1968  (33  F.R.  14162),  section  S3.2 
of  the  Standard  was  amended  to  allow  the  use 
of  AS2  or  AS3  laminated  glass  in  forward  facing 
windows  of  campers  provided  such  glass  met  the 
requirements  of  Test  26  of  Z26.1-1966.  On  the 
assumption  that  Z26.1-1966,  as  incorporated  in 
Standard  No.  205,  required  the  use  of  ASl  type 
laminated  glass  in  forward  facing  windows  of 
campers,  the  Administrator  found  that  this 
amendment  relieved  restrictions,  provided  alter- 
nate means  of  compliance  and  created  no  addi- 
tional burdens.  Accordingly,  the  amendment 
was  made  effective  immediately. 

Thereafter,  petitions  for  reconsideration  were 
filed  on  the  grounds,  among  others,  that  properly 
interpreted  Z26.1-1966  permitted  the  use  of  ASl, 
AS2,  AS3,  AS4,  and,AS5  glazing  material  in 
forward  facing  camper  windows  and  that,  there- 


fore, the  September  amendment  did  not  relax  an 
existing  requirement  but  in  fact  imposed  addi- 
tional testrictions  upon  manufacturers  by  limit- 
ing the  types  of  glazing  materials  allowable  for 
use  in  such  windows.  Consequently,  it  is  urged 
that  notice  of  that  amendment  should  have  been 
given  and  interested  parties  afforded  an  oppor- 
tunity to  comment. 

The  Administrator  recognizes  that,  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  the  September  amendment, 
Standard  No.  205  as  initially  promulgated  could 
have  been  reasonably  interpreted  as  allowing  the 
use  of  ASl,  AS2,  AS3,  AS4,  and  AS5  glazing 
materials  in  the  forward  facing  windows  of 
campers,  that  many  manufacturers  could  have 
reasonably  acted  in  reliance  upon  such  a  reading, 
that  a  great  deal  of  confusion  concerning  the 
requirements  has  and  continues  to  exist  and  that, 
in  fact,  comments  focusing  directly  upon  the 
proper  glazing  materials  required  in  forward 
facing  windows  of  campers  have  not  been  spe- 
cifically solicited  by  the  Administration.  In  the 
light  of  all  of  these  circumstances  it  is  consid- 
ered appropriate  to  revoke  section  S3.2 — "Ma- 
terials for  use  in  forward  facing  windows  of 
campers"  of  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  205,  as  amended  (33  F.R.  14162), 
as  well  as  any  interpretation  that  would  have 
required  the  use  of  ASl  glass  only  in  forward 
facing  camper  windows.  The  net  effect  of  this 
action  is  to  permit,  subject  to  further  rulemaking 
action,'  the  use  of  glazing  materials  that  peti- 
tioners represent  are  presently  being  used,  i.e., 
ASl,  AS2,  ASS,  AS4,  and  AS5  glazing  materials 
referred  to  in  Z26.1-1966. 

Since  this  amendment  relieves  restrictions  and 
creates  no  additional  burden  the  Administrator 
finds  good  cause  is  shown  that  an  effective  date 
earlier    than    180    days    after    issuance    in   the 
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public  interest  and  the  amendment  is  made  ef- 
fective upon  date  of  issuance. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  371.21  of 
Part  371,  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  205  as  amended  (33  F.R.  14162)  is  amended 
by  revoking  S3.2 — "Materials  for  use  in  forward 
facing  windows  of  campers". 

(Sees.  103,  119,  National  TraflSc  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1407) ;    delegation    of    authority    contained    in 


§  1.4(c)  of  Part  1  of  the  regulations  of  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  (49  CFR  1.4(c) ) 
Issued :  February  27, 1969. 

John  R.  Jamieson,  Deputy 
Federal  Highway  Administrator 


'  See  notice  of  proposed  rule  making  published  at 
34  F.R.  3699,  which  proposes  glazing  requirements  for 
forward  facing  windows  of  campers. 

34  F.R.  3688 
March  1,  1969 
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(Except  at  noted  in  th*  Rule) 

Reissued:  June   14,   1972 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  205 


Glazing  Materials 
(Docket  No.  71-1;  Notice  3) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  205,  "Glazing  Ma- 
terials," to  permit  the  use  of  certain  plastic  ma- 
terials in  motor  vehicles  in  addition  to  those 
presently  allowed ;  to  modify  the  certification  and 
labeling  requirements ;  and  to  modify  the  test  for 
tlie  chemical  resistance  of  plastic  materials.  It 
also  clarifies  the  applicability  of  the  standard  to 
motor  vehicle  equipment,  and  the  provisions  of 
the  standard  dealing  with  readily  removable 
windows. 

Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
205  was  initially  published  February  3,  1967  (32 
F.R.  2414),  and  amended  July  8,  1967  (32  F.R. 
10072),  September  19,  1968  (33  F.R.  14162),  and 
March  1,  1969  (34  F.R.  3688).  On  January  9, 
1971,  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (Docket 
71-1,  Notice  1)  was  published  based  upon  peti- 
tions for  rulemaking  received  from  the  Eastman 
Chemical  Products,  Inc.,  and  the  California 
Highway  Patrol.  The  former  requested  that  the 
standard  be  amended  to  allow  the  use  of  butyrate 
plastic  materials,  and  the  latter  requested  changes 
in  the  requirements  of  the  standard  dealing  with 
the  marking  of  glazing  materials.  This  amend- 
ment responds  to  both  of  these  petitions  and  also 
modifies  the  stand&rd  as  a  result  of  independent 
agency  action. 

Standard  No.  205  is  applicable  to  "glazing  ma- 
terials for  use  in  passenger  cars,  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  buses  and  motorcycles." 
It  is  also  applicable,  under  FHWA  Ruling  68-1 
(33  F.R.  5020,  March  26, 1968),  to  glazing  for  use 
in  slide-in  and  chassis-mount  campers.  This 
amendment  to  Standard  No.  205  incorporates  the 
substance  of  FHWA  Ruling  68-1  into  the  appli- 
cability section  of  the  standard  and  specifies,  in 
accordance  with  the  notice  of  March  1,  1969 
(Docket  23;  Notice  2,  34  F.R.  3688)  the  glazing 


materials  that  are  permitted  to  be  used  in  these 
equipment  items. 

The  notice  of  January  9,  1971,  proposed  to  re- 
vise the  incorporation  by  reference  of  American 
Standards  Association  Test  (ASA)  Z26.1-1966  to 
include  supplement  Z26.1a-1969,  March  7,  1969, 
and  to  reflect  the  change  in  the  name  of  the  Amer- 
ican Standards  Association  to  the  American  Na- 
tional Standards  Institute.  No  objections  were 
raised  in  the  comments  to  these  proposals,  and 
they  are  incorporated  into  the  standard  by  this 
amendment. 

The  notice  proposed  to  modify  the  chemical  re- 
sistance tests  incorporated  into  the  standard 
(Tests  19  and  20),  by  deleting  carbon  tetrachlo- 
ride as  a  testing  agent  and  by  adding  trichlor- 
ethylene.  The  tests  are  designed  to  test  the 
resistance  of  plastic  materials  to  chemicals  that 
are  commonly  used  to  clean  them.  By  this  notice, 
carbon  tetrachloride  is  deleted  from  the  list  of 
materials.  As  indicated  in  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking,  the  deletion  is  commensurate  with 
the  ban  imposed  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration on  this  substance  because  of  its  high 
toxicity.  At  the  same  time,  the  NHTSA  has  de- 
cided not  to  include  either  trichlorethylene  or 
freon  in  the  list  of  testing  agents.  The  comments 
have  indicated  that  these  substances  are  not  com- 
monly used  as  cleaning  agents,  and  accordingly 
they  are  not  used  for  test  purposes. 

The  major  revision  proposed  by  the  notice, 
based  upon  a  petition  for  rulemaking  from  the 
Eastman  Chemical  Products  Co.,  Inc.,  was  to  al- 
low additional  plastic  materials  to  be  used  in 
motor  vehicles.  The  petitioner  claimed  that  the 
requested  materials  would  meet  any  test  to  which 
other  plastic  materials  are  subjected,  except  for 
resistance  to  undiluted  denatured  alcohol   (For- 
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mula  SD  30),  where  a  slight  tackiness  would  oc- 
cur. Rather  than  merely  exempt  these  plastics 
from  the  alcohol  resistance  requirement,  the  no- 
tice suggested  that  they  still  be  subjected  to  the 
same  chemicals  as  other  plastics,  but  that  if 
structural  integrity  were  maintained,  a  loss  of 
transparency  would  be  allowed.  The  notice  for 
the  same  reason  proposed  not  to  subject  these 
materials  to  the  abrasion  and  weathering  tests 
applied  to  other  plastics.  Instead,  the  proposal 
would  have  required  labels  to  be  affixed  to  the 
material  specifying  cleaning  agents  and  instruc- 
tions that  would  minimize  loss  of  transparency, 
and  would  have  restricted  them  to  locations  in 
motor  vehicles  where  loss  of  transparency  would 
not  affect  driver  visibility. 

Based  upon  information  received  during  the 
rulemaking  process,  the  NHTSA  has  determined 
that  the  materials  in  question  exhibit  character- 
istics which  make  them  satisfactory  from  the 
standpoint  of  safety  for  use  in  certain  motor 
vehicle  applications.  Many  comments,  however, 
opposed  the  approach  taken  by  NHTSA  in  the 
proposed  rule,  and  as  a  result  the  proposed  re- 
quirements have  been  changed.  The  standard  as 
now  amended  will  provide  that  these  materials 
not  be  required  to  show  resistance  to  undiluted 
denatured  alcohol  if  (1)  they  show  resistance  to 
the  other  chemicals  presently  specified  as  testing 
agents,  (2)  they  can  meet  the  other  tests  to  which 
other  plastic  materials  are  subjected,  and  (3)  they 
are  used  in  only  limited  locations  in  the  motor 
vehicle.  In  addition,  they  must  be  labeled,  as 
proposed,  with  instructions  regarding  cleaning 
that  will  minimize  a  loss  of  transparency. 

Some  comments  also  objected  to  certain  loca- 
tions where  the  additional  plastic  materials  would 
have  been  allowed  to  be  used :  specifically,  aux- 
iliary wind  deflectors  and  folding  doors.  The 
comments  suggested  that  transparency  is  an  im- 
portant characteristic  for  glazing  used  in  these 
locations,  and  that  materials  not  resistant  to  For- 
mula SD  30  alcohol  should  not  be  used  in  them. 
The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  these  comments 
have  merit,  and  has  not  permitted  these  materials 
to  be  used  in  the  two  locations. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  would  have 
required  all  interior  mirrors,  both  rearview  and 
vanity-type,  to  be  constructed  of  glazing  ma- 


terials that  meet  the  requirements  of  ANS  Z26. 
As  a  result  of  comments  received,  the  NHTSA 
has  determined  that  the  requirements  should  not 
be  applied  to  interior  mirrors.  With  regard  to 
rearview  mirrors,  many  are  today  constructed  of 
annealed  glass  of  a  wedge  shape,  in  the  form  of 
day /night  mirrors.  The  comments  have  indicated 
that  materials  allowed  to  be  used  pursuant  to 
ANS  Z26  do  not  make  satisfactory  day /night 
mirrors.  As  these  mirrors  have  clear  safety  ad- 
vantages when  used  in  night  driving  conditions, 
the  NHTSA  has  determined  that  their  elim- 
ination would  not  be  in  the  best  interests  of 
safety.  With  reference  to  other  vehicle  interior 
mirrors,  while  the  use  of  safety  glazing  in  them 
is  preferable,  there  is  presently  a  lack  of  data 
which  shows  a  compelling  need  for  changing  cur- 
rent industry  practices.  This  is  especially  im- 
portant where,  as  here,  much  of  the  equipment 
involved  is  not  peculiarly  adapted  to  motor  ve- 
hicle usage.  One  particular  type  of  mirror,  a 
sun-visor  mirror,  falls  within  the  purview  of 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  201,  "Oc- 
cupant Protection  in  Interior  Impact,"  and  will 
be  dealt  with  as  part  of  that  standard. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  prescribed 
a  scheme  for  the  marking  and  certification  of 
glazing  materials  which  would  have  required 
prime  glazing  manufacturers  to  certify  glazing 
materials  by  applying  to  the  glazing  material  the 
symbol  DOT  and  an  appropriate  code  mark,  to- 
gether with  the  marking  required  by  section  6 
of  ANS  Z26.  The  proposal  would  have  also 
required  these  markings  to  be  in  a  specified 
format  and  in  a  specific  location  of  the  completed 
glazing.  Other  than  primary  manufacturers 
would  have  been  required  to  certify  the  material 
by  affixing  the  mark  of  the  primary  manufacturer. 

As  amended  Standard  No.  205  will  require 
prime  manufacturers  to  certify  glazing  material, 
as  proposed,  by  adding  to  the  markings  required 
by  section  6  of  ANS  Z26  the  symbol  DOT  and 
a  code  mark  obtained  on  application  to  the 
NHTSA.  Those  who  as  manufacturers  or  dis- 
tributors cut  glazing  for  use  in  motor  vehicles 
from  larger  sheets  are  required  to  certify  con- 
formity to  the  standard  in  any  way  they  choose, 
as  long  as  the  method  chosen  is  consistent  with 
Section  114  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
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Vehicle  Safety  Act.  One  such  method  would  be 
to  affix  a  label  to  the  completed  piece  of  plazing 
containing  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  ma- 
terial conforms  to  Standard  No.  205.  The  pro- 
posed requirement  that  such  manufacturers  label 
the  material  with  the  marking  of  the  prime  manu- 
facturer has  been  deleted,  as  is  the  proposed  re- 
quirement that  would  have  required  the  markings 
to  appear  in  a  specified  order,  or  in  specific  loca- 
tions on  the  glazing  material. 

An  issue  arose  during  the  period  that  this 
rulemaking  was  under  consideration  concerning 
the  use  of  plastics  in  side  windows  of  buses. 
General  Motors  has  requested  an  in*^erpretation 
of  Standard  No.  205  that  would  include  within 
the  definition  of  "readily-removable  windows" 
emergency  escape  windows  which  can  be  pushed 
out,  except  for  one  side  which  is  hinged  to  the 
window  frame,  without  the  use  of  any  special 
tools.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  term 
"readily  removable  windows"  includes  windows 
of  this  design,  and  in  this  amendment  so  clarifies 
Standard  No.  205. 

E-ffective  dates:  The  addition  of  glazing  ma- 
terials to  those  already  allowed  imposes  no  addi- 
tional burdens  on  any  person,  and  relieves 
restrictions  on  the  types  of  glazing  materials 
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(Excapl  as  net*d  In  Ih*  RuU) 

Rtittued:  Jun*   14,    1972 

which  can  be  used.  That  part  of  the  amendment 
pertaining  to  the  addition  of  these  materials, 
paragraphs  85.1.1.2,  85.1.1.3,  and85.1.2,  is  effec- 
tive upon  publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Similarly,  both  the  deletion  of  the  test 
for  chemical  resistance  of  plastics  to  carbon  tet- 
rachloride in  paragraph  S5. 1.1.1,  and  the  clarifica- 
tion of  "readily-removable  windows"  in  85.1.1.4 
relieve  restrictions,  and  the  effective  date  of  those 
amendments  is  the  date  of  publication  cf  this 
notice.  The  other  amendments  to  the  standard 
are  effective  April  1,  1973. 

In  light  of  the  above,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  205,  appearing  at  49  CFR  section 
571.205,  is  revised.  .  .  . 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  the  authority 
of  sections  103,  114,  and  119  of  the  National  Traf- 
fic and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1403,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51. 


Issued  on  Jime  14  ,1972. 


Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  12237 
June  21,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   205 

Glazing   Materials 
(Docket  71-1;   Notice  4) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsid- 
eration of  an  amendment  published  June  21, 
1972  (3T  F.R.  12237),  to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  205,  "Glazing  Materials"  (49  CFIi 
§571.20.5).  Petitions  were  received  from  tlic 
Recreational  Vehicle  Institute  (RVI)  and  the 
California  Highway  Patrol.  To  the  extent  that 
this  notice  does  not  grant  the  requests  of  the 
petitioners,  they  are  hereby  denied. 

In  the  amendment  of  June  21,  the  NHTSA 
changed  the  ai)plication  section  of  the  standard, 
based  on  FHWA  Ruling  68-1  (33  F.R.  5020, 
March  26,  1968)  to  exjjressly  include  glazing  for 
use  in  all  campers,  and  defined  campers  to  include 
both  slide-in  or  "pickup"  campers  (including  a 
related  item,  pickup  co\ers)  and  chassis-mount 
campers  (campers  mounted  directly  onto  truck 
chassis).  The  1968  ruling  held  that  Standard 
No.  205  applied  to  glazing  for  use  in  slide-in 
campers,  and  that  glazing  for  use  in  chassis- 
mount  campers  came  within  the  standard  when 
the  camper  was  ultimately  attached  to  a  chassis, 
as  the  standard  applied  expressly  to  the  glazing 
of  the  completed  vehicle,  a  multipurpose  pas- 
senger vehicle.  The  petitioner  objects  to  this 
amendment  on  the  basis  that  the  recreational 
vehicle  industry  has  distinguished  between  th-j 
two  camper  types,  and  has  considered  the  lattei 
a  motor  home  (a  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle 
under  Standard  No.  205),  and  the  former  an 
item  of  motor  vehicle  equipment.  It  requests 
in  its  petition  that  this  earlier  distinction  be 
retained  in  the  standard. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  the  petition 
of  RVI  in  this  regard  should  be  granted,  and  the 
applicability  section  of  the  standard  is  amended 
to  refer  specifically  both  to  glazing  for  use  in 
"slide-in   campers",   as   that   term   is   defined   in 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  126,  Truck- 
Camper  Loading,  (49  CFR  571.126),  and  to  glaz- 
ing for  use  in  pickup  covers.  Chassis-mount 
campers  are  included  in  a  newly  defined  category 
of  multipurpose  passenger  \ehicle,  "motor  home'", 
and  glazing  for  use  in  them  is  subject  to  the 
standard  insofar  as  they  are  incorporated  into 
completed  vehicles. 

The  RVI  petition  also  requested  that  the  re- 
quirements of  the  standard  for  glazing  for  use 
in  .  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  (including 
chassis-mount  campers  and  other  motor  homes) 
be  clarified,  suggesting  that  the  requirements  be 
made  identical  to  those  for  passenger  car  glaz- 
ing, with  an  exception  in  the  case  of  motor  homes 
for  locations  other  than  windshields,  and  win- 
dows directly  to  the  right  and  left  of  the  driver. 
It  further  requested  that  forward-facing  win- 
dows of  motor  homes  be  considered  to  be  "open- 
ings in  the  roof"  under  ANS  Z.26.  The  NHTSA 
has  previously,  as  a  matter  of  interpretation, 
taken  the  position  that  fs  embodied  in  this  amend- 
ment, that  for  the  purposes  of  Standard  No.  205 
glazing  for  use  in  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles is  siibject  to  the  requirements  for  glazing 
for  use  in  trucks.  This  is  based  on  the  definition 
of  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle  in  sectio)i 
571.3:  "A  motor  vehicle  with  motive  power,  ex- 
cept a  trailer,  designed  to  carry  10  persons  or 
less,  which  is  constructed  either  on  a  truck  chassis 
or  with  special  features  for  occasional  off-road 
operation".  The  agency  has  decided  to  adhere 
to  this  position. 

An  exception  is  hereby  adopted  for  motor 
home  windows  other  than  windshields,  forward- 
facing  windows,  and  windows  directly  to  the 
right  and  left  of  the  driver.  Manufacturers  may 
use  in  these  other  locations  any  type  of  glazing 
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allowed  by  the  standard  to  be  used  in  motor 
veliicles.  This  is  the  ))osition  previously  adopted 
for  slide-in  campers,  which  liave  a  purpose  and 
use  similar  to  motor  homes.  The  effect  of  this 
provision  is  to  allow  tlie  use  in  motor  liomes, 
except  for  windshields,  forward- facing-  windows, 
and  windows  to  the  immediate  right  and  left  of 
the  driver,  of  any  item  authorized  for  use  in 
motor  vehicles  by  Standard  No.  205.  Wind- 
shields  and  windows  to  tJie  immediate  riglit  and 
left  of  the  dri\er  must  conform  to  the  require- 
ments applicable  to  trucks  for  those  locations. 
Forward-facing  windows  may  be  )nanufactured 
of  any  item  autlioiized  for  use  by  the  Standard 
except  item  6  (AS  6),  item  7  (AS  7),  and  item 
13  (AS  13)  flexible  plastics. 

The  California  Highway  Patrol  lias  petitioned 
for  reconsideration  of  that  part  of  the  amend- 
ment which  seemed  to  delete  a  requirement  thar 
persons  wlio  cut  glazing  material  must  place  on 
the  cut  material  the  prime  manufacturer's  mark- 
ing. Section  6  of  ANS  Z26  requires  sections  of 
glazing  cut  from  pieces  bearing  the  markings 
required  by  tliat  section  to  be  identically  marked. 
The  June  21  notice  did  not  delete  this  provision. 
It  deleted  that  part  of  the  proposed  requirements 
specifying  that  persons  who  cut  glazing  materials 
include  the  DOT  symbol  and  the  prime  manu- 
facturer's code  number.  The  language  of  the 
preamble  (p.  12238,  col.  3)  was  intended  to  re- 
flect only  that  fact.  This  amendment  clarifies 
those  requirements  to  make  it  clear  that  persons 
who  cut  glazing  must  include  the  markings  re- 


quired by  section  6  of  ANS  Z26  on  each  cut 
piece.  The  amendment  also  provides  that  the 
prime  manufacturer's  DOT  symbol  and  code 
number  are  to  be  affixed  only  to  glazing  items 
made  by  the  prime  manufacturer  as  components 
for  specific  vehicles,  and  not  on  sheets  to  be  cut 
into  components  by  other  persons. 

The  marking  provisions  are  further  amended 
to  specify  that  the  new  items  of  glazing  material 
authorized  by  the  amendment  of  June  21  be 
identified  for  purposes  of  marking  by  the  marks 
'•AS  12"  and  "AS  13''.  The  use  of  these  marks 
does  not  indicate  approval  by  the  American 
National  Standards  Institute,  but  is  specified  for 
the  purpose  of  consistency  with  existing  mark- 
ing requirements. 

In  light  of  the  above.  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  205,  Glazing  Materials,  appearing 
at  49  CFR  §  571.205,  is  amended 

Kffect'u-e  date:  The  effective  date  of  April  1, 
1973,  is  retained. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
Section  103,  114,  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1403,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  November  8,  1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  24035 
November  11,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   205 

Glazing   Materials 
(Docket  No.   71-1;   Notice  06) 


This  notice  amends  Safety  Standard  Xo.  205, 
Glazing  Materials,  to  permit  the  use  of  rifrid 
plastic  glazing  in  all  doors  and  ^vindows  of  buses, 
other  than  in  windshields  or  in  windows  to  the 
immediate  right  or  left  of  the  driver. 

Effective  Date:  December  5,  1977. 

For  Further  Information  Contact: 

Hugh  Oates 

National  Highway  Traffic  Administration 

Washington,  D.C.  20590 

(202-426-9511) 

Supplementary  Information :  This  amendment 
of  Safety  Standards  No.  205  (49  CFR  571.205) 
is  based  on  a  proposal  issued  December  30.  1976 
(41  FR  56837),  in  response  to  a  petition  for 
rulemaking  from  General  Motors  Corporation. 
Standard  Xo.  205  currently  pemiits  plastic  glaz- 
ing materials  to  be  used  in  buses  only  in  standee 
windows  and  in  readily  removable  windows  of 
buses  having  a  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000 
pounds.  This  amendment  expands  the  permis- 
sible locations  for  plastic  glazing  in  buses  of  all 
sizes  to  include  all  doors  and  windows,  other 
than  windshields  or  windows  to  the  immediate 
right  or  left  of  the  driver. 

As  noted  in  the  preamble  to  the  proposal,  use 
of  plastics  in  bus  side  windows  should  reduce 
the  safety  hazards  and  maintenance  costs  re- 
sulting from  the  deliberate  bre^ikage  of  bus  win- 
dows, since  plastic  glazing  is  more  difficult  to 
break  than  regular  glass.  Further,  Safety  .Stand- 
ard Xo.  217,  Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release, 
(49  CFR  571.217)  now  provides  for  emergency 
occupant  egress  in  buses.  One  of  the  reasons 
for  the  original  prohibition  against  [)lastic  glaz- 
ing was  the  fact  it  would  be  difficult  to  break 
in   emegencv   situations.     Since   the   issuance  of 


Standard  Xo.  217.  the  prohibition  is  no  longer 
necessary. 

Comments  to  the  proposal  preceding  this 
amendment  were  submitted  by  Ford  Motor  Com- 
pany, the  Flxible  Company,  and  tlie  T^epartment 
of  California  Highway  Patrol.  All  three  com- 
menters  supported  the  proposed  changes.  Cali- 
fornia noted  the  experimental  use  of  plastic 
glazing  in  side  windows  of  buses  by  the  Southern 
California  Rapid  Transit  District.  That  experi- 
ment showed  that  plastic  glazing  is  superior  to 
glass  with  regard  to  resistance  to  breakage. 
Fuither,  California  noted  that  the  abrasion- 
resistance  coating  on  the  plastic  glazing  used 
in  the  experiment  was  sufficient  to  reduce  scratch- 
ing by  wash-rack  brushes  to  an  acceptable  level, 
during  normal  cleaning  of  the  buses. 

The  proposal  specified  the  use  of  plastic  glaz- 
ing in  all  doors  and  windows,  other  than  wind- 
sliields  and  windows  to  the  immediate  right  or 
left  of  the  driver,  of  buses  liaving  a  G\'WR  of 
more  than  10,000  pound.s.  Ford  Motor  Company 
i-ecommended  that  the  proposed  changes  be  made 
applicable  to  all  buses,  regardless  of  gross  ve- 
hicle weight  rating.  The  XHTSA  has  deter- 
mined that  Ford's  comment  has  merit  since  small 
buses  are  also  now  provided  with  means  of  emer- 
gency egress  (Standard  X"o.  217)  and  since 
multiptirpose  passenger  vehicles  and  trucks  are 
currently  permitted  to  have  plastic  glazing  in 
windows  to  the  rear  of  the  driver.  The  basic 
distinction  between  a  small  bus  under  10,000 
pounds  GVWR  and  a  van  multipurpose  passen- 
ger vehicle  or  van  truck  is  the  number  of 
designated  seating  positions.  Thus,  the  safety 
considerations  for  these  vehicles  are  generally 
the  same.  The  proposal  is.  therefore,  made  final 
in  a  form  that  includes  all  buses. 
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Effective:   December  5,    1977 


The  Flxible  Company  supported  the  proposed 
changes  and  also  recommended  that  the  standard 
he  amended  to  permit  tlie  use  of  Item  4  and  Item 
5  plastic  plazinf;  in  front  of  "destination  and 
route  numberinfr  sifjns"  on  Imses  and  in  front  of 
interior  displays  such  as  route  maps  or  adveitise- 
ments.  Since  these  changes  wei-e  not  ])roposed. 
the  NHTSA  will  consider  them  in  future  rule- 
makinfT  actions. 

This  amendment  should  have  only  a  minimal 
economic  and  environmental  impact,  since  it  re- 
lieves a  restriction  and  since  the  increased  use 
of  plastics  that  may  result  will  have  a  nefrli<iil)le 
eifect  upon  the  environment. 

(Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction 
and   docs   not  create   additional    obligations   for 


any  person,  it  is  found  that  an  inunediatc  cffec- 
ti\c  date  is  in  the  public  interest.) 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  Xo.  205.  Glaz- 
ing MaterlaJs  (49  CFE  571.205).  is  amended  as 
follows  .   .   . 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFK  1.50.) 

Issued  on  November  28.  1977. 

Joan  CI  ay brook 
Administi-ator 

42  F.R.  61465 
December  5,    1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO 

FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  205 

Glazing  Materials 
(Docket  No.  71-1;  Notice  No.  8) 


ACTION:  Final  rule  (interpretive  amendment). 

SUMMARY:  In  response  to  a  petition  for  rulemak- 
ing, this  notice  amends  Safety  Standard  No.  205, 
Glazing  Materials,  to  clarify  that  Item  5  rigid 
plastics  can  be  used  in  all  the  vehicle  locations 
that  are  specified  in  the  standard  for  Item  12 
rigid  plastics,  and  that  Item  7  flexible  plastics  can 
be  used  in  all  the  vehicle  locations  that  are 
specified  in  the  standard  for  Item  13  flexible 
plastics.  Glazing  materials  that  comply  with  Item 
5  and  Item  7  test  requirements,  by  definition,  also 
comply  with  the  less  stringent  Item  12  and  13  test 
requirements,  respectively.  Currently,  however, 
the  standard  inadvertently  prohibits  the  use  of 
Items  5  and  7  glazing  materials  in  some  of  the 
locations  in  which  the  Items  12  and  13  materials 
may  be  used.  The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
modify  the  standard  to  remove  that  inconsist- 
ency. 

DATES:  Effective  date  (upon  publication),  July  14, 
1980. 

ADDRESSES:  Any  petition  for  reconsideration 
should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice 
number  specified  in  this  notice  and  be  submitted 
to  Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh 
Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Edward  Jettner,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  205,  Glazing  Materials  (49  CFR  571.205), 
specifies  performance  requirements  for  vehicle 


glazing  as  well  as  the  locations  in  which  par- 
ticular types  of  glazing  may  be  used.  The  stand- 
ard incorporates  by  reference  the  American  Na- 
tional Standard  "Safety  Code  for  Glazing 
Materials  for  Glazing  Motor  Vehicles  Operating 
on  Land  Highways,"  Z26. 1  —  1966  (hereinafter 
ANS  Z26).  The  ANS  Z26  standard  defines  the 
various  types  of  glazing  in  terms  of  performance 
tests  with  which  a  particular  "Item"  must  com- 
ply. There  are  currently  13  Items  or  types  of  glaz- 
ing specified  in  the  standard. 

Safety  Standard  No.  205  was  amended  in  1972 
to  allow  two  additional  types  of  glazing  for  use  in 
specified  vehicle  locations  not  required  for  driv- 
ing visibility  (37  PR  12237,  June  21,  1972).  The 
first  new  glazing  type  was  rigid  plastic  described 
as  "Item  12",  and  the  second  was  flexible  plastic 
described  as  "Item  13".  The  test  requirements 
specified  for  Item  12  are  identical  to  the  test  re- 
quirements for  Item  5  rigid  plastics,  and  the  test 
requirements  for  Item  13  are  identical  to  the  test 
requirements  for  Item  7  flexible  plastics,  except 
that  neither  Item  12  nor  13  is  required  to  meet 
the  test  for  resistance  to  undiluted  denatured 
alcohol  (Formula  SD  No.  30).  Therefore,  the  per- 
formance requirements  of  the  standard  are  more 
stringent  for  Items  5  and  7  than  for  Items  12  and 
13,  respectively,  because  of  the  one  additional 
test  with  which  the  former  must  comply. 

When  Items  12  and  13  were  added  to  the  stand- 
ard, several  locations  in  which  the  types  could  be 
used  were  specified  which  were  not  included  for 
Items  5  and  7.  Thus,  the  standard  specifies  that 
Item  12  plastics  may  be  used  as  motorcycle  wind- 
screens, but  there  is  no  such  specification  for 
Item  5  plastics.  Similarly,  the  standard  allows 
Item  13  plastics  to  be  used  in  standee  windows  in 
buses,  interior  partitions,  and  in  openings  in  the 
roof,  but  does  not  specify  these  locations  for  Item 
7  plastics. 
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Since  Item  5  and  7  glazing  materials  must  meet 
more  stringent  requirements,  they  should  be  al- 
lowed in  all  vehicle  locations  in  which  Items  12 
and  13  may  be  used.  Last  year,  the  Rohm  and 
Haas  Company  petitioned  the  agency  to  amend 
Safety  Standard  No.  205  to  remove  this  incon- 
sistency. This  notice  responds  to  that  petition. 

The  agency  agrees  that  the  standard  is  cur- 
rently inconsistent  with  regard  to  the  locations  in 
which  the  various  types  of  rigid  and  flexible 
plastics  may  be  used.  When  Items  12  and  13  were 
added  to  the  standard,  the  agency  inadvertently 
failed  to  expand  the  list  of  permitted  locations  for 
Items  5  and  7  so  that  the  list  would  include  all  of 
the  locations  specified  for  Items  12  and  13.  (The 
agency  wishes  to  point  out  that  there  are  several 
locations  specified  for  Items  5  and  7  in  which 
Items  12  and  13  may  not  be  used.  This  is  appro- 
priate since  the  performance  requirements  for 
Items  5  and  7  are  more  stringent.) 

The  agency  has  determined  that  the  change  re- 
quested by  the  petitioner  can  be  accomplished  by 
interpretive  amendment  and  that  opportunity  for 
public  comment  is  not  required.  Items  5  and  7 
glazing  also  qualify  as  Items  12  and  13,  respec- 
tively, because  an  item  of  glazing  is  only  defined 
in  the  standard  in  terms  of  the  test  requirements 
it  can  meet.  Since  Items  5  and  7  glazing  comply 
with  all  the  test  requirements  specified  for  Items 
12  and  13,  manufacturers  would  be  permitted  to 
mark  a  particular  piece  of  glazing  as  Item  12  or  13 
and  to  use  the  glazing  in  the  locations  specified 
for  those  Items,  even  though  that  piece  of  glazing 
could  also  pass  the  additional  test  requirement 
for  the  higher-grade  plastics.  Items  5  or  7.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  standard  which  requires  a 
specific  piece  of  glazing  to  be  labeled  with  the 
highest  performance  Item  number  with  which  it 
can  qualify,  although  for  practical  purposes  this  is 
generally  done.  In  other  words.  Items  12  and  13 
glazing  are  lower  performance  forms  of  Items  5 
and  7  glazing.  Therefore,  Items  5  and  7  can  be 
used  wherever  Items  12  and  13  may  be  used  in 
the  vehicle.  This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  205 


to  clarify  this  point  by  making  the  necessary  addi- 
tions to  the  list  of  locations  currently  specified  for 
Items  5  and  7. 

Since  this  amendment  removes  a  current  incon- 
sistency in  the  standard,  the  agency  has  deter- 
mined that  an  immediate  effective  date  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

The  agency  has  determined  that  this  amend- 
ment does  not  qualify  as  a  significant  regulation 
under  Executive  Order  12044  and  the  Departmen- 
tal directives  implementing  that  Order.  Since  the 
amendment  only  clarifies  existing  requirements, 
there  should  be  negligible  cost  or  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  this  modification.  There- 
fore, no  regulatory  evaluation  has  been  prepared. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  the  development  of  this  amendment  are  Ed- 
ward Jettner  and  Hugh  Gates,  respectively. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  205,  49  CFR  571.205,  is  amended  as  set 
forth  below. 

1.  Paragraph  S5. 1.1.2  is  amended  by  adding  a 
new  subparagraph  "(m)"  to  read: 

"(m)  for  Item  5  safety  glazing  only:  Motorcycle 
windscreens  below  the  intersection  of  a  horizon- 
tal plane  15  inches  vertically  above  the  lowest 
seating  position." 

2.  Paragraph  S5.1.1.3  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  phrase  and  new  subparagraphs  "(1),  (m) 
and  (n)"  after  existing  subparagraph  (k),  to  read: 

"For  Item  7  safety  glazing  only: 
(1)  Standee  windows  in  buses, 
(m)  Interior  partitions, 
(n)  Openings  in  the  roof." 

Issued  on  July  1,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  47150 
July  14,  1980 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  205 


Glazing  Materials 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  re- 
quirements for  glazing  materials  for  use  in  motor 
vehicles  and  motor  vehicle  equipment. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is  to 
reduce  injuries  resulting  from  impact  to  glazing  sur- 
faces, to  ensure  a  necessary  degree  of  transparency 
in  motor  vehicle  windows  for  driver  visibility,  and  to 
minimize  the  possibility  of  occupants  being  thrown 
through  the  vehicle  windows  in  collisions. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
glazing  materials  for  use  in  passenger  cars, 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  buses, 
motorcycles,  slide-in  campers,  and  pickup  covers 
designed  to  carry  persons  while  in  motion. 

54.  Definitions. 

"Camper"  means  a  structure  designed  to  be 
mounted  in  the  cargo  area  of  a  truck,  or  attached 
to  an  incomplete  vehicle  with  motive  power,  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  shelter  for  persons. 

"Motorhome"  means  a  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicle  that  provides  living  accommodations  for 
persons. 

"Pickup  cover"  means  a  camper  having  a  roof 
and  sides  but  without  a  floor,  designed  to  be 
mounted  on  and  removable  from  the  cargo  area  of 
a  truck  by  the  user. 

"Slide-in  camper"  means  a  camper  having  a 
roof,  floor,  and  sides,  designed  to  be  mounted  on 
and  removable  from  the  cargo  area  of  a  truck  by 
the  user. 

85.     Requirements. 

S5.1     Materials. 

S5.1.1  Glazing  materials  for  use  in  motor 
vehicles,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
standard,  shall  conform  to  the  American  National 
Standard  "Safety  Code  for  Safety  Glazing 
Materials  for  Glazing  Motor  Vehicles  Operating  on 


Land  Highways,"  Z26.1-1966,  July  15,  1966,  as 
supplemented  by  Z26.1a-1969,  March  7,  1969 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  "ANS  Z26"). 

55.1.1.1  The  chemicals  specified  for  testing 
chemical  resistance  in  Tests  Nos.  19  and  20  of 
ANS  Z26  shaU  be: 

(a)  One  percent  solutio-  of  nonabrasive  soap. 

(b)  Kerosene. 

(c)  Undiluted  denatured  alcohol.  Formula  SD 
No.  30  (1  part  100-perce  •'t  methyl  alcohol  in  10 
parts  190-proof  ethyl  alco.  o!  by  volume). 

(d)  Commercial  motor  car  gasoline. 
(Effective:  6/21/72) 

55.1.1.2  The  following  locations  are  added  to 
the  lists  specified  in  ANS  Z26  in  which  item  4  and 
item  5  safety  glazing  may  be  used: 

(j)  Windows  and  doors  in  motorhomes,  except 
for  the  windshield  and  windows  to  the  immediate 
right  or  left  of  the  driver. 

(k)  Windows  and  doors  in  slide-in  campers  and 
pickup  covers. 

(1)  Windows  and  doors  in  buses  except  for  the 
windshield,  windows  to  the  immediate  right  or  left 
of  the  driver,  and  rearmost  windows  if  used  for 
driving  visibility. 

[(m)  For  Item  5  safety  glass  only:  Motorcycle 
windscreens  below  the  intersection  of  a  horizontal 
plane  15  inches  vertically  above  the  lowest  seating 
positions.  (45  F.R.  47151-July  14, 1980.  Effective: 
7/14/80)1 

55.1.1.3  The  following  locations  are  added  to 
the  lists  specified  in  ANS  Z26  in  which  item  6 
and  item  7  safety  glazing  may  be  used: 

(j)  Windows  and  doors  in  motorhomes,  except  for 
the  windshield,  forward-facing  windows,  and  win- 
dows to  the  immediate  right  or  left  of  the  driver. 

(k)  Windows,  except  forward-facing  windows, 
and  doors  in  slide-in  campers  and  pickup  covers. 

For  Item  7  safety  glazing  only: 

(1)  Standee  windows  in  buses. 

(m)  Interior  partitions. 

(n)  Openings  in  the  roof. 


(Rev.  7/14/80) 
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55.1.1.4  The  following  locations  are  added 
to  the  lists  specified  in  ANS  Z26  in  which  item 
8  and  item  9  safety  glazing  may  be  used: 

(f)  Windows  and  doors  in  motorhomes,  except 
for  the  windshield  and  windows  to  the  immediate 
right  of  left  of  the  driver. 

(g)  Windows  and  doors  in  slide-in  campers 
and  pickup  covers. 

55.1.1.5  The  phrase  "readily  removable  win- 
dows" as  defined  in  ANS  Z26,  for  the  purposes  of, 
this  standard,  in  buses  having  a  GVWR  of  more 
than  10,000  pounds,  shall  include  pushout  windows 
and  windows  mounted  in  emergency  exits  that  can 
be  manually  pushed  out  of  their  location  in  the 
vehicle  without  the  use  of  tools,  regardless  of 
whether  such  windows  remain  hinged  at  one  side 
to  the  vehicle. 

55.1.1.6  Multipurpose    passenger   vehicles. 

Except  as  otherwise  specifically  provided  by  this 
standard,  glazing  for  use  in  multipurpose  pas- 
senger vehicles  shall  conform  to  the  requirements 
for  glazing  for  use  in  trucks  as  specified  in  ANS 
Z26. 

S5.1.2  In  addition  to  the  glazing  materials 
specified  in  ANS  Z26,  materials  conforming  to 
S5. 1.2.1  or  S5.1.2.2  may  be  used  in  the  locations 
of  motor  vehicles  specified  in  those  sections. 

S5.1.2.1  Item  12— Rigid  plastics.  Safety  plastic 
materials  that  comply  with  Tests  Nos.  10,  13,  16, 
17,  21,  and  24  of  ANS  Z26,  Tests  Nos.  19  and  20  of 
ANS  Z26  with  the  exception  of  the  test  for 
resistance  to  undiluted  denatured  alcohol  Formula 
SD  No.  30,  and  the  labeling  requirements  of 
S5.1.2.3,  may  be  used  in  a  motor  vehicle  only  in  the 
following  specific  location  at  levels  not  requisite 
for  driving  visibility. 

(a)  Windows  and  doors  in  slide-in  campers  and 
pickup  covers. 

(b)  Motorcycle  windscreens  below  the  intersec- 
tion of  a  horizontal  plane  15  inches  vertically  above 
the  lowest  seating  position. 

(c)  Standee  windows  in  buses, 
(b)  Interior  partitions. 

(e)  Openings  in  the  roof. 

(f)  Flexible  curtains  or  readily  removable  win- 
dows or  in  ventilators  used  in  conjunction  with 
readily  removable  windows. 


(g)  Windows  and  doors  in  motorhomes,  ex- 
cept for  the  windshield  and  windows  to  the 
immediate  right  or  left  of  the  driver. 

(h)  Windows  and  doors  in  buses  except  for 
the  windshield  and  windows  to  the  immediate 
right  or  left  of  the  driver. 

55.1.2.2  Item  13— Flexible  plastics.  Safety 
plastic  materials  that  comply  with  Tests  Nos.  16, 
22,  and  23  or  24  of  ANS  Z26,  Tests  Nos.  19  and 
20  of  ANS  Z26  with  the  exception  of  the  test  for 
resistance  to  undiluted  denatured  alcohol  For- 
mula SD  No.  30,  and  the  labeling  requirements 
of  S5.1.2.3,  may  be  used  in  a  motor  vehicle  only 
in  the  following  specific  locations  at  levels  not 
requisite  for  driving  visibility. 

(a)  Windows,  except  forward-facing  win- 
dows, and  doors  in  slide-in  campers  and  pickup 
covers. 

(b)  Motorcycle  windscreens  below  the  inter- 
section of  a  horizontal  plane  15  inches  vertically 
above  the  lowest  seating  position. 

(c)  Standee  windows  in  buses. 

(d)  Interior  partitions. 

(e)  Openings  in  the  roof. 

(f)  Flexible  curtains  or  readily  removable  win- 
dows or  in  ventilators  used  in  conjunction  with 
readily  removable  windows. 

(g)  Windows  and  doors  in  motorhomes,  ex- 
cept for  the  windshield,  forward-facing  win- 
dows, and  windows  to  the  immediate  right  or 
left  of  the  driver. 

55.1.2.3  Cleaning  instructions.  Each  manu- 
facturer of  glazing  materials  designed  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  S5. 1.2.1  or  S5. 1.2.2  shall  affix 
a  label,  removable  by  hand,  to  each  item  of  such 
glazing  material.  The  label  shall  specify  instruc- 
tions and  agents  for  cleaning  the  materials  that 
will  minimize  the  loss  of  transparency. 


S5.2  Edges.  In  vehicles  except  school  buses, 
exposed  edges  shall  be  treated  in  accordance  with 
SAE  Recommended  Practice  J673a,  "Automotive 
Glazing,"  August  1967.  In  school  buses,  exposed 
edges  shall  be  banded. 
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S6.     Certification  and  marking. 

56.1  Each  prime  glazing  material  manufac- 
turer, except  as  specified  below,  shall  mark  glazing 
materials  manufactured  by  him  in  accordance  with 
section  6  of  ANS  Z26.  The  materials  specified  in 
S5.1.2.1  and  S5. 1.2.2  shall  be  identified  by  the 
marks  "AS  12"  and  "AS  13"  respectively.  A 
prime  glazing  material  manufacturer  is  one  who 
fabricates,  laminates,  or  tempers  the  glazing 
material. 

56.2  Each  prime  glazing  material  manufac- 
turer shall  certify  each  piece  of  glazing  material  to 
which  this  standard  applies  that  is  designed  as  a 
component  of  any  specific  motor  vehicle  or 
camper,  pursuant  to  section  114  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966,  by 
adding  to  the  mark  required  by  S6.1  in  letters  and 
numerals  of  the  size  specified  in  section  6  of  ANS 
Z26,  the  symbol  "DOT"  and  a  manufacturer's  code 
mark,  which  will  be  assigned  by  the  NHTSA  on  the 
written  request  of  the  manufacturer. 


56.3  Each  prime  glazing  material  manufacturer 
shall  certify  each  piece  of  glazing  material  to  which 
this  standard  applies  that  is  designed  to  be  cut  into 
components  for  use  in  motor  vehicles  or  items  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment,  pursuant  to  section  114 
of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act. 

56.4  Each  manufacturer  or  distributor  who 
cuts  a  section  of  glazing  material  to  which  this 
standard  applies,  for  use  in  a  motor  vehicle  or 
camper,  shall  mark  that  material  in  accordance 
with  section  6  of  ANS  Z26. 

56.5  Each  manufacturer  or  distributor  who 
cuts  a  section  of  glazing  material  to  which  this 
standard  applies,  for  use  in  a  motor  vehicle  or 
camper,  shall  certify  that  his  product  complies  with 
this  standard  in  accordance  with  section  114  of  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act. 

37  F.R.  12237 
June  21,  1972 
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EffacMva:  January  1,   1970 
January   1,    1972 


PREAMBLE  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  206 

Door  Loci"  and  Door  Retention  Components — Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger 

Vehicles,  and  Trucks 

(Docket  No.  2-16) 


A  proposal  to  further  amend  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  206,  extending  its 
applicability  to  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles 
and  trucks,  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  December  28,  1967  (32  F.R.  20868). 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded  an  op- 
portunity to  participate  in  the  making  of  this 
amendment.  Their  comments  and  other  available 
information  have  been  carefully  considered. 

Ejection  from  passenger  cars  and  trucks,  upon 
impact,  has  proven  to  be  a  primary  cause  of 
occupant  injury  and  death.  Standard  No.  206 
was  issued  to  minimize  the  likelihood  of  occu- 
pants being  thrown  from  passenger  cars  by  pro- 
viding, among  other  things,  load  requirements 
for  door  latches  and  door  hinge  systems.  A 
study  conducted  by  the  Cornell  Aeronautical 
Laboratory  disclosed  that  the  rate  of  occupant 
ejection  from  trucks  is  almost  twice  that  of 
recent-model  passenger  cars.  Moreover,  the 
study  revealed  that  the  rate  of  severe  and  fatal 
injuries  among  truck  drivers  who  have  been 
thrown  from  vehicles  is  four  times  that  of  drivers 
who  remained  in  the  vehicle  after  impact.  Ex- 
tending the  requirements  of  Standard  206  to 
trucks  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles 
clearly  meets  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety. 
This  conclusion  is  concurred  in  generally  by  the 
commenters. 

Several  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of 
the  standard  from  that  which  appeared  in  the 
Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making.  The  title  of 
the  standard  has  been  changed  to  more  accurately 
describe  the  items  dealt  with  in  the  standard. 
In  addition,  in  response  to  some  of  the  comments 
submitted,  the  category  of  side  doors  previously 
referred  to  as  "hinged  doors"  has  been  divided 


into  two  new  groups — "hinged  cargo-type  doors" 
and  "hinged  doors  except  cargo-type  doors,"  and 
separate  load  requirements  and  demonetration 
procedures  have  been  prescribed  for  each.  In 
light  of  other  comments  submitted,  the  demon- 
stration procedure  for  "sliding  doors"  has  also 
been  changed  for  reasons  of  practicability.  Fur- 
ther, a  definition  of  the  term  "cargo-type  doors" 
has  been  inserted  in  the  standard.  The  term 
"temporary  doors"  referred  to  and  defined  in  the 
notice  has  been  deleted.  Finally,  several  other 
changes  have  been  made  for  clarification  purposes 
only. 

No  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle  manufac- 
turer objected  to  the  proposed  effective  date  of 
this  amendment,  January  1,  1970.  On  the  other 
hand,  one  heavy  truck  manufacturer  specifically 
objected  to  the  proposed  effective  date  on  the 
ground  that  additional  lead  time  would  be  needed 
to  redesign,  test,  and  retool,  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  amended  standard.  Several  other  truck 
manufacturers  also  considered  the  lead  time  to 
be  insufficient.  A  January  1,  1972  effective  date 
for  trucks  was  proposed  by  the  aforesaid  heavy 
truck  manufacturer.  The  Administrator  con- 
cludes that  there  is  merit  to  his  objection.  Heavy 
truck  manufacturers  will  require  more  time  than 
was  originally  anticipated  to  take  the  steps  nec- 
essary to  comply  with  the  standard.  Accord- 
ingly, the  effective  date  of  this  amendment, 
insofar  as  trucks  are  concerned,  is  extended  to 
January  1,  1972. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  206,  as 
amended,  49  C.F.R.  i§  371.21,  is  amended  to  read 
as  set  forth  below,  effective  January  1,  1970,  for 
passenger  cars  and  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles, and  January  1,  1972,  for  trucks. 
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EffacMv*:   Januory   1,    1970 
January   1,    1972 
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Eff*<tlv«:   August   19,    1969 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  206 

Door  Locks  and  Door  Retention  Components — Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger 

Vehicles  and  Trucks 

(Docket  No.  2-16) 


Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
206  (49  CFR  371.21),  as  amended  (34  F.R.  1151), 
specifies  strength  requirements  for  door  locks  and 
door  retention  components  on  passenger  cars, 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  and  trucks. 

Paragraph  S4.  of  Standard  206  exempts  com- 
ponents of  detachable  doors  for  vehicles  manu- 
factured for  use  without  doors  from  the  require- 
ments of  the  standard.  This  was  done  because 
such  doors  are  provided  not  for  the  purpose  of 
retaining  the  driver  and  passengers  in  case  of 
collision  but  only  as  protection  from  inclement 
weather. 

One  manufacturer  has  noted  that  strength  re- 
quirements are  equally  inapplicable  to  compo- 
nents of  folding  and  roll-up  doors  and  has  peti- 
tioned for  an  amendment  which  would  treat  such 
doors  in  the  same  manner  as  detachable  doors. 
It  has  been  determined  that  the  petition  has 
merit.  Accordingly,  the  standard  is  amended  to 
remove  folding  and  roll-up  doors  from  the  re- 
quirements of  the  standard. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  paragraph 
S4.  of  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  206  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

S4.  Requirements.  Side  door  components  re- 
ferred to  herein  shall  conform  to  this  standard 
if  any  portion  of  a  90-percentile  two-dimensional 


manikin  as  described  in  SAE  Practice  J826, 
when  positioned  at  any  seating  reference  point, 
projects  into  the  door  opening  area  on  the  side 
elevation  or  profile  view.  Components  on  folding 
doors,  roll-up  doors  and  doors  that  are  designed 
to  be  easily  attached  to  or  removed  from  motor 
vehicles  manufactured  for  operation  without 
doors  need  not  conform  to  this  standard. 
***** 

Correction:  The  paragraph  title  "S5.2.3  "■Slid- 
ing Doors'''  of  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  206  is  changed  to  read  "S5.3  Slid- 
ing D00TS''\ 

Since  this  amendment  relaxes  a  requirement 
and  imposes  no  additional  burden  on  any  person, 
notice  and  opportunity  to  comment  thereon  are 
unnecessary,  and  it  becomes  effective  on  publica- 
tion in  the  Federal  Register.  This  notice  of 
amendment  is  issued  under  the  authority  of  sec- 
tions 103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  from 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  the  Federal 
Highway  Administrator,  49  CFR  1.4(c). 

Issued  on  August  14, 1969. 

F.  C.  Turner 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 
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Effective:  September   1,    1972 
January  8,   1972 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO  206 
Door  Locks  and  Retention  Components 

(Docket  No.  71-5;  Notice  2) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Stand- 
ard No.  206,  Door  Locks  and  Door  Retention 
Components,  to  require  that  all  side  doors  lead- 
ing into  a  passenger  compartment  containing  one 
or  more  seating  accommodations  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  the  standard,  regardless  of  seat 
location  or  whether  the  seats  are  within  the 
definition  of  designated  seating  positions.  This 
notice  also  amends  the  standard  to  make  clear 
the  distinction  between  front  and  rear  doors. 

I.  A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  proposing 
the  extension  of  the  requirements  of  the  standard 
to  all  side  doors  leading  into  passenger  compart- 
ments was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
February  3,  1971  (36  F.R.  1913).  The  three 
comments  which  were  received  in  response  to  the 
notice  were  carefully  considered.  All  of  them 
supported  the  proposed  amendment.  The  amend- 
ment in  this  notice  is  identical  to  the  proposed 
amendment  except  for  the  effective  date.  That 
date  has  been  changed  to  September  1,  1972  to 
permit  adequate  time  for  compliance. 

II.  The  standard  specifies  in  84.1.3  different 
door  lock  requirements  for  front  and  rear  doors. 
The  Standard  does  not,  however,  precisely  dif- 
ferentiate between  these  two  types  of  doors.  The 
problem  of  determining  whether  a  door  is  to  be 
treated  as  a  front  door  or  rear  door  arises  par- 
ticularly in  connection  with  multipurpose  pas- 
senger vehicles  having  a  single  right  side  door. 

To  clarify  the  application  of  the  requirements 
of  S4.1.3,  this  notice  amends  the  Standard  by 
adding  the  word  "Side"  to  the  titles  of  S4.1.3.1 
and  S4.1.3.2  and  by  adding  definitions  of  "Side 
front  door"  and  "Side  rear  door"  to  S3.  The 
definitions  adopt,  as  the  reference  point  for  dif- 
ferentiating between  front  and  rear  doors,  the 


rearmost  point  on  the  driver's  seatback,  when 
the  driver's  seat  is  adjusted  to  its  most  vertical 
and  rearward  position.  A  door  with  50  percent 
or  more  of  its  opening  area  in  a  side  view  for- 
ward of  that  point  is  a  "side  front  door".  A 
door  with  more  than  50  percent  of  its  opening 
area  in  a  side  view  to  the  rear  of  that  point  is  a 
"side  rear  door". 

These  amendments  to  Standard  No.  206  are 
clarifying  and  interpretive  in  nature.  Conse- 
quently, it  is  found  that  notice  and  opportunity 
to  comment  are  unnecessary  and  that,  for  good 
cause  shown,  an  effective  date  earlier  than  30 
days  after  issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  206,  §  571.206  of  title 
49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  amended 

Effective  dates:  Amendment  1.  concerning  the 
application  of  the  standard  is  effective  September 
1,  1972.  Amendment  2.  through  4.  concerning 
the  distinction  between  front  and  rear  doors  are 
effective  January  8,  1972. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1392,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  January  4, 1972. 


Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 


37  F.R.  284 
January  8,  1972 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  206 


Door  Locks  and  Door  Retention  Components— Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger 

Vehicles,  and  Trucks 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard  speci- 
fies requirements  for  side  door  locks  and  side 
door  retention  components  including  latches, 
hinges,  and  other  supporting  means,  to  minimize 
the  likelihood  of  occupants  being  thrown  from 
the  vehicle  as  a  result  of  impact. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  pas- 
senger cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  and 
trucks. 


53.  Definitions.  "Cargo-Type  Door"  means  a 
door  designed  primarily  to  accommodate  cargo 
loading  including,  but  not  limited  to,  a  two-part 
door  that  latches  to  itself. 

"Side  front  door"  means  a  door  that  in  a 
side  view,  has  50  percent  or  more  of  its  opening 
area  forward  of  the  rearmost  point  on  the 
driver's  seatback,  when  the  driver's  seat  is  ad- 
justed to  its  most  vertical  and  rearward  position. 

"Side  rear  door"  means  a  door  that,  in  a  side 
view,  has  more  than  50  percent  of  its  opening 
area  to  the  rear  of  the  rearmost  point  on  the 
driver's  seatback,  when  the  driver's  seat  is  ad- 
justed to  its  most  vertical  and  rearward  position. 

54.  Requirements.  Components  on  any  side 
door  leading  directly  into  a  compartment  that 
contains  one  or  more  seating  accommodations 
shall  conform  to  this  standard.  However,  com- 
ponents on  folding  doors,  roll-up  doors  and 
doors  that  are  designed  to  be  easily  attached  to 
or  removed  from  motor  vehicles  manufactured 
for  operation  without  doors  need  not  conform 
to  this  standard. 


S4.1     Hinged  Doors,  Except  Cargo-Type  Doors. 

54.1.1  Door  Latches.  Each  door  latch  and 
striker  assembly  shall  be  provided  with  two  po- 
sitions consisting  of— 

(a)  A  fully  latched  position;  and 

(b)  A  secondary  latched  position. 

54.1 .1 .1  Longitudinal  Load.  The  door  latch  and 
striker  assembly,  when  in  the  fully  latched  posi- 
tion, shall  not  separate  when  a  longitudinal  load 
of  2,500  pounds  is  applied.  When  in  the  sec- 
ondary latched  position,  the  door  latch  and 
striker  assembly  shall  not  separate  when  a  longi- 
tudinal load  of  1,000  pounds  is  applied. 

54.1.1.2  Transverse  Load.  The  door  latch  and 
striker  assembly,  when  in  the  fully  latched  po- 
sition, shall  not  separate  when  a  transverse  load 
of  2,000  pounds  is  applied.  When  in  the  sec- 
ondary latched  position,  the  door  latch  and 
striker  assembly  shall  not  separate  when  a  trans- 
verse load  of  1,000  pounds  is  applied. 

54.1.1.3  Inertia  Load.  The  door  latch  shall  not 
disengage  from  the  fully  latched  position  when 
a  longitudinal  or  transverse  inertia  load  of  30g 
is  applied  to  the  door  latch  system  (including 
the  latch  and  its  actuating  mechanism  with  the 
locking  mechanism  disengaged). 

54.1.2  Door  Hinges.  Each  door  hinge  system 
shall  support  the  door  and  shall  not  separate 
when  a  longitudinal  load  of  2,500  pounds  is  ap- 
plied. Similarly,  each  door  hinge  system  shall 
not  separate  when  a  transverse  load  of  2,000 
pounds  is  applied. 

54.1 .3  Door  Locks.  Each  door  shall  be  equipped 
with  a  locking  mechanism  with  an  operating 
means  in  the  interior  of  the  vehicle. 
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54.1.3.1  Side  Front  Door  Locks.  When  the 
locking  mechanism  is  engaged,  the  outside  door 
handle  or  other  outside  latch  release  control  shall 
be  inoperative. 

54.1.3.2  Side  Rear  Door  Locks.  In  passenger 
cars  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  when 
the  locking  mechanism  is  engaged,  both  the  out- 
side and  inside  door  handles  or  other  latch  re- 
lease controls  shall  be  inoperative. 

54.2  Hinged  Cargo-Type  Doors. 

54.2.1  Door  Latches. 

54.2.1.1  Longitudinal  Load.  Each  latch  system, 
when  in  the  latched  position,  shall  not  separate 
when  a  longitudinal  load  of  2,500  pounds  is 
applied. 

54.2.1.2  Transverse  Load.  Each  latch  system, 
when  in  the  latched  position,  shall  not  separate 
when  a  transverse  load  of  2,000  pounds  is  ap- 
plied. When  more  than  one  latch  system  is  used 
on  a  single  door,  the  load  requirement  may  be 
divided  among  the  total  number  of  latch  systems. 

54.2.2  Door  Hinges.  Each  door  hinge  system 
shall  support  the  door  and  shall  not  separate 
when  a  longitudinal  load  of  2,500  pounds  is  ap- 
plied, and  when  a  transverse  load  of  2,000  pounds 
is  applied. 

54.3  Sliding  Doors.  The  track  and  slide  com- 
bination or  other  supporting  means  for  each 
sliding  door  shall  not  separate  when  a  total 
transverse  load  of  4,000  pounds  is  applied,  with 
the  door  in  the  closed  position. 

S5.     Demonstration  Procedures. 

S5.1     Hinged  Doors,  Except  Cargo-Type  Doors. 

S5.1.1     Door  Latches. 

S5.1.1.1     Longitudinal    and    Transverse    Loads. 

Compliance  with  paragraphs  S4. 1.1.1  and  S4. 1.1.2 
shall  be  demonstrated  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph  4    of   Society   of   Automotive   Engineers 


Recommended  Practice  J839b,  "Passenger  Car 
Side  Door  Latch  Systems,"  May  1965. 

S5.1.1.2  Inertia  Load.  Compliance  with  S4.1.1.3 
shall  be  demonstrated  by  approved  tests  or  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  5  of  SAE  Recom- 
mended Practice  J839b,  May  1965. 

S5.1.2  Door  Hinges.  Compliance  with  S4.1.2 
shall  be  demonstrated  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph 4  of  SAE  Recommended  Practice  J934, 
"Vehicle  Passenger  Door  Hinge  Systems,"  July 
1965.  For  piano-type  hinges,  the  hinge  spacing 
requirements  of  SAE  J934  shall  not  be  applicable 
and  arrangement  of  the  test  fixture  shall  be 
altered  as  required  so  that  the  test  load  will  be 
applied  to  the  complete  hinge. 

55.2  Hinged  Cargo-Type  Doors. 

55.2.1  Door  Latches.  Compliance  with  S4.2.1 
shall  be  demonstrated  in  accordance  with  para- 
graphs 4.1  and  4.3  of  SAE  Recommended  Prac- 
tice J839b,  "Passenger  Car  Side  Door  Latch 
Systems,"  May  1965.  An  equivalent  static  test 
fixture  may  be  substituted  for  that  shown  in 
Figure  2  of  SAE  J839,  if  required. 

55.2.2  Door  Hinges.  Compliance  with  S4.2.2 
shall  be  demonstrated  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph 4  of  SAE  Recommended  Practice  J934, 
"Vehicle  Passenger  Door  Hinge  Systems,"  July 
1965.  For  piano-type  hinges,  the  hinge  spacing 
requirement  of  SAE  J934  shall  not  be  applicable 
and  arrangement  of  the  test  fixture  shall  be 
altered  as  required  so  that  the  test  load  will  be 
applied  to  the  complete  hinge. 

55.3  Sliding  Doors.  Compliance  with  S4.3 
shall  be  demonstrated  by  applying  an  outward 
transverse  load  of  2,000  pounds  to  the  load  bear- 
ing members  at  the  opposite  edges  of  the  door 
(4,000  pounds  total).  The  demonstration  may 
be  performed  either  in  the  vehicle  or  with  the 
door  retention  components  in  a  bench  test  fixture. 

34  F.R.  1150 
January  24,  1969 
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Effactive:  January   1,    1972 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  207 

Seating  Systems — Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks,  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.   2-12;   Notice  No.  3) 


The  purpose  of  tliis  ameaciment  to  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  207  is  to  extend  its 
application  to  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks  and  buses,  to  require  a  seat  to  remain  in 
its  adjusted  position  during  load  application,  and 
to  clarify  and  restructure  the  standard. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  the  sub- 
ject of  amending  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  207,  and  extending  it  to  multipurpose  pas- 
senger vehicles,  trucks  and  buses  was  published 
on  September  20,  1969  (34  F.R.  14661). 

The  need  for  adequately  anchored  seating  is 
clear.  A  seat  that  tears  loose  on  impact  adds  to 
the  hazards  that  are  inherent  in  crash  situations. 
Each  seat  must  remain  in  place  if  it  is  to  afford 
any  protection  to  its  occupant.  Standard  No. 
207  accordingly  established  strength  require- 
ments for  the  anchorage  of  occupant  seats,  re- 
quired that  a  means  be  provided  for  keeping 
folding  seats  and  seat  backs  in  place,  and  pre- 
scribed strength  requirements  for  seat  backs  and 
seat  back  restraints.  The  proposal  to  extend  the 
standard's  application  to  additional  types  of  ve- 
hicles is  part  of  an  overall  effort  to  afford  occu- 
pants of  these  vehicles  protection  equal  to  that 
now  available  to  occupants  of  passenger  cars. 
The  extension  of  Standard  No.  207  is  closely 
allied  with  the  extension  of  standards  for  seat 
belt  installation  (208)  and  anchorages  (210)  to 
these  other  vehicle  types. 

Most  of  the  comments  favored  the  extended 
application  of  the  standard.  Some  persons  who 
objected  voiced  the  fear  that  the  seat  system 
requirements  would  eliminate  some  seating  con- 
figurations in  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles 
and  walk-in  van-type  trucks.  Although  manu- 
facturers of  these   vehicles  may  have   to  make 


design  changes,  it  has  been  determined  that 
strength  and  convenience  in  this  case  are  not 
incompatible,  and  that  the  provision  of  adequate 
seats  is  not  impracticable  for  such  vehicles.  It 
.should  also  be  noted  that  if  a  seat  is  not  intended 
for  use  while  the  vehicle  is  in  motion,  and  there- 
fore provides  no  designated  seating  position  un- 
der the  amended  definition  of  that  term  in  section 
571.3  of  Title  49  CFR,  the  requirements  of  this 
standard  do  not  apply  to  it. 

Several  respondents  observed  that  the  require- 
ments of  S4.2  that  a  seat  sustain  the  required 
force  "in  each  position  to  which  it  can  be  ad- 
justed" would  impose  a  substantial  burden  on 
power  seats,  whose  "positions"  may  be  very 
numerous.  The  intent  of  the  paragraph  is  to 
insure  that  a  seat  would  be  able  to  sustain  the 
specified  force  in  any  position  that  is  usable  in 
actual  operations,  although  the  manufacturer 
may  choose  to  test  it  only  in  its  most  \'uinerable 
positions.  Thus,  the  manufacturer  may  use  what- 
ever means  are  at  his  disposal  to  meet  the  mini- 
mum requirements;  the  standards  are  not  in- 
tended to  dictate  either  the  nature  or  the  quantity 
of  manufacturer  testing.  The  requirement  has 
been  reworded  slightly  and  language  has  been 
added  to  make  it  clear  that  the  force  specified  by 
subparagraph  (d)  is  applied  to  the  seat  only  in 
the  rearmost  position. 

The  requirement  that  the  seat  withstand  the 
load  without  leaving  its  adjusted  position  has 
been  retained,  but  in  response  to  another  group 
of  comments  it  has  been  decided  to  allow  non- 
locking suspension  type  seats  to  travel  normally 
during  application  of  the  loads  required  by  S4.2. 
Any  other  method  of  testing  would  not  accr.rately 
reflect  the  actual  performance  characteristics  of 
such  seats. 
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Effective:   January    1,    1972 


Several  comments  questioned  the  utility  of  re- 
quiring a  seat  back  restraint  release  to  be  readily 
accessible  if  its  use  is  not  required  for  normal 
exit  from  the  vehicles.  There  appears  to  be 
merit  to  this  argument  with  respect  to  the  need 
for  rear  seat  occupants  to  use  the  release  and  the 
paragraph  has  been  altered  accordingly. 

One  comment  stated  that  subparagraph  S4.3.2.1 
of  the  proposal  should  be  amended  to  require  the 
restraint  on  a  rearward-facing  seat  to  withstand 
a  rearward  load  equal  to  eight  times  the  weight 
of  the  pivoiting  or  folding  portion  of  the  seat. 
This  suggestion  has  merit,  and  the  subparagraph 
has  been  amended  by  the  addition  of  a  new  sub- 
paragraph dealing  expressly  with  rearward- 
facing  seats. 

Several  comments  requested  that  addition  of 
language  permitting  "approved  physical  demon- 
strations" or  "approved  dynamic  tests"  in  place 
of  the  static  loading  requirements  in  S4.2  and 
S4.3.  For  several  reasons,  that  language  has  not 
been  added  to  the  amended  Standard  No.  207. 
The  Bureau  adheres  to  the  procedures  specified 
in  the  standard  in  its  own  testing,  and  it  is  there- 
fore essential  that  the  procedures  be  set  forth 
with  precision.  However,  if  a  manufacturer 
develops  test  procedures  which  are  equal  to  those 
in  the  standard,  in  the  sense  that  the  results  can 


be  accurately  correlated  with  the  standard's  re- 
quirements, nothing  in  the  Act  or  in  the  standard 
prevents  him  from  using  his  tests  to  determine 
that  his  product  conforms  to  the  standard.  The 
Bureau  wishes  to  encourage  new  developments 
in  the  field  of  testing,  and  does  not  intend  that 
the  amended  standard  should  inhibit  them. 

The  proposal  has  been  further  changed  by  in- 
corporating the  substance  of  the  test  procedures 
in  SAE  J879b  into  the  text  of  the  standard  and 
by  adopting  the  accompanying  drawings  as 
figures  1-5  of  the  standard. 

Effective  date :  January  1, 1972. 

Several  comments  indicated  that  the  proposed 
effective  date  of  January  1,  1971,  would  leave 
many  manufacturers  unable  to  comply,  par- 
ticularly with  respect  to  multipurjxjse  passenger 
vehicles  and  trucks.  Therefore,  it  has  been  de- 
termined that  there  is  good  cause  for  specifying 
an  effective  date  more  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  publication. 

Issued  on  Septem'ber  23,  1970. 

Charles  H.  Hartman, 
Acting   Director. 

35   F.R.   15290 
October    1,    1970 
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PREAMBLE  TO   AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  207 

Seating  Systems — Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  2-12;  Notice  No.  4) 


An  amendment  to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  207,  Seating  Systems,  was  pub- 
lished on  October  1,  1970  (35  F.R.  15290). 
Thereafter,  pursuant  to  §  553.35  of  the  pro- 
cedural rules  (49  CFR  553.35,  35  F.R.  5119), 
petitions  for  reconsideration  were  filed  by  the 
Ford  Motor  Company  and  Rolls  Royce,  Ltd. 

The  petition  of  Rolls  Royce,  Ltd.,  sought  to 
amend  §  S4.2.1,  Seat  adjustment,  to  permit  a 
displacement  of  2  inches  during  the  application 
of  the  required  force.  The  company  stated  that 
such  an  allowance  was  necessary  to  accommodate 
power  seats  that  are  continuously  adjustable. 
Although  the  Administration  has  determined 
that  it  is  not  advisable  to  permit  a  specific  dis- 
placement, the  special  circumstances  of  the  power 
seat  warrant  a  more  explicit  interpretation  of  the 
term  "adjusted  position"  as  employed  in  the 
standard. 

Some  types  of  manual  adjustment  device  have 
a  small  amount  of  slack,  that  is  detected  during 
the  test  procedure  but  is  not  an  indication  of 
incipient  failure  and  is  therefore  not  considered 
to  affect  the  conformity  of  the  system.  In  re- 
viewing the  characteristics  of  power  adjustment 
devices,  the  Administration  has  concluded  that 
some  similar  amount  of  slack  may  exist  in  such 
systems  and  that  it  should  not  be  the  basis  for 
a  finding  of  non-conformity.  The  Administra- 
tion will  consider  a  continuously  adjustable 
power  seat  to  have  remained  in  its  adjusted 
position  despite  some  movement,  if  the  move- 
ment is  small  and  if  it  has  stopped  as  the  maxi- 
mum required  force  level  is  reached. 


The  substance  of  the  Ford  petition  was  that 
the  requirement  for  the  seat  back  release  control 
to  be  accessible  to  an  occupant  of  the  seat  is  not 
appropriate  if  the  occupant  does  not  need  to  use 
it  to  exit  from  the  vehicle.  This  point  was 
illustrated  by  the  case  of  a  seat  in  a  truck  cab 
that  folds  for  access  to  a  storage  compartment. 
The  Administration  has  determined  that  the 
situation  used  by  Ford  to  illustrate  its  case  is  a 
situation  in  which  relief  from  the  requirement 
should  be  granted,  but  that  where  there  is  a  seat- 
ing position  behind  the  folding  seat  the  release 
control  should  continue  to  be  accessible  to  the 
occupant  of  the  folding  seat.  This  requirement 
has  been  a  part  of  the  standard  from  the  outset, 
and  by  making  the  latch  more  easily  usable 
makes  it  less  likely  to  be  intentionally  defeated. 

Ford  also  indicated  that  it  understood  the 
standard  to  require  that  the  seat  be  releasable 
from  each  seating  position  on  the  seat.  This  is 
not  a  correct  reading  of  the  standard.  The  Ad- 
ministration's interpretation  continues  to  be  that 
the  release  conrol  must  be  accessible  to  at  least 
one  occupant  of  each  folding  part  of  a  seat. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  section 
S4.3.1,  Accessibility  of  release  control,  in  Stand- 
ard No.  207,  49  CFR  571.21,  is  amended 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1972. 

Issued  on  April  14,  1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 
Acting   Administrator. 

36  F.R.  7419 
April    20,    1971 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  207 


Seating  Systems— Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucl(S  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  2-12;  Notice  No.  3) 


S1.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard  estab- 
lishes requirements  for  seats,  their  attachment 
assemblies,  and  their  installation  to  minimize 
the  possibility  of  their  failure  by  forces  acting 
on  them  as  a  result  of  vehicle  impact. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  pas- 
senger cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks  and  buses. 

53.  Definition.  "Occupant  seat"  means  a  seat 
that  provides  at  least  one  designated  seating 
position. 

54.  Requirements. 

54.1  Driver  seat.  Each  vehicle  shall  have  an 
occupant  seat  for  the  driver. 

54.2  General  performance  requirements.  When 
tested  in  accordance  with  S5,  each  occupant  seat, 
other  than  a  side-facing  seat  or  a  passenger  seat 
on  a  bus,  shall  withstand  the  following  forces: 

(a)  In  any  position  to  which  it  can  be  ad- 
justed—20  times  the  weight  of  the  seat  applied  in 
a  forward  longitudinal  direction; 

(b)  In  any  position  to  which  it  can  be  ad- 
justed—20  times  the  weight  of  the  seat  applied 
in  a  rearward  longitudinal  direction; 

(c)  For  a  seat  belt  assembly  attached  to  the 
seat— the  force  specified  in  subparagraph  (a),  if 
it  is  a  forward  facing  seat,  or  subparagraph  (b), 
if  it  is  a  rearward  facing  seat,  in  each  case  ap- 
plied simultaneously  with  the  forces  imposed  on 
the  seat  by  the  seat  belt  assembly  when  it  is 
loaded  in  accordance  with  section  S4.2  of  Fed- 
eral Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  210;  and 

(d)  In  its  rearmost  position— a  force  that 
produces  a  3,300  inch-pound  moment  about  the 
seating  reference  point  for  each  designated  seat- 
ing position  that  the  seat  provides,  applied  to  the 
upper   cross-member   of   the    seat   back   or   the 


upper  seat  back,  in  a  rearward  longitudinal  di- 
rection for  forward-facing  seats  and  in  a  forward 
longitudinal  direction  for  rearward-facing  seats. 

S4.2.1  Seat  adjustment.  Except  for  vertical 
movement  of  nonlocking  suspension  type  occupant 
seats  in  trucks  or  buses,  the  seat  shall  remain  in  its 
adjusted  position  during  the  application  of  each 
force  specified  in  S4.2. 

S4.3  Restraining  device  for  hinged  or  folding 
seats  or  seat  backs.  Except  for  a  passenger  seat 
in  a  bus  or  a  seat  having  a  back  that  is  adjustable 
only  for  the  comfort  of  its  occupants,  a  hinged 
or  folding  occupant  seat  or  occupant  seat  back 
shall  be  equipped  with  a  self-locking  device  for 
restraining  the  hinged  or  folding  seat  or  seat 
back  and  a  control  for  releasing  that  restraining 
device. 

54.3.1  Accessibility    of    release    control.     If 

there  is  a  designated  seating  position  immediately 
behind  a  seat  equipped  with  a  restraining  device, 
the  control  for  releasing  the  device  shall  be 
readily  accessible  to  the  occupant  of  the  seat 
equipped  with  the  device  and,  if  access  to  the 
control  is  required  in  order  to  exit  from  the 
vehicle,  to  the  occupant  of  the  designated  seat- 
ing position  immediately  behind  the  seat. 

54.3.2  Performance  of  restraining  device. 
S4.3.2.1     Static  force. 

(a)  Once  engaged,  the  restraining  device  for 
forward-facing  seat  shall  not  release  or  fail  when 
a  forward  longitudinal  force  equal  to  20  times 
the  weight  of  the  hinged  or  folding  portion  of 
the  seat  is  applied  through  the  center  of  gravity 
of  that  portion  of  the  seat. 

(b)  Once  engaged,  the  restraining  device  for 
a  rearward  facing  seat  shall  not  release  or  fail 


PART  571;  S  207-1 


when  a  rearward  longitudinal  force  equal  to  8 
times  the  weight  of  the  hinged  or  folding  portion 
of  the  seat  is  applied  to  the  center  of  gravity  of 
that  portion  of  the  seat. 

S4.3.2.2  Acceleration.  Once  engaged,  the  re- 
straining device  shall  not  release  or  fail  when  the 
device  is  subjected  to  an  acceleration  of  20  g.  in 
the  longitudinal  direction  opposite  to  that  in 
which  the  seat  folds. 

S4.4  Labeling.  Seats  not  designated  for  oc- 
cupancy while  the  vehicle  is  in  motion  shall  be 
conspicuously  labeled  to  that  effect. 

S5.    Test  procedures. 

S5.1  Apply  the  forces  specified  in  S4.2(a)  and 
S4.2(b)  as  follows: 

S5.1.1  If  the  seat  back  and  the  seat  bench  are 
attached  to  the  vehicle  by  the  same  attachments, 
secure  a  strut  on  each  side  of  the  seat  from  a 
point  on  the  outside  of  the  seat  frame  in  the 
horizontal  plane  of  the  seat's  center  of  gravity  to 
a  point  on  the  frame  as  far  forward  as  possible 
of  the  seat  anchorages.  Between  the  upper  ends 
of  the  struts  place  a  rigid  cross-member,  in  front 
of  the  seat  back  frame  for  rearward  loading  and 
behind  the  seat  back  frame  for  forward  loading. 
Apply  the  force  specified  by  S4.2(a)  or  S4.2(b) 
horizontally  through  the  rigid  cross-member  as 
shown  in  Figure  1. 


HORIZONTAL  REARWARD 
FORCE  THROUGH  THE 
CENTER  OF  GRAVITY 


RIGID  MEMBER 


DIAGONAL  STRUT  ATTACHED 
AS  FAR  FORWARD  OF  FRONT 
ATTACHING  POINT  AS  POSSIBLE 


HORIZONTAL  FORWARD  FORCE 
,'\      THROUGH  THE  CENTER 
^  OF  GRAVITY 


S5.1.2  If  the  seat  back  and  the  seat  bench  are 
attached  to  the  vehicle  by  different  attachments, 
attach  to  each  component  a  fixture  capable  of 
transmitting  a  force  to  that  component.    Apply 


forces  equal  to  20  times  the  weight  of  the  seat 
back  horizontally  through  the  center  of  gravity 
of  the  seat  back,  as  shown  in  Figure  2,  and  apply 
forces  equal  to  20  times  the  weight  of  the  seat 


CENTER  OF  GRAVITY 
OF  SEAT  BACK 


LOAD  CELL 


FORWARD 

HORIZONTAL 

FORCE 


REARWARD 

HORIZONTAL 

FORCE 


FIGURE  2 


bench  horizontally  through  the  center  of  gravity 
of  the  seat  bench,  as  shown  in  Figure  3. 


HORIZONTAL 
FORCE 


CENTER  OF  GRAVITY 
OF  SEAT  CUSHION 


REARWARD 
Js  HORIZONTAL 
"^  FORCE 


LOAD  CELL 


FIGURES 


S5.2    Develop  the  moment  specified  in  S4.2(d) 
as  shown  in  Figure  4. 

RIGID  MEMBER 


HORIZONTAL  FORCE  (P)  TO 
SEAT  BACK  AT  UPPER 
CROSSMEMBER 


SEATING  REFERENCE 
POINT 


MOMENT  (P  X  D)  COMPUTED  ABOUT  THE 
SEATING  REFERENCE  POINT 

FIGURE  4 
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S5.3  Apply  the  forces  specified  in  S4. 3.2.1  (a) 
and  (b)  to  a  hinged  or  folding  seat  as  shown  in 
figure  1  and  to  a  hinged  or  folding  seat  back  as 
shown  in  Figure  5. 


S5.4  Determine  the  center  of  gravity  of  a  seat 
or  seat  component  with  all  cushions  and  uphols- 
tery in  place  and  with  the  head  restraint  in  its 
fully  extended  design  position. 


35  F.R.  15290 
October  1,  1970 
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EfFective:  January  1,  1972 
August  15,  1973 
August  15,  1975 
August    15,    1977 


PREAMBLE   TO  AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection  in  Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger 

Vehicles,  Trucks,  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  No.  9) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Standard 
No.  208,  49  CFR  571.21,  is  to  specify  occupant 
crash  protection  requirements  for  passenger  cars, 
multipurpose  passenger  vheicles,  trucks,  and 
buses  manufactured  on  or  after  January  1,  1972, 
with  additional  requirements  coming  into  effect 
for  certain  of  those  vehicles  on  August  15,  1973, 
August  15,  1975,  and  August  15,  1977.  The  re- 
quirements effective  for  the  period  beginning  on 
January  1,  1972,  were  the  subject  of  a  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  published  September  25, 
1970  (35  F.E.  14941),  and  appear  today  for  the 
first  time  in  the  form  of  a  rule.  The  require- 
ments for  subsequent  periods  were  issued  in  rule 
form  on  November  3,  1970  (35  F.R.  16927),  and 
are  reissued  today  in  amended  form  as  the  result 
of  petitions  for  reconsideration. 

The  substantive  rulemaking  actions  that  pre- 
ceded this  amendment  are  as  follows: 

(a)  May  7,  1970  (35  F.R.  7187)— Proposed 
requirements  and  a  schedule  for  the  adoption  of 
passive  restraint  systems  and  interim  active 
systems. 

(b)  September  25,  1970  (35  F.R.  14941)  — 
Proposal  for  a  modified  intei'im  set  of  require- 
ments effective  January  1, 1972. 

(c)  November  3,  1970  (35  F.R.  16927)— Rule 
amending  Standard  No.  208  to  specify  require- 
ments for  passive  restraints,  effective  July  1, 
1973. 

(d)  November  3,  1970  (35  F.R.  16937)— Pro- 
posed additional  requirements  and  conditions  to 
be  contained  in  Standard  No.  208. 

Following  issuance  of  the  November  3  amend- 
ment, petitions  for  reconsideration  were  filed 
pursuant  to  §  553.35  of  the  procedural  rules  (49 
CFR  553.35,  35  F.R.  5119)  by  Japan  Automobile 


Manufacturers  Association,  Inc.,  American 
Safety  Belt  Council,  Peugeot,  Inc.,  American 
Motors  Corp.,  Volvo,  Inc.,  Ford  Motor  Co., 
Chrysler,  Chrysler  United  Kingdom,  Ltd.,  Inter- 
national Harvester  Co.,  Automobile  Manufac- 
turers Association,  General  Motors  Corp.,  Volks- 
wagen of  America,  Inc.,  Takata  Kojyo  Co.,  Ltd., 
Renault,  Inc.,  American  Motors  (Jeep),  Rolls- 
Royce,  Ltd.,  American  Safety  Equipment  Corp., 
Hamill  Manufacturing  Co.,  Energy  Systems 
Division  (Olin),  American  Association  for  Auto- 
motive Medicine,  Checker  Motors  Corp.,  Eaton 
Yale  and  Towne,  Inc.,  and  the  American 
Academy  of  Pediatrics. 

Concurrently  with  the  evaluation  of  the  peti- 
tions, the  Administration  has  reviewed  the  com- 
ments received  in  response  to  the  September  25 
and  November  3  proposals,  and  the  interim 
occupant  protection  requirements  are  combined 
herein  with  the  requirements  for  later  periods. 

The  standard  establishes  quantitative  criteria 
for  occupant  injury,  as  determined  by  use  of 
anthropomorphic  test  devices.  For  the  head,  the 
criterion  is  a  severity  index  of  1,000,  calculated 
according  to  SAE  Information  Report  J885a; 
for  the  upper  thorax,  it  is  a  deceleration  of  60g 
except  for  a  cumulative  period  of  not  more  than 
3  milliseconds;  and  for  the  upper  legs  it  is  an 
axial  force  of  1,400  pounds.  A  fourth  criterion 
is  that  the  test  devices  must  be  contained  by  the 
outer  surfaces  of  the  passenger  compartment. 

For  systems  that  provide  complete  passive  pro- 
tection there  are  three  vehicle  impact  modes  in 
which  a  vehicle  is  required  to  meet  the  injury 
criteria.  In  the  frontal  mode,  the  vehicle  im- 
pacts a  fixed  collision  barrier  perpendicularly  or 
at  any  angle  up  to  and  including  30°  in  either 
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direction  from  the  perpendicular  while  traveling 
longitudinally  forward  at  any  speed  up  to  30 
m.p.h.  In  the  lateral  mode,  the  vehicle  is  im- 
pacted on  its  side  by  a  barrier  moving  at  20 
m.p.h.  In  the  rollover  mode,  the  vehicle  is  rolled 
over  from  a  speed  of  30  m.p.h. 

On  January  1,  1972,  a  passenger  car  will  be 
required  to  provide  one  of  three  options  for  oc- 
cupant protection :  ( 1 )  Passive  protection  system 
that  meets  the  above  injury  criteria  in  all  im- 
pact modes  at  all  seating  positions;  (2)  lap  belts 
at  all  positions,  with  a  requirement  that  the  front 
outboard  positions  meet  the  injury  criteria  with 
lap-belted  dummies  in  a  30-m.p.h.  perpendicular 
barrier  crash;  or  (3)  lap-and-shoulder-belt  sys- 
tems at  the  front  outboard  positions  that  restrain 
test  dummies  in  a  30-m.p.h.  barrier  crash  without 
belt  or  anchorage  failure,  and  lap  belts  in  other 
positions. 

Both  the  second  and  third  options  require 
warning  systems  that  activate  a  visible  and 
audible  signal  if  an  occupant  of  either  front  out- 
board position  has  not  extended  his  lap  belt  to  a 
specified  length.  Lap  belts  furnished  under  the 
second  or  third  options  must  have  emergency- 
locking  or  automatic-locking  retractors  at  all  out- 
board positions,  front  and  rear.  Shoulder  belts 
furnished  under  the  third  option  must  have 
either  manual  adjustment  or  emergency-locking 
retractors. 

On  August  15,  1973,  a  passenger  car  will  be 
required  to  provide  one  of  two  options  for  oc- 
cupant protection:  (1)  Passive  protection  that 
meets  the  injury  criteria  in  all  impact  modes  at 
all  seating  positions;  or  (2)  a  system  that  pro- 
vides passive  protection  for  the  front  positions 
in  a  perpendicular  frontal  fixed  barrier  crash, 
that  includes  lap  belts  at  all  seating  positions 
such  that  the  injury  criteria  are  met  at  the  front 
positions  both  with  and  without  lap  belts 
fastened  in  a  perpendicular  frontal  fixed  barrier 
crash,  and  that  has  a  seat  belt  warning  system 
at  the  front  outboard  positions. 

On  and  after  August  15,  1975,  a  passenger  car 
will  be  required  to  meet  the  injury  criteria  in  all 
impact  modes  at  all  seating  positions  by  passive 
means. 

Multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  and  trucks 
with  gross  vehicle  weight  ratings  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less  manufactured  from  January  1, 


1972,  to  August  15,  1975,  will  have  the  option  of 
meeting  the  injury  criteria  in  all  impact  modes 
at  all  seating  positions  by  passive  means,  or  of 
providing  a  seatbelt  assembly  at  each  designated 
seating  position.  From  August  15,  1975,  to 
August  15,  1977,  these  vehicles  will  be  required 
to  meet  one  of  the  two  options  permitted  pas- 
senger cars  during  the  period  August  15,  1973,  to 
August  15,  1975.  On  and  after  August  15,  1977, 
they  will  be  required  to  meet  the  full  passive 
crash  protection  requirements  that  become  effec- 
tive for  passenger  cars  on  August  15,  1975.  For- 
ward control  vehicles,  however,  may  continue  to 
use  belt  systems,  and  certain  other  specialized 
types  of  vehicles  may  continue  to  provide  only 
head-on  passive  protection. 

Multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  and  trucks 
with  a  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000  pounds 
manufactured  on  or  after  January  1,  1972,  will 
have  the  option  of  providing  protection  by  pas- 
sive means  that  meet  all  the  crash  protection  re- 
quirements or  of  installing  seat  belt  assemblies 
at  all  seating  positions.  Buses  manufactured 
after  January  1,  1972,  will  be  required  to  pro- 
vide one  of  these  options  for  the  driver's  seating 
position. 

The  remainder  of  this  preamble  is  separated 
into  sections  dealing  with  (I)  the  comments  re- 
ceived in  response  to  the  September  25  proposal 
for  the  interim  system,  (II)  the  petitions  for 
reconsideration  of  the  November  3  rule  on  the 
requirements  for  later  periods,  and  (III)  the 
comments  received  and  action  taken  pursuant  to 
the  November  3  proposal  for  additional  require- 
ments. 

I.  The  September  25  proposal  specified  a  series 
of  options  for  occupant  protection  in  passenger 
cars  manufactured  on  or  after  January  1,  1972. 
Each  option  represented  a  significant  advance 
over  the  level  of  protection  afforded  occupants 
by  present  seat  belt  systems.  Upon  consideration 
of  comments  requesting  postponement  of  the  re- 
quirements, it  has  been  determined  that  com- 
pliance with  one  or  another  of  the  options  by 
January  1,  1972,  is  reasonable  and  practicable. 
In  response  to  the  comments  and  other  available 
information,  however,  certain  changes  have  been 
made. 

In  the  proposal,  the  first  option  consisted  of  a 
passive  protection  system  that  would  meet  the 
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injury  criteria  at  all  seating  positions  in  a  30 
m.p.h.  perpendicular  frontal  impact.  A  large 
number  of  respondents  (to  this  notice  and  to 
others  dealt  with  herein),  both  within  and  out- 
side of  the  concerned  industries,  took  the  posi- 
tion that  the  requirements  for  installation  of 
seat  belts  should  not  be  dropped  until  the  ve- 
hicles in  question  provided  protection  in  angular, 
lateral,  and  rollover  crash  modes,  in  addition  to 
the  direct  frontal  mode.  After  detailed  con- 
sideration of  these  arguments  and  other  available 
data,  it  has  been  determined  that  the  added  cost 
of  seatbelt  systems  is  justified,  even  where  ve- 
hicles provide  passive  frontal-impact  protection. 
Accordingly,  the  first  option,  the  only  one  under 
which  manufacturers  are  allowed  not  to  provide 
seat  belts  in  their  \-ehicles,  requires  a  passive  pro- 
tection system  that  meets  the  injury  criteria  in 
all  of  the  impact  modes  mentioned  above. 

The  second  option  set  forth  in  the  proposal 
consisted  of  Type  1  seatbelt  assemblies  with  a 
warning  system  at  the  front  outboard  positions 
and  Type  1  or  Type  2  assemblies  at  the  other 
positions.  The  front  outboard  positions  were 
either  to  meet  the  injury  criteria  in  a  perpen- 
dicular impact  by  use  of  the  belts,  or  be  pro- 
tected by  energj'  absorbing  materials  conforming 
to  amended  requirements  proposed  for  Standards 
No.  201  and  20.3.  The  latter  alternative  was  the 
subject  of  several  adverse  comments,  and  in  the 
light  of  these  comments  and  the  tentative  nature 
of  the  proposed  amendments  to  Standards  No. 
201  and  203,  the  alternative  has  been  deleted. 
As  adopted,  the  option  provides  that  the  front 
outboard  positions  must  meet  the  injury  criteria 
in  a  perpendicular  fixed  barrier  crash  w^ith  the 
test  dummies  restrained  by  Type  1  belts  only. 
The  wording  that  a  vehicle  should  have  "either  a 
Type  1  or  a  Type  2"  seatbelt  assembly  under  this 
option  has  been  changed  to  refer  simply  to  Type 
1  (lap  belt)  assemblies.  A  manufacturer  may  at 
his  option  provide  upper  torso  restraints,  which 
do  or  do  not  attach  to  the  lap  belts.  The  essence 
of  the  second  option,  however,  is  that  the  vehicle 
be  designed  to  provide  protection  with  lap  belts 
alone,  in  view  of  their  much  higher  level  of  pub- 
lic use  in  comparison  with  lap-and-shoulder 
combinations.  "Vehicles  under  this  option,  there- 
fore, mrist  provide  lap  belts  that  are  usable 
separately. 


The  third  option  proposed  in  the  September 
25  notice  has  been  adopted  with  some  changes. 
It  consists  of  an  improved  combination  of  lap 
and  shoulder  belts  in  the  front  outboard  seating 
positions,  with  lap  belts  in  other  positions.  The 
belts  and  anchorages  at  the  front  outboard  posi- 
tions must  be  capable  of  restraining  a  dummy  in 
a  30-m.p.h.  frontal  perpendicular  impact  with- 
out separtion  of  the  belts  or  their  anchorages. 

The  seatbelt  warning  system  required  under 
the  second  and  third  options  has  been  modified 
somewhat  in  the  light  of  the  comments,  to  clarify 
the  requirements  and  to  restrict  its  operation  to 
situations  where  the  vehicle  is  likely  to  be  in 
motion.  The  notice  proposed  that  the  system 
operate  when  the  driver  or  right  front  passenger, 
or  both,  occupied  the  seat  but  did  not  fasten  the 
belt  about  them.  It  was  stated  in  several  com- 
ments such  systems  operating  through  the  buckle 
are  relatively  complex  and  that  leadtime  would 
be  a  significant  problem.  Upon  evaluation  of 
the  comments,  it  has  been  decided  to  provide  for 
warning  system  operation  when  the  driver's  belt 
is  not  extended  to  a  length  that  will  accommo- 
date a  5th-percentile  adult  female,  or  when  the 
right  front  passenger's  seat  is  occupied  and  that 
belt  is  not  extended  far  enough  to  fit  a  .50th- 
percentile  6-year-old.  Keying  the  system  to  belt 
withdrawal  is  technolocricallv  simpler,  and  still 
provides  protection  against  tampering.  The 
notice  had  proposed  that  the  system  operate 
whenever  the  vehicle's  ignition  was  in  the  "on" 
position.  It  was  pointed  out  in  the  comments 
that  situations  arise  in  which  the  vehicle  is  at 
rest  with  the  ignition  on  and  the  engine  running, 
as  when  picking  up  or  discharering  passengers. 
To  avoid  the  annovance  to  vehicle  occupants  of 
the  warning  svstem  in  such  situations,  the  stand- 
ard provides  that  the  system  shall  operate  only 
if  the  ignition  is  in  the  "on"  position  and  the 
transmission  is  in  a  drive  position. 

The  seat  belt  system  requirements  have  also 
been  changed  somewhat  in  response  to  com- 
ments. The  notice  had  proposed  to  require  re- 
tractors at  all  seating  positions  in  those  options 
specifying  seat  belts.  Several  comments  stated 
tha  the  installation  of  retractors  at  inboard  posi- 
tions would  require  extensive  redesign  of  bench- 
type  seats.  In  the  light  of  the  low  occupancy 
rate  for  the  center  seats,  the  diflSculties  in  meet- 
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ing  the  requirement,  and  the  short  leadtime  avail- 
able, the  requirement  for  center-position  retrac- 
tors has  been  omitted. 

The  requirement  that  the  shoulder  and  pelvic 
restraints  be  releasable  at  a  single  point  by  a 
pushbutton-type  action  has  been  retained.  The 
Administration  considers  that  single-point  re- 
lease is  essential  to  the  convenient  operation  of 
the  seat  belts,  and  that  standardization  of  the 
buckle  release  device  is  also  important,  par- 
ticularly in  emergency  situations.  However,  the 
additional  requirement  for  one-hand  fastening  by 
the  driver  has  been  deleted.  Adjustable  bench 
seats  would  require  major  redesign  in  many  cases, 
and  it  has  been  determined  that  the  additional 
convenience  afforded  the  driver  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  justify  the  cost  and  leadtime  prob- 
lems that  would  result. 

A  number  of  comments  noted  that  no  dimen- 
sions were  specified  in  the  notice  for  the  various 
occupants,  and  that  there  were  no  dimensions  of 
this  type  in  general  use.  To  remedy  the  problem, 
the  standard  provides  a  table  of  dimensions  for 
various  sizes  of  adult  occupants  and  50th- 
percentile  6-year-olds.  The  latter  set  of  dimen- 
sions has  been  adopted  because  of  the  availability 
of  manikins  at  that  size. 

In  response  to  several  comments  stating  that 
the  proposed  8-inch  distance  between  the  oc- 
cupant's centerline  and  the  intersection  of  the 
upper  torso  belt  with  the  lap  belt  was  too  great, 
the  distance  has  been  reduced  to  6  inches.  It  has 
been  determined  that  a  6-inch  distance  will  pro- 
vide satisfactory  protection  and  lessen  the  con- 
venience problems  that  might  be  created  with  the 
greater  distance. 

II.  With  few  exceptions,  the  petitions  for  re- 
consideration of  the  November  3  amendment 
requested  that  the  requirement  for  mandatory 
passive  protection  be  postponed.  The  length  of 
postponement  requested  varied  from  2  months  to 
several  years.  After  full  consideration  of  the 
issues  raised  by  the  petitions,  it  has  been  decided 
to  continue  to  require  passive  protection  for  the 
front  seating  positions  of  passenger  cars  in  1973. 
In  order  to  ease  the  problem  of  model  year 
scheduling,  the  date  is  changed  from  July  1, 
1973,  to  August  15,  1973.  The  petitions  did  not 
offer  sufficient  reasons  to  change  the  Administra- 
tion's position  as  set  forth  in  previous  notices  in 


this  docket,  that  passive  protection  systems  are  a 
vitally  important  step  in  reducing  the  death  and 
injury  toll  on  our  highways,  and  that  the  relevant 
technology  is  sufficiently  advanced  to  provide  this 
basic  protection,  in  accordance  with  the  perform- 
ance requirements  and  the  time  schedule  that 
have  been  specified.  The  petitions  that  requested 
a  postponement  of  all  passive  protection  require- 
ments beyond  August  15,  1973,  are  therefore 
denied. 

However,  considerable  data  was  presented  in 
the  petitions  to  the  effect  that  the  development  of 
passive  systems  for  the  various  impact  modes 
has  not  proceeded  at  an  equal  rate.  It  appears 
that  a  number  of  manufacturers  may  be  unable 
to  comply  with  the  lateral  crash  protection  re- 
quirements in  1973.  Accordingly,  it  has  been  de- 
cided to  establish  two  restraint  options  for  the 
front  seating  positions  of  passenger  cars  manu- 
factured on  or  after  August  15,  1973,  and  before 
August  15,  1975.  A  manufacturer  may  choose, 
first,  to  provide  a  passive  system  that  meets  the 
occupant  crash  protection  requirements  at  all 
seating  positions,  in  all  impact  modes.  If  he  is 
unable  to  provide  such  full  passive  protection, 
he  may  choose  to  adopt  a  system  that  provides 
passive  protection  for  the  front  occupants  in  a 
head-on  collision,  and  also,  includes  a  lap  belt 
at  each  seating  position  with  a  seatbelt  warning 
system  for  the  front  outboard  positions.  Under 
this  option,  the  injury  criteria  must  be  met  at 
each  front  position  in  a  perpendicular  barrier 
crash  up  to  30  m.p.h.,  both  with  and  without  the 
lap  belts  fastened.  This  option  thus  resembles 
the  second  option  permitted  during  the  interim 
period,  except  that  the  injury  criteria  must  also 
be  met  with  the  test  dummies  unrestrained,  and 
at  the  front  center  position  as  well  as  the  front 
outboard  positions. 

The  date  on  which  a  passenger  car  must  pro- 
vide passive  means  of  meeting  the  injury  criteria 
in  a  side  impact  is  changed  to  August  15,  1975, 
to  reflect  the  greater  leadtime  needed  to  develop 
such  passive  systems.  To  provide  uniform 
phasing,  and  allow  time  for  development  of  pas- 
sive protection  in  the  angular-impact  and  roll- 
over modes,  the  effective  date  for  these  require- 
ments is  also  set  at  August  15,  1975.  Thus,  after 
August  15,  1975,  each  passenger  car  must  meet 
the  crash  protection  requirements  at  each  seating 
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position  in  all  impact  modes  by  means  that  re- 
quire no  action  by  vehicle  occupants. 

Petitions  of  manufacturers  of  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  and  trucks  with  GVWR  of 
10,000  pounds  or  less  stated  that  the  trucking  in- 
dustry as  a  whole  would  need  additional  time  to 
assimilate  the  experience  of  passenger  car  manu- 
facturers, before  passive  systems  could  be  prop- 
erly installed  on  their  vehicles.  The  Administra- 
tion has  determined  that  additional  leadtime  is 
required  for  these  vehicles.  The  standard  ac- 
cordingly provides  that  the  protection  required 
for  passenger  cars  in  1973  will  be  required  for 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  and  trucks  with 
a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  on  August  15, 
1975.  The  protection  required  for  passenger  cars 
on  August  15,  1975,  will  be  required  of  these  ve- 
hicles on  August  15, 1977. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  published 
on  November  3,  1970,  proposed  to  make  the  pas- 
sive protection  requirements  anplicable  to  open- 
body  type  vehicles.  Review  of  the  comments  and 
the  petitions  for  reconsideration  leads  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  type  of  vehicle,  along  with  con- 
vertibles, walk-in  van-type  vehicles,  motor  homes, 
and  chassis-mount  campers  cannot  be  satisfac- 
torily equipped  with  a  complete  passive  protec- 
tion system.  Accordingly,  the  standard  provides 
that  onlv  the  head-on  passive  protection  svstem 
required  for  passenger  cars  in  1973  will  be  re- 
quired for  each  of  these  tvpes  on  Ausnist  15,  1977, 
and  thereafter.  It  has  been  further  determined 
that  it  may  not  be  feasible  to  provide  passive  pro- 
tection in  some  forward  control  vehicles,  and  such 
vehicles  are  therefore  permitted  the  option  of 
providing  seat  belt  assemblies  at  all  seating 
positions. 

A  number  of  petitions  obiected  to  the  require- 
ment for  a  minimum  speed  below  which  a  crash- 
deployed  system  may  not  deploy.  Upon  con- 
sideration of  the  petitions,  it  has  been  determined 
that  it  is  preferable  to  allow  manufacturers  free- 
dom in  the  design  of  their  protective  systems  at 
all  speeds,  and  this  requirement  is  hereby  deleted 
from  the  standard. 

The  injury  criteria  specified  in  the  November 
3  amendment  were  the  subject  of  numerous  peti- 
tions. The  basic  objections  to  the  head  injury 
criteria  were  that  the  70g-3-millisecond  require- 
ment was  too  conservative,  with  respect  to  both 
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acceleration  levels  and  time  factors.  Review  of 
these  objections  and  a  reevaluation  of  the  infor- 
mation available  to  the  Administration  leads  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  head  injury  criteria  can 
be  more  appropriately  based  on  the  severity  in- 
dex described  in  the  Society  of  Automotive 
Engineers  Information  Report  J885(a),  June 
1966.  Accordingly,  the  standard  adopts  as  the 
criterion  for  head  injury  a  severity  index  of  1,000 
calculated  by  the  method  in  the  SAE  report. 

The  severity  index  is  based  on  biomechanical 
data  derived  from  head  injury  studies  and  does 
not  adapt  itself  readily  to  chest-injury  usage. 
Several  petitions  stated  that  the  chest  injury 
criteria  were  set  at  too  low  a  level.  In  some  re- 
spects, a  higher  "g-level"  on  the  chest  actually 
increases  the  protective  capabilities  of  the  system, 
if  properly  designed,  since  it  more  effectively 
utilizes  the  available  space  in  which  the  occu- 
pant can  "ride  down"  the  crash  impact — an 
especially  important  factor  in  higher-speed 
crashes.  Therefore,  in  accordance  with  data  cur- 
rently available,  a  chest  tolerance  level  of  60g, 
except  for  a  cumulative  period  of  3  milliseconds, 
is  hereby  adopted. 

No  data  was  received  to  support  the  contention 
of  several  petitioners  that  the  upper  leg  load  was 
too  conservative.  The  maximum  force  level  of 
1,400  pounds  appears  well  founded  and  is  re- 
tained. 

Several  petitions  objected  to  the  condition 
that  vehicles  be  tested  at  their  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating.  Under  review  of  the  appro- 
priateness of  this  requirement  for  passenger  cars 
and  a  review  of  loading  patterns  on  trucks,  it 
has  been  decided  to  alter  the  condition  to  specify 
that  passenger  cars  are  tested  at  a  weight  that 
represents  their  unloaded  vehicle  weight  (re- 
cently defined  in  the  Federal  Register  of  Feb.  5, 
1971,  36  F.R.  2511)  plus  the  weight  of  rated 
cargo  capacity  and  the  specified  number  of  test 
devices.  Trucks  are  to  be  tested  at  a  weieht  that 
approximates  a  half-loaded  vehicle,  with  the  load 
secured  in  the  cargo  area,  plus  the  specified  num- 
ber of  test  devices. 

The  use  of  the  anthropomorphic  test  device  de- 
scribed in  SAE  J963  was  objected  to  by  several 
petitioners,  on  the  grounds  that  further  specifica- 
tions are  needed  to  ensure  repeatability  of  test 
results.     The  Administration  finds  no  sufficient 
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reason  to  alter  its  conclusion  that  the  SAE 
specification  is  the  best  available.  The  NHTSA 
is  sponsoring  further  research  and  examining  all 
available  data,  however,  with  a  view  to  issuance 
of  further  specifications  for  these  devices. 

In  response  to  other  comments  with  respect  to 
test  conditions,  the  test  devices'  hand  positions 
are  adjusted  to  reduce  apparent  test  variability. 
Also,  the  frequency  filtration  criteria  of  SAE 
Recommended  Practice  J211  have  been  sub- 
stituted for  the  filtration  criteria  employed  in 
the  Xovember  3  notice. 

III.  The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  issued 
on  November  3,  1970,  dealt  with  several  aspects 
of  the  occupant  protection  standard  for  which 
changes  contemplated  by  the  Administration, 
after  review  of  the  comments  to  the  May  7  notice, 
were  thought  to  require  additional  opportunity 
for  comment.  These  aspects  included  a  proposed 
deletion  of  the  exemption  from  the  rollover  re- 
quirements i:)reviously  proposed  for  open-body 
type  vehicles,  the  raising  of  the  low-velocity  de- 
ployment requirement  from  10  to  15  m.p.h.,  the 
establishment  of  requirements  for  the  lateral 
component  of  head  and  chest  acceleration,  and 
the  amendment  of  the  test  conditions  for  the 
lateral  impact  and  rollover  requirements. 

Since  the  subject  of  low  speed  deployment  and 
the  question  of  exemptions  were  also  the  subjects 
of  petitions  for  reconsideration  under  the 
November  3  rule,  the  disposition  of  these  matters 
has  been  noted  in  the  preceding  section.  For  the 
reasons  given  therein,  the  low-velocity  deploy- 
ment requirement  has  been  omitted,  and  the  ex- 
emptions have  been  expanded  to  include  forward 
control  vehicles,  convertibles,  walk-in  van-type 
trucks,  motor  homes,  and  chassis-mount  campers. 
These  type  descriptions  are  in  general  use 
among  manufacturers  to  describe  vehicles  shar- 
ing certain  well-defined  characteristics.  Defini- 
tions of  these  types  of  vehicles  may,  as  found 
necessary  in  the  future,  be  added  to  §  571.3 
Definitions. 

Upon  review  of  the  comments  and  other  infor- 
mation available  to  the  Administration,  it  has 
been  decided  that  the  establishment  of  require- 
ments for  the  lateral  component  of  head  and 
chest  acceleration  is  not  feasible  at  this  time. 
However,  it  is  anticipated  that  biomechanical 
studies    will    shortly    provide    data    regarding 


lateral  tolerances  on  which  a  requirement  can  be 
based  and  that  rulemaking  action  will  thereupon 
resume. 

The  conditions  proposed  for  the  lateral  impact 
and  rollover  tests  have  been  adopted  as  proposed 
without  significant  change.  Comments  on  the 
lateral  impact  test  revealed  no  significant  sup- 
port for  a  fixed  barrier  collision  of  the  type 
proposed  in  the  May  7  notice,  although  several 
recommended  use  of  the  moving  barrier  specified 
in  SAE  Recommended  Practice  J972  and  others 
requested  that  the  height  of  the  barrier  be 
lowered  from  65  inches  to  36-38  inches  as  speci- 
fied in  SAE  J972.  The  decision  to  retain  the 
test  and  barrier  dimensions  as  proposed  in  the 
November  3  notice  was  made  after  a  full  review 
of  the  SAE   procedures. 

The  test  as  adopted  is  considered  to  afford 
greater  repeatability  than  the  SAE  procedure, 
which  permits  a  much  more  complex  interaction 
between  the  barrier  and  the  impacted  vehicle. 
The  height  of  the  barrier  has  been  retained  at 
65  inches  so  that  it  will  test  the  head  impact 
protection  afforded  by  the  vehicle  when  struck 
by  a  surface  extending  to  head  height.  Pas- 
senger compartment  intrusion  of  the  type  that 
might  result  from  use  of  a  lower  barrier  is  the 
subject  of  a  separate  rulemaking  action  on  side 
door  strength. 

Some  comments  suggested  that  the  wording  of 
the  proposed  procedures,  that  the  moving 
barrier  undergo  no  deformation  or  nonlongi- 
tudinal  movement,  was  unduly  restrictive.  The 
wording  is  not,  however,  intended  to  describe  an 
actual  test,  but  to  establish  the  condition  that 
the  vehicle  must  be  capable  of  meeting  the  stated 
requirements  no  matter  how  small  the  degree  of 
deformation  or  nonlongitudinal  movement  of  the 
barrier.  This  issue,  in  the  case  of  the  moving 
barrier,  is  thus  analogous  to  that  in  the  definition 
of  "fixed  collision  barrier"'  (35  F.R.  11242,  July 
14,  1970).  To  more  clearly  reflect  this  position 
and  the  legal  similarity  of  the  two  types  of 
barriers,  the  word  "significant"  is  added  to  the 
conditions  relating  to  movement  and  deformation 
of  the  barrier. 

Several  comments  stated  that  the  rollover  test 
would  not  produce  repeatable  results.  Although 
refinements  may  be  made  in  the  procedure  before 
the  date  on   which   rollover   protection  becomes 
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mandatory,  the  Administration  has  determined 
that  the  test  as  adopted  is  more  satisfactory  than 
any  other  suggested  thus  far.  The  kinematics 
of  a  rollover  type  accident  are  such  that  vari- 
ability in  vehicle  behavior  may  often  be  more 
visible  than  in  other  test  procedures. 

A  number  of  other  minor  issues  were  raised  by 
the  petitions,  and  each  has  been  carefully 
evaluated  by  the  Administration.  With  respect 
to  those  objections  aoJ  '=:n<rgestions  not  specifi- 
cally nientioaed  C'i;e>.  nit  vi  this  notice,  the 
petitions  are  hereby  denied. 


iff«ctiv«:   1/1/7J;  8/15/73; 
8/15/75;  8/15/77 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  208  in  §  571.21  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  .  .  . 
with  effective  dates  as  specified  in  the  text  of 
the  standard. 


Issued  on  March  3,  1971. 


Douglas  W.  Toms, 
Acting    Administrator. 

36   F.R.  4600 
March    10,    1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  10) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Pro- 
tection, in  §  571.21  of  Title  49,  Ckxie  of  Federal 
Regulations.  The  petitions  addressed  herein  are 
those  dealing  with  seat  belts  and  seat  belt  warn- 
ing systems.  A  notice  responding  to  petitions 
concerning  the  passive  protection  aspects  of  the 
standard  will  be  issued  shortly  and  the  standard 
republished  in  its  entirety  at  that  time. 

The  standard  as  issued  March  3,  1971  (36  F.R. 
4600),  established  January  1,  1972,  as  the  first 
date  in  the  progressive  stages  of  the  Occupant 
Crash  Protection  requirements.  Two  petitioners, 
Mercedes-Benz  and  American  Motors,  requested 
a  delay  in  the  introduction  of  the  interim  pro- 
tection systems.  American  Motors  requested  a 
delay  imtil  April  1,  1972,  to  allow  for  adequate 
compliance  testing,  and  Mercedes  requested  a 
date  of  July  1,  1972,  to  avoid  disruption  of  the 
1972  model  production  which  begins  on  July  1, 
1971.  Upon  review  of  all  available  information, 
the  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  date  is  not 
imreasonably  demanding,  and  the  requests  are 
denied. 

The  improved  seat  belt  systems  required  in 
passenger  cars  that  do  not  provide  full  passive 
protection  were  the  subject  of  several  petitions. 
Primary  attention  was  directed  to  the  belt  warn- 
ing system  and  the  conditions  under  which  it 
must  operate.  As  issued  on  March  3,  the  stand- 
ard provides  that  the  system  shall  operate  when 
and  only  when  the  ignition  is  on,  the  transmis- 
sion is  in  any  forward  or  reverse  position,  and 
either  the  driver's  lap  belt  is  not  extended  at 
least  to  the  degree  necessary  to  fit  a  5th-per- 
centile  adult  female  or  a  person  of  at  least  the 
weight  of  a  50th-percentile  6-year  old  is  seated 


in  the  right  front  position  and  the  belt  is  not 
extended  to  the  length  necessary  to  fit  him. 

The  intent  of  the  transmission  position  require- 
ment was  to  require  operation  of  the  warning 
system  when  the  vehicle  was  likely  to  be  in  mo- 
tion, and  the  effect  of  the  "when  and  only  when" 
phrase  was  to  require  deactivation  in  all  other 
positions.  Some  petitioners  argued  that  rear- 
ward motion  was  not  likely  to  be  fast  enough  to 
present  a  hazard.  Others  stated,  on  the  other 
hand,  that  vehicles  with  automatic  transmissions 
should  deactivate  the  system  only  in  "Park",  to 
encourage  drivers  to  use  that  position  when  leav- 
ing the  vehicle  with  the  engine  nmning.  Sim- 
ilarly, it  was  requested  that  alternative  means  of 
warning  system  deactivation  be  permitted  on 
cars  with  manual  transmissions,  with  one  alterna- 
tive being  application  of  the  parking  brake.  The 
NHTSA  has  found  these  arguments  to  have 
merit,  and  therefore  amends  S7.3  of  the  standard 
in  several  respects.  The  amended  section  re- 
quires, as  the  first  condition  necessary  to  acti- 
vate the  warning,  that  the  ignition  be  "on"  and 
that  the  transmission  be  in  a  forward  gear.  Ac- 
tuation is  permitted  in  reverse,  but  is  no  longer 
required.  The  section  is  further  amended  to  re- 
quire that  the  system  on  a  car  with  automatic 
transmissions  shall  not  activate  when  the  trans- 
mission is  in  "park"  and  that  the  system  on  a 
car  with  manual  transmission  shall  not  activate 
when  the  parking  brake  is  on  or,  alternatively, 
when  the  transmission  is  in  neutral. 

Several  petitions  stated  that  although  the 
length  necessary  to  fit  a  50th-percentile  6-year 
old  or  a  5th-percentUe  adult  female  may  be  ob- 
jectively determinable,  the  sensor  in  a  system  may 
not  exactly  measure  this  length  due  to  unavoid- 
able variances  in  production.    To  allow  for  this 
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variance,  a  manufacturer  must  calibrate  the  re- 
tractors so  that  the  range  of  this  variance  will 
be  beyond  the  minimum  length,  and  as  a  result 
it  is  likely  that  the  warning  will  continue  to 
operate  in  some  situations  where  a  small  occu- 
pant has  properly  fastened  the  belt.  A  similar 
objection  was  raised  by  Mercedes-Benz  and  il- 
lustrated by  the  case  of  a  small  child  whose 
bouncing  could  cause  the  belt  to  retract  far 
enough  to  trigger  the  warning  intermittently. 
These  objections  are  considered  to  have  merit, 
and  the  NHTSA  has  therefore  decided  to  specify 
a  range  of  extensions  below  which  the  system 
must  activate  and  above  which  it  must  not  ac- 
tivate. The  lower  end  of  the  range  is  an  ex- 
tension of  4  inches  from  the  normally  stowed 
position,  and  the  upper  end  is  the  extension 
necessary  to  fit  a  50th-percentile  6-year-old  child 
when  the  seat  is  in  the  rearmost  and  lowest  posi- 
tion. This  range  will  allow  manufacturers  a 
tolerance  of  several  inches  in  most  cases  and  will 
enable  them  to  avoid  the  problems  of  inadvertent 
activation. 

Mercedes-Benz  requested  that  the  warning  be 
deactivated  by  closing  the  buckle  and  stated  that 
this  would  be  simpler  and  more  effective  than 
deactivation  by  belt  extension.  Although  Mer- 
cedes' objections  are  partially  met  by  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  notice  to  the  warning  sys- 
tem requirements,  a  related  consequence  of  the 
amendments  is  that  the  extension  needed  to  close 
the  buckle  would  fall  within  the  range  of  discre- 
tionary deactivation.  There  does  not  appear  to 
be  good  reason  to  prohibit  deactivation  by  means 
of  the  buckle,  and  the  standard  is  therefore 
amended  to  permit  buckle  deactivation  as  an 
alternative  to  deactivation  by  measurement  of 
the  belt  extension. 

General  Motors  requested  a  minimum  duration 
for  the  warning  signal  beyond  which  it  would 
not  be  required  to  operate.  On  review,  this  re- 
quest appears  to  satisfy  the  need  for  warning 
and  to  reduce  the  annoyance  of  the  signal  in 
situations  where  unfastening  of  the  belt  is  neces- 
sary. A  minimum  activation  period  of  one  min- 
ute is  therefore  provided. 

One  other  request  for  amendment  of  the  warn- 
ing system  requirements  has  been  found  meri- 
torious.    American   Motors   requested   that   the 


words  "Fasten  Belts"  be  permitted  as  an  alter- 
native to  "Fasten  Seat  Belts."  The  change 
would  not  affect  the  sense  of  the  message,  and 
the  request  is  granted.  Requests  in  other  peti- 
tions for  the  use  of  symbols  in  place  of  words, 
and  for  a  two-stage  warning  sequence,  have  been 
evaluated  and  rejected. 

In  its  petition,  Chrysler  requested  the  adoption 
of  size  specifications  for  the  buttocks  of  a  dummy 
representing  a  6-year-old  child,  on  the  grounds 
that  currently  available  dummies  do  not  corre- 
spond to  human  shape  and  do  not  activate  the 
Chrysler  warning  system  as  a  child  would.  The 
problem  is  not  considered  serious  enough  to  war- 
rant amendment  of  the  standard  in  the  absence 
of  satisfactory  data  on  the  shape  of  6-year-old 
children,  and  the  request  is  denied. 

A  number  of  petitions  dealt  with  other  aspects 
of  the  seat  belt  options.  The  requirement  for 
retractors  at  all  outboard  seating  positions,  in- 
cluding the  third  seats  in  station  wagons,  was 
objected  to  by  Ford  and  Chrysler  because  of 
installation  difficulties  and  the  low  frequency  of 
seat  occupancy.  The  similarity  of  these  seating 
positions  to  the  center  positions,  which  are  ex- 
empt from  the  reactor  requirements,  has  been 
found  persuasive  and  retractors  are  therefore 
required  only  for  outboard  positions  on  the  first 
and  second  seats. 

Another  petition  requested  that  the  shoulder 
belt  of  Type  2  assemblies  should  not  adjust  to  fit 
50th-percentile  6-year  olds,  as  presently  required 
for  passenger  seats  by  S7.1.1.  As  pointed  out  in 
the  petition,  the  previous  rule  had  specified  the 
5th-percentile  adult  female  as  the  lower  end  of 
the  range  for  shoulder  belts.  The  change  effected 
by  the  March  3  rule  was  inadvertent,  and  the 
range  of  occupants  is  therefore  specified  as 
being  from  the  5th-percentile  adult  female  to  the 
95th-percentile  male. 

Correspondence  from  Toyo  Kogj'O  requesting 
an  interpretation  of  S7.1.2  has  pointed  out  a 
need  to  clarify  the  requirement  that  the  inter- 
section of  an  upper  torso  belt  with  a  lap  belt 
must  be  six  inches  from  the  occupant's  center- 
line.  The  phrase  "adjusted  in  accordance  with 
the  manufacturer's  instructions"  is  intended  to 
refer  to  adjustment  of  the  upper  torso  belt,  and 
not   to   the   lap   belt   which   must   adjust   auto- 
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matically.    The  section  is  amended  to  clarify  this 
intent. 

The  second  options  under  the  1972  and  1973  re- 
quirements (S4.1.1.2,  S4.1.2.2)  are  amended  to 
expressly  permit  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly 
with  a  detachable  upper  torso  restraint  at  any 
seating  position.  A  choice  of  belt  systems  is  per- 
mitted under  the  third  option  in  1972,  and  there 
was  no  intent  under  the  second  options  to  limit 
all  positions  to  Type  1  belts. 

Several  requests  and  questions  were  raised  re- 
garding the  status  of  "passive"  seat  belt  systems 
under  the  standard  as  issued  March  3.  Some 
belt-based  concepts  have  been  advanced  that  ap- 
pear to  be  capable  of  meeting  the  complete  pas- 
sive protection  options  and  further  regulation 
of  their  performance  does  not  appear  necessary. 
With  respect  to  the  options  other  than  the  com- 
plete passive  protection  options,  a  question  has 
been  raised  as  to  whether  a  passive  belt  must  be 
used  in  conjunction  with  active  belt  systems  or 
conform  to  the  adjustment,  latching,  and  warn- 
ing system  requirements  applicable  to  active 
belts.  Upon  review,  the  NHTSA  has  concluded 
that  the  passive  belt  system  that  is  not  capable 
of  full  protection  in  all  crash  modes  is  in  some 
respects  appropriately  regulated  by  seat  belt 
requirements,  and  is  in  other  respects  entitled  to 
treatment  as  a  passive  system. 

To  deal  expressly  with  passive  belts,  a  new 
general  requirements  section  is  added  to  state  the 
applicability  of  various  requirements  to  passive 
belts  and  to  make  it  clear  that  redundant  active 
belts  need  not  be  employed  if  passive  belts  are 
used  to  meet  any  option  requiring  Type  1  or 
Type  2  belts. 

Many  of  the  requirements  applicable  to  belts 
have   been   adopted   because   of   properties   that 


exist  regardless  of  whether  the  system  is  active 
or  passive.  The  range  of  the  belt's  adjustment, 
the  elasticity  and  width  of  its  webbing,  and  the 
integrity  of  its  attachment  hardware  are  all 
known  to  affect  the  protection  given.  As 
amended,  the  standard  therefore  requires  a  pas- 
sive belt  to  conform  to  the  adjustment  require- 
ments of  S7.1  and  to  the  webbing,  attachment 
hardware,  and  assembly  performance  require- 
ment of  Standard  No.  209.  The  petitioners'  ob- 
jections as  to  the  application  of  the  latching 
requirements  to  a  system  that  does  not  require 
latching  and  of  the  warning  system  requirements 
to  a  system  that  would  be  functional  unless  will- 
fuly  defeated  have  been  found  to  have  merit. 
A  passive  belt  system  is  therefore  not  required 
to  conform  to  S7.2  and  S7.3. 

In  order  to  assure  that  a  passive  belt  or  other 
passive  system  will  not  hinder  an  occupant  from 
leaving  the  vehicle  after  a  crash,  the  NHTSA 
proposes  in  a  separate  notice  in  today's  issue  of 
the  Federal  Register  (36  F.R.  12866)  to  require 
a  release  for  the  occupant  that  either  operates 
automatically  in  the  event  of  a  crash,  or  opsrates 
manually  at  a  single  point  that  is  accessible  to 
the  seated  occupant. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Motor  "Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,' in  §  571.21  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Fed- 
eral Regulations,  is  amended.  .  .  .  Effective 
date:  January  1,  1972. 

Issued  on  July  2,  1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Acting  Administrator 

36  F.R.  12858 
July  8,  1971 
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Preamble  to  Amendment  to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 

(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice   12) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  filed  pursuant  to  §  553.35  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  requesting  recon- 
sideration of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection,  49  CFR  571.21, 
published  on  March  10,  1971  (36  F.R.  4600). 

The  petitions  covered  by  this  notice  deal  with 
the  passive  restraint  requirements,  and  with  the 
restraint  options  available  after  August  15,  1973. 
Petitions  relating  to  seat  belts  and  seat  belt 
warning  systems  were  answered  in  a  notice  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  on  July  8,  1971 
(36  F.R.  12858).  Each  request  contained  in  the 
petitions  has  been  evaluated.  Particular  requests 
relative  to  the  March  10,  1971,  rule  not  expressly 
mentioned  in  this  notice  or  in  the  notice  of  July 
8  have  been  denied. 

To  avoid  possible  confusion  as  to  the  number 
of  test  devices  to  be  used  in  a  test,  the  NHTSA 
is  amending  S5.1  at  the  request  of  American 
Motors  and  General  Motors  to  indicate  more 
clearly  that  test  devices  are  to  be  placed  at  all 
seating  positions  unless  a  lesser  number  is  pre- 
scribed in  S4. 

Several  petitioners  sought  amendment  of  the 
readiness  indicator  requirement  in  S4.5.2  to 
limit  the  components  of  a  deployable  system 
that  must  be  monitored.  In  particular,  it  was 
stated  that  the  integrity  of  a  pressure  vessel 
could  be  diminished  by  a  pressure  gauge,  and 
that  the  reliability  of  electrically  activated  ex- 
plosive release  devices  would  be  impaired  if  the 
activating  wire  had  to  be  monitored.  To  permit 
manufacturers  to  avoid  designs  that  are  prone 
to  deterioration,  the  requirement  has  been 
amended  by  omitting  specific  reference  to  com- 
pressed gases  and  electrical  circuits. 

Several  petitions  requested  changes  with  re- 
spect  to   the   weight   at   which   a   multipurpose 


passenger  vehicle,  truck,  or  bus  is  to  be  tested. 
It  was  stated  that  the  half-loaded  weight  speci- 
fied in  the  standard  was  unrepresentative  of  the 
weights  of  vehicles  involved  in  crashes,  and  that 
it  placed  an  unreasonably  severe  strain  on  the 
vehicle.  On  consideration  of  the  data  and  argu- 
ments presented,  it  has  been  determined  that  a 
reduction  in  the  loading  of  these  vehicles  is  ap- 
propriate. The  required  vehicle  weight  is  ac- 
cordingly reduced  to  300  pounds  plus  the  weight 
of  the  necessary  anthropomorphic  test  devices. 
It  should  be  noted  that  instrumentation  is  to  be 
included  as  part  of  the  300  pounds. 

With  regard  to  the  placement  of  test  devices 
in  the  vehicle,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  speci- 
fied position  of  the  driver's  right  foot  often  pro- 
duced an  unnaturally  awkward  result  and  that 
the  positioning  might  be  achieved  va.  some  cases 
only  by  sacrificing  some  portion  of  underdash 
padding.  In  response  to  these  points,  the  posi- 
tioning requirement  is  amended  to  permit  more 
natural  placement,  with  the  foot  in  contact  with 
the  undepressed  accelerator  pedal. 

The  petitions  included  several  objections  to 
the  requirements  for  rollover  testing.  It  was 
argued  that  the  test  did  not  produce  repeatable 
results  with  respect  to  vehicle  behavior.  The 
NHTSA  has  given  serious  consideration  to  these 
arguments,  and  has  conducted  a  series  of  vehicle 
tests  according  to  the  procedures  of  the  standard. 
These  tests  have  demonstrated  a  high  degree  of 
repeatability  in  vehicle  behavior.  Occupant 
ejection  in  rollover  accidents,  and  the  retention 
of  occupants  in  rollovers  is  a  major  element  in 
effective  crash  protection.  The  petitions  to  de- 
lete the  rollover  test  from  the  standard  are  there- 
fore denied. 

Some  petitions  objected  to  the  requirement  for 
barrier  tests  at  "any  angle  up  to  30°  in  either 
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direction  from  the  perpendicular."  The  NHTSA 
is  aware  that  such  an  all-angles  test  may  be  more 
demanding  than  a  test  that  arbitrarily  selects 
two  angles,  such  as  15°  and  30°.  Manufacturers 
are  free,  however,  to  limit  their  testing  to  the 
"worst  case."  Since  accidents  occur  at  all  angles, 
it  is  considered  important  that  vehicles  be  capable 
of  meeting  the  protection  requirements  at  any 
angle  within  the  prescribed  limits. 

The  lateral  moving  barrier  test  was  also  ob- 
jected to  by  several  petitioners,  particularly  by 
manufacturers  of  smaller  vehicles  who  consider 
the  4,000-pound  weight  of  the  barrier  to  be  ex- 
cessive. The  lateral  moving  barrier  test  is  in- 
cluded in  the  standard  because  of  the  dispropor- 
tionately high  number  of  serious  injuries  suffered 
in  side  impacts.  The  weight  of  the  barrier  was 
chosen  to  represent  the  average  weight  of  do- 
mestic passenger  cars,  the  vehicles  most  likely 
to  strike  the  side  of  a  vehicle,  regardless  of  the 
impacted  vehicle's  size.  The  requirement  is 
retained. 

The  use  of  the  Severity  Index  of  1000  as  the 
criterion  for  head  injury  was  objected  to  as  too 
stringent,  and  a  more  lenient  index  requested. 
Considering  the  present  state  of  the  art  in  head 
injury  measurement,  it  has  been  determined  that 
a  Severity  Index  of  1000  is  the  most  acceptable 
criterion  at  this  time,  and  it  has  therefore  been 
retained.  In  a  related  objection,  Chrysler  stated 
that  the  1000-Hz  channel  class  requirement  for 
accelerometers  in  the  head  was  too  high.  In  the 
judgment  of  the  NHTSA,  however,  the  1000-Hz 
channel  class  specification  as  incorporated  in 
SAE  J211  represents  an  acceptable  level  of  in- 
strument sensitivity.  The  requirement  has  there- 
fore been  retained. 

In  the  context  of  the  petitions  regarding  the 
rollover  requirements,  it  was  suggested  that  the 
requirement  of  S6.1  that  all  portions  of  the  test 
device  be  contained  within  the  passenger  com- 
partment during  the  test  was  urmecessarily 
stringent.  In  retaining  this  requirement  the 
NHTSA  intends  to  require  a  substantial  degree 
of  passenger  compartment  integrity  in  all  types 
of  accidents.  The  test  condition  that  specifies 
windows  to  be  in  the  up  position  is  retained  to 
restrict  random  excursions  of  test  devices,  and 
to  provide  for  consistency  in  the  evaluation  of 
test  results. 


General  Motors  noted  in  its  petition  that  there 
are  a  large  number  of  State  and  local  laws  con- 
cerning the  shipment,  storage  and  use  of  pres- 
surized cylinders  and  explosive  devices  that 
might  be  used  in  air  bag  systems.  Many  of 
these  laws  are  at  variance  with  the  regulations  of 
the  Department  of  Transportation's  Hazardous 
Materials  Regulations  Board  governing  these 
materials  (found  in  Chapter  1,  Subtitle  B,  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations).  If  these 
State  and  local  laws  were  to  be  applied  to  equip- 
ment that  is  part  of  a  large  proportion  of  the 
new  passenger  cars  in  this  country,  the  distribu- 
tion, sale,  use,  and  maintenance  of  those  vehicles 
could  be  seriously  hindered.  General  Motors 
suggested  that  the  Federal  regulations  governing 
these  materials  be  incorporated  into  the  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  208,  thus  preempting  all 
State  and  local  requirements  (i.e.,  requiring  them 
to  be  identical)  under  section  103(d)  of  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act, 
15  U.S.C.  1392(d).  The  NHTSA  recognizes 
this  problem,  and  is  considering  various  methods 
of  solving  it,  in  consultation  with  other  con- 
cerned agencies.  No  regulatory  action  to  that 
end  is  taken  in  this  notice,  but  some  such  action 
is  anticipated  in  the  near  future. 

Several  petitioners  noted  that  the  requirements 
for  anthropomorphic  test  devices  specified  in  the 
standard,  mainly  those  set  forth  in  SAE  Recom- 
mended Practice  J963,  do  not  completely  define 
all  the  characteristics  of  the  dummies  that  may 
be  relevant  to  their  (and  the  vehicle's)  perform- 
ance in  a  crash  test.  The  NHTSA  considers  the 
comment  valid.  It  would  actually  be  difficult,  if 
not  impossible,  to  describe  the  test  dummy  in 
performance  terms  with  such  specificity  that 
every  dummy  that  could  be  built  to  the  specifi- 
cations would  perform  identically  under  similar 
conditions.  Of  course,  since  the  dummy  is  merely 
a  test  instrument  and  not  an  item  of  regulated 
equipment,  it  is  not  necessary  to  describe  it  in 
performance  terms;  its  design  could  legally  be 
"frozen"  by  detailed,  blueprint-type  drawings 
and  complete  equipment  specifications.  Such  an 
action  does  not,  however,  appear  to  be  desirable 
at  this  time.  Considerable  development  work  is 
in  process  under  various  auspices  to  refine  the 
dynamic  characteristics  of  anthropomorphic  de- 
vices, to  determine  which  designs  are  most  prac- 
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ticable,  offer  the  most  useful  results,  and  best 
simulate  the  critical  characteristics  of  the  human 
body.  The  NHTSA  is  monitorinjj  this  work 
(and  sponsoring  some  of  it),  and  intends  to  pro- 
pose amendments  of  the  standard  in  accordance 
with  it  to  add  more  detailed  performance  and 
descriptive  specifications  for  the  test  dummies, 
although  no  changes  are  being  made  in  that  re- 
spect by  this  notice. 

In  the  meantime,  it  should  be  understood  that 
the  NHTSA  does  not  intend  that  a  manufac- 
turer's status  with  respect  to  compliance  will  be 
jeopardized  by  possible  variances  in  test  dum- 
mies permitted  by  the  present  set  of  specifica- 
tions. In  the  agency's  judgment,  a  test  dummy 
that  conforms  to  the  specifications  incorporated 
by  the  standard  is  an  adequatfe  test  tool  for  de- 
termining the  basic  safety  characteristics  of  a 
vehicle.  If  the  NHTSA  concludes  after  inves- 
tigation that  a  manufacturer's  tests  are  properly 
conducted,  with  dummies  meeting  the  specifica- 
tions, and  show  compliance  with  the  standard, 
and  that  differerces  in  results  from  tests  con- 
ducted by  the  agency  are  due  to  differences  in 
the  test  dummies  used  by  each,  the  agency  tests 
will  not  be  considered  to  be  the  basis  for  a  find- 
ing of  noncompliance. 

A  number  of  the  petitioners  sought  a  delay  in 
the  effective  dates  of  the  standard,  particularly 
the  August  15,  1973,  date  which  passenger  cars 
are  required  to  provide  at  least  head-on  protec- 
tion for  front-seat  occupants  by  means  that  re- 
quire no  occupant  action.  Several  vehicle  manu- 
facturers argued  that  further  time  is  needed  to 
prepare  for  the  introduction  of  passive  restraint 
systems  in  all  passenger  car  lines.  They  pointed 
out  that  much  of  their  effort  during  the  past 
year  has  been  spent  refining  and  testing  the  de- 
sign of  these  systems  in  order  to  ensure  satis- 
factory performance  under  the  most  adverse 
conditions  that  may  be  encountered  by  vehicles 
in  use.  Mandatory  introduction  of  passive  re- 
straints in  all  passenger  cars  by  the  August  15, 
1973,  date,  it  was  argued,  would  impose  severe 
financial  hardships,  because  of  the  difficulties 
that  would  be  encountered  jn  obtaining  tools, 
setting  up  production  lines,  and  working  out  the 
inevitable  production  and  quality-control   prob- 


lems for  all  their  vehicles  simultaneously,  con- 
trary to  the  normal  practice  in  the  industry. 

It  has  been  determined  that  these  petitions 
have  some  merit.  Materials  submitted  to  the 
docket  concerning  the  state  of  passive  restraint 
development  indicate  that  systems  now  available 
will  meet  the  requirements  of  Standard  208  for 
passive  frontal  crash  protection,  and  perform 
satisfactorily  in  other  respects.  It  does  not  now 
appear,  however,  that  tooling  and  production 
leadtimes  will  permit  manufacturers  to  make 
large-scale  introductions  of  passive  systems  be- 
fore the  fall  of  1973.  This  agency  is  aware  of 
the  extreme  dislocations,  and  the  attendant  fi- 
nancial hardships,  that  would  be  caused  by  re- 
quiring the  world  industry  (to  the  extent  of  the 
vehicles  sold  in  this  country)  to  introduce  major 
new  systems  in  substantially  all  their  passenger 
cars  at  the  same  time. 

For  these  reasons,  it  has  been  determined  that 
manufacturers  should  be  allowed  additional  time 
to  introduce  passive  protection  systems.  To  that 
end,  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  is  pub- 
lished in  this  issue  of  the  Federal  Register  that 
would  allow  manufacturers  of  passenger  cars  the 
option  of  installing  seat  belt  systems  with  igni- 
tion interlocks  for  the  period  up  to  August  15, 
1975.  It  is  expected  that  this  added  leadtime 
will  enable  manufacturers  to  institute  an  orderly, 
phased  introduction  of  passive  systems  into  their 
vehicles,  installing  such  systems  in  their  various 
car  lines,  to  the  extent  feasible,  in  advance  of 
that  date. 

The  July  8  notice  indicated  that  the  standard 
would  be  republished  in  its  entirety  upon  publi- 
cation of  today's  action.  This  has  not  been  done, 
because  of  the  limited  number  of  amendments 
made  by  this  notice. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  in  §  571.21  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Fed- 
eral Regulations  is  amended  .... 

Effective  dates:  January  1,  1972,  with  addi- 
tional requirements  effective  at  later  dates,  as 
indicated  in  the  text  of  the  rule  published  March 
10,1971  (36F.R.  4600). 
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(Sees.  103,  108,  112,  114,  119,  National  Traffic  j 

and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  U.S.C.  1392,  1397,  1 

1401,  1403,  1407,  delegation  of  authority  at  49  ' 

CFR  1.51)  , 

Issued  on  September  29,  1971.  | 

Douglas  W.  Toms  I 
Administrator 

36  F.R.  19254  ! 

October  1,  1971  i 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Seat  Belt  Installations 
(Docket  No.  2-6;  Notice  5) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Part  571 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  to 
add  a  new  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  216, 
(49  CFR  §  571.216)  that  sets  minimum  strength 
requirements  for  a  passenger  car  roof  to  reduce 
the  likelihood  of  roof  collapse  in  a  rollover  acci- 
dent. The  standard  provides  an  alternative  to 
conformity  with  the  rollover  test  of  Standard 
208. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  issued  on  January  6,  1971  (36  F.R.  166). 
As  noted  in  that  proposal,  the  strength  of  a  ve- 
hicle roof  affects  the  integrity  of  the  passenger 
compartment  and  the  safety  of  the  occupants. 
A  few  conmients  suggested  that  there  is  no  sig- 
nificant causal  relationship  between  roof  de- 
formation and  occupant  injuries  in  i-ollover 
accidents.  However,  available  data  have  shown 
that  for  non-ejected  front  seat  occupants  in  roll- 
over accidents,  serious  injuries  are  more  frequent 
when  the  roof  collapses. 

The  roof  crush  standard  will  provide  protec- 
tion in  rollover  accidents  by  improving  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  door,  side  window,  and  windshield 
retention  areas.  Preserving  the  overall  structure 
of  the  vehicle  in  a  crash  decreases  the  likelihood 
of  occupant  ejection,  reduces  the  hazard  of  occu- 
pant interior  impacts,  and  enhances  occupant 
egress  after  the  accident.  It  has  been  determined, 
therefore,  that  improved  roof  strength  will  in- 
crease occupant  protection  in  rollover  accidents. 

Standard  208  (49  CFR  §571.208),  Occupant 
Cragh  Protection,  also  contains  a  rollover  test  re- 
quirement for  vehicles  that  conform  to  the  "first 
option"  of  providing  complete  passive  protection. 
The  new  Standard  216  issued  herewith  is  in- 
tended as  an  alternative  to  the  Standard  208 
rollover  test,  such  that  manufacturers  may  con- 


form to  either  requirement  as  they  choose.  Stand- 
ard 208  is  accordingly  amended  by  this  notice; 
the  effect  of  the  amendment,  together  with  the 
new  Standard  216,  is  as  follows: 

(1)  From  January  1,  1972,  to  August  14,  1973, 
a  manufacturer  may  substitute  Standard  216  for 
the  rollover  test  requirement  in  the  first  option  of 
Standard  208;  Standard  216  has  no  mandatory 
application. 

(2)  From  August  15,  1973,  to  August  14,  1977, 
Standard  216  is  in  effect  as  to  all  passenger  cars 
except  those  conforming  by  passive  means  to  the 
rollover  test  of  Standard  208,  but  it  may  continue 
to  be  substituted  for  that  rollover  test. 

(3)  After  August  15,  1977,  Standard  216  will 
no  longer  be  a  substitute  for  the  Standard  208 
rollover  test.  It  is  expected  that  as  of  that  date 
Standard  216  will  be  revoked,  at  least  with  re- 
spect to  its  application  to  passenger  cars. 

A  few  conunents  stated  that  on  some  models 
the  strength  required  in  the  A  pillar  could  be 
produced  only  by  designs  that  impair  forward 
visibility.  After  review  of  strengthening  options 
available  to  manufacturers,  the  Administration 
has  concluded  that  a  satisfactory  increase  in 
strength  can  be  obtained  without  reducing  visi- 
bility. 

Some  comments  suggested  that  the  crush  lim- 
itation be  based  on  the  interior  deflection  of  the 
test  vehicle  rather  than  the  proposed  external 
criterion.  After  comparison  of  the  two  methods, 
it  has  been  concluded  that  a  test  based  on  interior 
deflection  would  produce  results  that  are  sig- 
nificantly less  imiform  and  more  difficult  to  meas- 
ure, and  therefore  the  requirement  based  on  ex- 
ternal movement  of  the  test  block  has  been 
retained. 

Several  changes  in  detail  have  been  made,  how- 
ever, in  the  test  procedure.    A  number  of  com- 
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ments  stated  that  the  surface  area  of  the  pro[,>osed 
test  device  was  too  small,  that  the  10-degree  pitch 
aiijrle  was  too  severe,  and  that  the  o  inches  of 
padded  test  de\  ice  displacement  was  not  enough 
to  measure  the  o\erall  roof  strength.  Later  data 
available  after  the  issuance  of  the  NPRM  (Notice 
4)  substantiated  these  comments.  Accordingly, 
the  dimensions  of  the  test  block  have  been 
changed  from  12  inches  square  to  30  inches  by 
72  inches,  the  face  padding  on  the  block  has 
been  eliminated,  and  the  pitch  angle  has  been 
changed  from  10  degrees  to  5  degrees. 

Several  manufacturers  asked  that  convertibles 
be  exempted  from  the  standard,  stating  that  it 
was  impracticable  for  those  vehicles  to  be  brought 
into  compliance.  The  Administration  has  deter- 
mined that  compliance  witli  the  standard  would 
pose  extreme  difficulties  for  many  convertible 
models.  Accordingly,  manufacturers  of  con- 
vertibles need  not  comply  witli  the  standard; 
however,  until  August  1.5,  1977,  they  may  comply 
with  the  standard  as  an  alternative  to  conform- 
ity with  the  rollover  test  of  Standard  208. 

A  few  comments  objected  to  the  optional  5,000- 
poimd  ceiling  to  the  requirement  that  the  roof 
have  a  peak  resistance  of  li/o  times  the  unloaded 
\ehicle  weight.  Such  objections  have  some  merit, 
if  the  energy  to  be  dissipated  during  a  rollover 
accident  must  be  absorbed  entirely  by  the  crash 
vehicle.  In  the  typical  rollover  accident,  how- 
ever, in  which  the  vehicle  rolls  onto  the  road 
shoulder,  significant  amounts  of  energy  are  ab- 
sorbed by  the  ground.  This  is  particularly  true 
in  heavier  vehicles.  Some  of  the  heavier  ve- 
hicles, moreover,  would  require  extensive  rede- 
sign, at  a  considerably  greater  cost  penalty  than 
in  the  case  of  lighter  vehicles,  to  meet  a  strength 
requirement  of  li^  times  their  weight.  At  the 
same  time,  heavier  vehicles  generally  have  a  lower 
rollover  tendency  than  do  lighter  vehicles.  On 
the  basis  of  these  factors,  it  has  been  determined 
than  an  upper  limit  of  5,000  pounds  on  the 
strength  requirement  is  justified,  and  it  has  been 
retained. 

It  was  requested  tliat  the  requirement  of 
mounting  the  chassis  horizontally  be  deleted.  It 
has  been  determined  that  the  horizontal  mounting 
position  contributes  to  the  repeatability  of  the 
test  procedure  and  the  requirement  is  therefore 
retained. 


The  required  loading  rate  has  been  clarified  in 
light  of  the  comments.  The  requirement  has  been 
changed  from  a  rate  not  to  exceed  200  pounds  per 
second  to  a  loading  device  travel  rate  not  exceed- 
ing one-half  inch  per  second,  with  completion  of 
the  te;-r  within  120  seconds. 

A  1.  mber  of  manufacturers  requested  that 
repetiti  n  of  the  test  on  tlie  opposite  front  corner 
of  the  1'  ''f  be  deleted.  It  has  been  determined 
tliat,  as  long  s  it  is  clear  that  both  the  left  and 
right  front  portions  of  the  vehicle's  roof  structure 
must  be  capable  of  meeting  the  requirements,  it 
is  not  necessary  that  a  given  vehicle  be  capable 
of  sustaining  successive  force  applications  at  the 
two  different  locations.  The  second  test  is  ac- 
cordingly deleted. 

PJffective  date :  August  15,  1973.  After  evalua- 
tion of  the  comments  and  other  information,  it 
has  been  determined  that  the  structural  changes 
required  by  the  standard  will  be  such  that  many 
manufacturers  wouU'  be  unable  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements \i  the  .!  lary  1,  1973  effective  date 
were  retained.  It  h.  herefore  been  found,  for 
good  cause  shown,  V  an  effective  date  more 
than  one  year  after  i.^c^ance  is  in  the  public 
interest.  On  or  after  Jam  ury  I,  .972,  however,  a 
uian\ifacturer  may  substitute  compliance  with 
this  standard  for  compliance  with  the  rollover 
test  requirement  of  Standard  208. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  the  following 
changes  are  made  in  Part  571  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations: 

1.  Standard  No.  208,  49  CFR  §571.208,  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  sentence  at 
the  end  of  S5.3,  Rollover:  "However,  vehicles 
manufactured  before  August  15,  1977,  that  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  Standard  No.  216 
(§571.216)  need  not  conform  to  this  rollover 
test  required." 

2.  A  new  §571.216,  Standard  No.  216,  Roof 
Crush  Resistance^  is  added,  as  set  forth  below. 

This  rule  is  issued  under  the  authority  of  sec- 
tions 103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  December  3,  1971. 

Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 
36  F.R.  23299 
December  8,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  69-7;   Notice    15) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  requesting  reconsideration  of  the 
amendments  to  the  seat  belt  requirements  of 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection, 
issued  on  July  2,  1971  (36  F.R.  12858,  July  8, 
1971).  The  petitions  are  granted  in  part  and 
denied  in  part. 

The  Chrysler  Corporation  requested  an  amend- 
ment of  the  belt  warning  system  requirements 
in  S7.3,  to  provide  that  the  system  shall  operate 
only  when  the  vehicle's  engine  is  running.  Sec- 
tion S7.3.1  presently  requires  the  warning  to 
operate  whenever  the  ignition  is  "on",  the  trans- 
mission is  in  a  forward  gear,  and  seat  belts  are 
not  in  use  at  occupied  front  outboard  seats. 
Chrysler  stated  that  basing  the  warning  system 
operation  on  engine  operation  would  permit 
simplification  of  the  warning  system  circuitry. 
On  review,  the  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the 
Chrysler  position  has  merit  and  that  requiring 
warning  system  operation  only  when  the  engine 
is  operating  will  satisfactorily  include  the  situa- 
tions in  which  the  vehicle  is  likely  to  be  in  mo- 
tion, and  thereby  satisfy  the  intent  of  the  warning 
system  requirement.  S7.3.1(a)  is  amended  ac- 
cordingly. 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  warning  system  that 
operates  whenever  the  ignition  switch  is  "on", 
in  accordance  with  the  prior  version  of  S7.3.1(a), 
will  continue  to  meet  the  requirement  as  amended, 
since  such  a  system  will  of  necessity  operate 
when  the  engine  is  running. 

Subsequent  to  the  adoption  of  the  passive  seat 
belt  requirement,  S4.5.3  (Notice  10,  36  F.R. 
12858,  July  8,  1971),  questions  have  been  raised 
by  Toyota,  Renault  and  Volkswagen  as  to  the 
configuration  required  of  passive  belts  used  in 
place  of  active  belts.  The  NHTSA's  intent  in 
adopting  S4.5.3  was  to  permit  manufacturers  to 


substitute  a  Type  2  passive  assembly  with  a 
detachable  or  nondetachable  shoulder  belt  for 
any  active  seat  belt  specified  under  an  option  of 
S4,  even  though  the  S4  option  specifies  a  Type  1 
assembly  or  a  Type  2  assembly  with  a  detachable 
shoulder  belt.  The  agency  also  intended  to  per- 
mit the  substitution  of  Type  1  passive  assemblies 
where  an  option  does  not  require  a  Type  2  as- 
sembly. Thus  a  passive  belt  used  at  the  front 
outboard  seating  positions  to  meet  the  third  op- 
tion in  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1972 
(S4.1.1.3.1(a))  would  have  to  be  a  Type  2  as- 
sembly. Although  no  formal  petitions  have  been 
received  on  these  points,  it  is  considered  advis- 
able to  amend  S4.5.3  to  clarify  its  intent. 

The  formal  petition  of  JAMA  with  respect  to 
S4.5.3  requested  deletion  of  the  requirement  that 
passive  seat  belt  assemblies  must  meet  the  as- 
sembly performance  and  webbing  requirements 
of  Standard  No.  209.  The  basis  for  the  request 
was  JAMA's  belief  that  the  manufacturer  should 
be  allowed  as  much  freedom  in  the  design  of  a 
passive  belt  system  to  fit  the  crash  characteristics 
of  a  particular  vehicle  as  he  would  have  in  the 
design  of  other  types  of  passive  restraints.  On 
reconsideration,  the  NHTSA  has  decided  that 
relief  from  Standard  No.  209  should  be  afforded 
if  a  passive  belt  is  capable  of  meeting  the  occu- 
pant crash  protection  requirements  of  S5.1  in  a 
frontal  perpendicular  impact  and  amends  S4.5.3 
accordingly. 

The  JAMA  petition  also  requested  the  NHTSA 
to  make  it  clear  that  the  anchorages  of  a  passive 
seat  belt  assembly  need  not  meet  the  requirements 
of  Standard  No.  210.  The  installation  of  anchor- 
ages is  required  by  Standard  No.  210,  regardless 
of  the  type  restraint  system  in  the  vehicle.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  consider  that  a  sufficient  need 
has  been  shown  at  this  time  for  amendment  of 


PART  571;  S  208— PRE  19 


Effective:  January   1,    1972 


Standard  No.  210.  Anchorages  installed  pur- 
suant to  that  standard  are  permitted  to  elonoate, 
so  long  as  they  sustain  the  maximum  required 
force,  and  such  anchorages  should  therefore  be 
usable  in  new  energy  absorbing  belt  systems. 

Ford  requested  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
warning  signal  duration  from  1  minute  to  5 
minutes.  The  NHTSA  has  considered  a  variety 
of  alternatives  in  arriving  at  the  l-minute  level, 
and  remains  persuaded  that  it  is  a  reasonable 
compromise  between  the  need  for  warning  and 
the  need  to  avoid  undue  annoyance  in  situations 
where  a  belt  must  be  temporarily  unfastened. 
The  petition  is  denied. 

JAMA  requested  an  amendment  to  S7.3..3  to 
provide  vehicles  with  automatic  transmissions 
the  option  of  shutting  off  the  warning  signal  by 
use  of  the  parking  brake.  Although  this  option 
is  provided  for  vehicles  with  manual  transmis- 
sion by  S7.3.4  as  a  concession  to  cost  and  lead- 
time  problems  of  certain  manufacturers,  there 
are  inconveniences  associated  with  its  use  on  ve- 
hicles with  automatic  transmissions,  whose 
drivers  may  often  prefer  to  use  the  "Park"  posi- 
tion rather  than  the  parking  brake.  The  petition 
is  therefore  denied. 

General  Motors  petitioned  for  an  amendment 
of  S7.3.3  and  S7.3.4  to  allow  warning  system 
activation  when  the  ignition  is  in  the  "start" 
position.  The  notice  issued  September  29  pro- 
posed amendments  to  these  sections  that  would 
require  deactivation  only  when  the  ignition  is  in 
the  "on"  ix)sition.  This  would  permit  activation 
of  the  system  with  the  ignition  in  the  "start" 


position,  as  requested  by  General  Motors.  No 
adverse  comment  has  been  received  on  tliis  pro- 
posal, and  favorable  action  will  be  taken  in  the 
rule  to  be  issued  pursuant  to  the  notice  of  Sep- 
tember 29. 

In  another  request  concerning  S7.3.4(b), 
JAMA  suggested  an  amendment  to  permit  de- 
activation of  the  warning  system  whenever  the 
parking  brake  lamp  is  illuminated.  The  NHTSA 
considers  sucli  a  system  to  be  an  acceptable 
means  of  conforming  to  S7.3.4(b)  under  the 
present  language.  Since  no  further  amendment 
is  necessary,  the  petition  for  amendment  is 
denied. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  §  571.208  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  is  amended  .... 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  by  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  to  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  December  9, 1971. 


Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 


36  F.R.  23725 
December  14,   1971 


PART  571;  S  208— PRE  20 


Elhctiv*:   Fabniary   24,    1972 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection  in  Passenger  Cars, 
Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  69-7;  Notice   16) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Stand- 
ard No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection,  as  pro- 
posed September  29,  1971  (36  F.R.  19266,  October 
1,  1971)  with  respect  to  the  occupant  protection 
options  available  between  August  15,  1973  and 
August  15,  1975.  The  amendments  proposed  on 
September  29  are  adopted  essentially  as  proposed, 
with  minor  modifications. 

The  notice  proposed  a  third  occupant  protec- 
tion option  (S4.1.2.3)  for  passenger  cars  manu- 
factured between  August  15,  1973  and  August  15, 
1975.  The  salient  feature  of  the  new  option  was 
the  use  of  seat  belts  equipped  with  an  ignition 
interlock  system  that  would  prevent  the  engine 
from  starting  if  any  front  seat  occupant  did  not 
have  his  belt  fastened.  The  belts  at  the  front 
outboard  positions  would  have  to  meet  the  injury 
criteria  of  the  standard  in  a  30  m.p.h.  frontal 
barrier  crash,  and  any  lap  belt  in  the  center 
position  would  have  to  remain  intact  in  the  same 
crash.  If  shoulder  belts  were  provided  at  the 
front  positions,  they  would  have  to  be  nonde- 
tachable  and  have  emergency  locking  retractors. 
Additional  features  of  the  interlock  system  as 
specified  in  S7.3.5  included  an  antidefeat  measure 
that  would  require  the  belt  to  be  fastened  after 
the  occupant  is  seated,  a  requirement  that  un- 
fastening the  belt  would  not  stop  the  engine,  and 
a  provision  for  seat  belt  warning  system  opera- 
tion when  the  ignition  is  in  the  "start"  position 
and  a  belt  is  unfastened  at  an  occupied  front  seat 
position.  With  minor  exceptions  noted  in  the 
following  discussion,  the  option  is  adopted  as 
proposed. 

Several  comments  approved  of  the  interlock 
option.  Mr.  Ralph  Nader  and  the  Center  for 
Auto   Safety   raised   procedural  objections  con- 


cerning the  issue  of  placing  intragovernmental 
communications  in  the  docket.  This  issue  is 
presently  the  subject  of  litigation  in  the  Federal 
Courts,  and  would  not  be  appropriate  for  dis- 
cussion herein.  The  Center  also  objected  that 
both  the  interlock  option,  to  begin  August  15, 
1973,  and  the  passive  restraint  requirement,  be- 
ginning August  15,  1975,  should  be  instituted 
one  year  earlier.  The  option  that  includes  the 
interlock  system  also  requires  emergency-locking 
shoulder  belt  retractors,  however,  and  the  agency 
has  determined  that  the  1974  model  year  is  the 
earliest  practicable  time  by  which  the  option  can 
be  effectuated.  As  for  the  passive  restraint  re- 
quirement to  become  effective  on  August  15, 
1975,  the  reasons  for  setting  that  effective  date 
were  discussed  at  length  in  Notice  12  (36  F.R. 
19254,  October  1,  1971),  and  need  not  be  restated 
here. 

There  were  differences  of  opinion  among  the 
comments  on  the  desirability  of  various  other 
aspects  of  S4.1.2.3.  The  requirement  of  greatest 
concern  appears  to  be  S4.1.2.3(b),  which  requires 
the  injury  criteria  to  be  met  at  the  front  out- 
board positions  in  a  30-mph  frontal  barrier  crash 
with  the  test  dummy  restrained  by  the  seat  belt. 
It  was  the  intent  of  the  proposal  to  allow  another 
means  of  providing  the  requisite  level  of  occu- 
pant protection,  not  to  lower  the  level  of  protec- 
tion. Present  information  indicates  that  systems 
meeting  the  injury  criteria  are  available  using 
current  seat  belt  technology,  and  the  agency 
therefore  adopts  the  requirement  as  proposed. 

To  allow  greater  diversity  in  belt  system  de- 
velopment, it  has  been  decided  to  accept  the 
suggestion  made  in  a  number  of  comments  that 
conformity  to  Standard  No.  209  should  not  be 
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required  of  belt  systems  that  meet  the  injury 
criteria.  Accordingly,  those  options  that  require 
a  seat  belt  to  meet  the  injury  criteria  (S4.1.1.2, 
S4.1.2.2  and  S4.1.2.3)  are  amended  by  limiting 
the  application  of  Standard  No.  209  to  belts 
other  than  those  meeting  the  injury  criteria.  A 
belt  provided  at  a  center  front  position  is  not 
required  to  meet  the  injury  criteria  and  is  there- 
fore required  to  conform  to  Standard  No.  209. 

Related  requests  for  exemption  from  the  an- 
chorage requirements  of  Standard  No.  210  have 
not  been  adopted  in  that  they  appear  to  be  un- 
necessary. An  amendment  to  permit  anchorages 
that  absorb  energy  by  elongating  under  force  is 
not  necessary,  since  Standard  No.  210  expressly 
permits  deformation  so  long  as  the  maximum 
force  is  sustained.  In  the  absence  of  other  data 
indicating  a  need  to  amend  Standard  No.  210, 
no  change  is  proposed  in  that  standard. 

Chrysler's  suggestion  that  a  shoulder  belt 
shaped  as  an  inverted  Y  could  be  used  in  lieu  of 
a  nondetachable  upper  torso  belt  has  not  been 
adopted,  primarily  because  of  the  likelihood  that 
it  would  often  go  unused.  There  is  nothing  to 
prevent  a  manufacturer  from  installing  such  a 
belt  along  with  the  lap  belt,  so  long  as  the  lap 
belt  alone  is  capable  of  meeting  the  injury 
criteria. 

The  interlock  requirements  were  the  subject  of 
diverse  comments.  Some  generally  endorsed  the 
requirement  for  interlock  at  all  front  positions, 
some  stated  that  it  should  not  be  required  at  any 
position,  while  others  suggested  that  it  should  be 
installed  only  at  the  outboard  seats  or  only  at 
the  driver's  seat.  Several  comments  indicated 
doubts  as  to  the  system's  reliability  and  ex- 
pressed concern  about  its  possible  interference 
with  vehicle  operation. 

Upon  review  of  the  comments,  the  NHTSA 
has  decided  to  adopt  the  interlock  system  as  an 
option  applying  to  all  front  seating  positions. 
The  1973  options,  whether  active  or  passive,  are 
intended  to  set  minimum  protection  requirements 
for  all  front  seating  positions.  If  the  third  op- 
tion is  tx)  give  protection  bett«r  than  that  of 
present  belt  systems,  belt  usage  must  be  increased. 
The  interlock  system  has  the  potential  to  in- 
crease belt  usage  and  is  therefore  adopted  as  part 
of  the  third  option.     Exemption  of  the  center 


front  seat,  as  proposed  by  several  comments,  could 
result  in  increased  occupancy  of  the  center  seat 
as  an  easy  means  of  avoiding  the  effects  of  the 
interlock  system.  The  effect  of  such  avoidance 
would  be  to  substantially  lessen  the  protection 
afforded  occupants,  and  the  requests  for  center 
seat  exemption  are  therefore  denied.  However, 
in  consideration  of  some  technical  problems  aris- 
ing from  the  placement  of  sensors  in  the  center 
seats,  it  has  been  decided  to  change  the  precondi- 
tions for  warning  system  and  interlock  system 
operation.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  center 
seat  cushion  may  be  depressed  far  enough  to 
activate  the  warning  signal  by  the  weight  of  two 
large  men  in  the  outboard  positions.  To  alleviate 
this  problem,  S7.3.1(c),  S7.3.5.2(b),  and  S7.4.1 
(b)  are  changed  to  provide  for  activation  by  the 
weight  of  a  child  in  the  front  non-driver  posi- 
tions only  when  a  50th  percentile  adult  male  is 
seated  in  the  driver's  position. 

Other  problems  of  convenience  arising  from 
the  interlock  system  are  dealt  with  by  the  addi- 
tion of  two  new  subsections  to  S7.4.  As  a  con- 
venience in  situations  such  as  parking  garages  or 
vehicles  stalled  in  traffic,  a  new  S7.4.3  has  been 
adopted,  permitting  restarting  of  the  engine 
within  three  minutes  of  shutoff  without  interfer- 
ence by  the  interlock  system.  To  facilitate  repair 
and  maintenance  work,  a  new  S7.4.4  is  adopted 
to  permit  the  interlock  to  be  overridden  by  a 
switch  that  is  actuated  after  opening  the  cover 
of  the  engine  compartment.  To  reduce  the  pos- 
sibility that  the  engine  compartment  switch  will 
be  misused,  S7.4.4  provides  that  the  switch  will 
not  defeat  the  interlock  unless  it  is  operated 
after  each  period  of  engine  operation. 

The  requirements  of  S7.3.3  and  S7.3.4  have 
been  amended  by  adding  engine  operation  as  a 
necessary  condition  for  mandatory  warning  sys- 
tem shutotf.  This  limits  the  situation  in  which 
the  system  must  not  operate;  it  may  now  operate 
when  the  ignition  is  in  the  "start"  position,  as 
requested  by  General  Motors. 

The  relationship  of  the  "start"  position  to 
system  operation  is  also  affected  by  the  interlock 
system  requirements.  S7.3.5.4  requires  the  warn- 
ing system  to  operate  when  the  ignition  is  in  the 
start  position  to  tell  the  driver  of  a  vehicle  with 
unbelted  front  seat  occupants  why  the  engine 
fails  to  start. 
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One  additional  feature  of  the  belts  used  in 
interlock  systems  attracted  considerable  comment. 
The  amendment  to  S7.1.1  that  would  require 
shoulder  belts  provided  under  S4.1.2.3  to  have 
emergency-locking  retractors  has  been  adopted 
as  proposed.  The  NHTSA  regards  the  conveni- 
ence of  an  emergency-locking  retractor  as  a 
significant  incentive  for  belt  usage.  In  response 
to  comments  requesting  an  interpretation  as  to 
the  number  of  retractors  required,  the  standard 
permits  a  system  with  a  single  emergency- 
locking  retractor  acting  on  both  lap  and  shoulder 
belts.  In  response  to  requests  for  allowance  of 
auxiliary  manual  adjustment  devices,  such  devices 
are  permissible  if  they  cannot  be  adjusted  so  as 
to  cause  the  belt  to  fail  the  automatic  adjustment 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  208. 

Greneral  Motors  raised  a  question  concerning 
the  number  of  test  devices  to  be  used  in  the 
frontal  barrier  crash  test  specified  in  S5.1.  The 
NHTSA  has  interpreted  the  section  as  requiring 
test  devices  only  in  those  seating  positions  for 
which   a  barrier  crash   test  is  specified  by   S4. 


The  question  is  of  general  interest  and  is  con- 
sidered significant  enough  to  warrant  a  clarify- 
ing amendment  to  S5.1  at  this  time. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  §  571.208  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  is  amended.  The  standard  is  hereby 
amended  upon  publication  of  this  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register;  effective  dates  are  as  stated  in 
the  text  of  the  standard. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  by  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  to  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administrator,  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  February  17, 1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  3911 
February  24,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection — Pressure  Vessels  and  Explosive  Materials 
(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  18) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  add  a  new 
section  to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208, 
Occupant  Crash  Protection,  49  CFR  §571.208, 
dealing  with  pressure  vessels  and  explosive 
devices. 

After  review  of  the  comments  to  the  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  (Docket  69-7,  Notice  14, 
October  9,  1971;  36  F.R.  19705),  the  agency  has 
concluded  that  its  original  assessment  of  the 
need  for  regulation  was  essentially  correct  and 
that  a  regulation  should  therefore  be  adopted. 
As  indicated  in  Notice  14,  the  NHTSA  sees  a 
regulation  of  restraint  systems  such  as  air  bags 
containing  explosive  materials  or  pressure  ves- 
sels as  having  two  primary  functions:  to  impose 
directly  on  manufacturers  the  obligation  to  con- 
form to  Federal  hazardous  materials  regulations, 
and  to  create  a  uniform  system  of  regulation 
that  will  override  any  conflicting  state  or  local 
regulation. 

The  approach  taken  in  the  notice  was  to  pro- 
pose a  general  incorporation  of  all  applicable 
portions  of  the  hazardous  materials  regulations 
as  found  in  49  CFR  Parts  170-189.  Most  of  the 
comments,  while  agreeing  with  the  general  in- 
tent of  the  proposal,  objected  to  the  breadth  of 
this  incorporation  as  too  vague  and  too  likely 
to  result  in  difficulties  of  interpretation.  There 
was  a  consensus  that  serious  problems  would 
arise  as  a  result  of  the  Hazardous  Materials 
Regulations  Board's  practice  of  issuing  special 
permits  that  allow  shipment  of  regulated  items 
that  do  not  conform  to  the  regulations.  The 
majority  of  devices  used  in  occupant  protection 
systems  vary  in  some  way  from  the  requirements 
of  the  regulations  and  have  been  shipped  under 
one  or  more  special  permits.  The  comments 
pointed    out   that   adoption   of   the   regulations 


without  some  adjustment  to  allow  for  the  exist- 
ence of  special  permits  would  effectively  prohibit 
most  of  these  devices. 

It  has  therefore  been  decided  to  limit  the 
incorporation  of  the  HMRB  regulations  by 
referencing  those  parts  of  the  regulations  from 
which  no  variances  have  been  granted.  Without 
exception,  the  pressure  vessels  used  in  air  bag 
systems  to  date  have  been  manufactured  in  basic 
conformity  with  the  recently  adopted  Specifica- 
tion 39  (49  CFR  178.65).  The  variances  which 
have  caused  the  manufacturers  to  obtain  special 
permits  have  been  variances  in  the  choice  of 
materials  and  in  the  method  of  fabrication.  All 
cylinders  have  been  able  to  conform  to  the  basic 
performance  requirements  of  the  specification,  so 
that  an  incorporation  into  Standard  208  of  the 
performance  requirements  of  Specification  39 
would  enable  manufacturers  to  continue  to  make 
their  present  systems. 

Taken  together,  the  performance  requirements 
are  considered  by  the  NHTSA  to  be  an  adequate 
regulation  of  the  safety  of  pressurized  contain- 
ers in  occupant  restraint  systems.  The  HMRB 
will  continue  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  over  the 
shipment  of  the  systems,  so  that  a  manufacturer 
will  still  have  to  obtain  a  special  permit  in  order 
to  ship  systems  that  do  not  conform  to  the  speci- 
fication. The  adoption  of  section  S9  is  not  in- 
tended in  any  way  to  diminish  the  responsibili- 
ties of  a  manufacturer  under  the  applicable 
regulations  of  the  HMRB.  For  example,  evi- 
dence of  the  requisite  number  of  tests  and  in- 
spections will  continue  to  be  required  for  ship- 
ment under  the  HMRB  regulations,  even  though 
failure  to  test  and  inspect  will  not  be  a  violation 
of  Standard  208. 
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As  adopted,  the  section  consists  of  two  sub- 
sections, the  first  dealing  with  pressure  vessels 
and  the  second  with  explosives.  The  pressure 
vessel  subsection  applies  to  vessels  that  are  de- 
signed to  be  continuously  pressurized,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  systems  that  are  pressurized 
only  during  actuation.  A  pressure  vessel  that 
contains  an  explosive  charge  as  well  as  gas  under 
continuous  pressure  will  have  to  conform  to  both 
subsections. 

A  continuously  pressurized  vessel  is  required 
to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  Specification 
39  concerning  type,  size,  service  pressure,  and 
test  pressure  of  vessels  (paragraph  2  of  the 
Specification);  seams  (6(b));  wall  thickness 
(7);  openings  and  attachments  (9(a)  and  (b)); 
safety  devices  (10);  pressure  tests  (11);  and 
flattening  tests  (12).  The  reference  to  the  latter 
two  paragraphs  are  drafted  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  quality  control  aspects  of  those  paragraphs 
are  not  included  in  the  standard.  The  remaining 
portions  of  Specification  39,  including  the  in- 
spection requirements  of  paragraphs  3,  4,  and 
15,  the  material  specifications  of  paragraph  5, 
the  rejected  cylinder  procedure  of  paragraph  13, 
and  the  markings  requirement  of  paragraph  14, 
are  not  incorporated. 

Keview  of  the  explosives  provisions  of  the 
hazardous  materials  regulations  showed  that 
some  of  the  requirements,  if  applied  literally, 
would  not  be  appropriate  for  automotive  instal- 
lations.   For  instance,  certain  types  of  pyrotech- 


nic inflators  are  categorized  as  explosive  power 
devices  and  are  required  to  be  shipped  in  fiber- 
board  or  wooden  containers.  Neither  of  these 
types  of  containers  would  be  proper  for  a  system 
designed  to  protect  occupants  in  a  vehicle  from 
the  effects  of  a  crash.  The  primary  needs  are 
for  a  requirement  that  sets  limits  on  the  sensi- 
tivity of  the  explosive  and  one  that  requires  it 
to  be  in  a  container  that  will  protect  the  occu- 
pants of  the  vehicle  from  the  effects  of  inad- 
vertent ignition.  These  requirements  are  hereby 
adopted,  in  accordance  with  comments  made  by 
Greneral  Motors. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  49  CFR  §  571.208,  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  June  12,  1972.  Because  of  the 
immediate  need  to  establish  a  uniform  system 
of  regulation,  good  cause  is  found  for  an  effec- 
tive date  sooner  than  180  days  after  issuance. 

This  amendment  is  issued  under  the  authority 
of  sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1407  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR 
1.51. 


Issued  on  May  3, 1972. 


Douglas  W.   Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  9222 
May  6,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  (1)  to  adopt  the 
method  of  calculating  head  injury  proposed  in 
Notice  17  of  Docket  69-7  (37  F.R.  5507)  as  an 
amendment  to  S6.2  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection, 
49  CFR  §  571.208,  and  (2)  to  respond  in  part  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the  amendments 
to  the  standard  published  in  Notice  16,  February 
24,  1972  (37  F.R.  3911).  The  issue  involving 
Notice  16  addressed  by  this  notice  is  the  appli- 
cability of  the  head  injury  criterion  of  S6.2  to 
seat  belt  restraint  systems.  Action  on  the  re- 
maining issues  has  been  scheduled  for  completion 
not  later  than  July  1, 1972. 

I.  Calculation  of  head  injury  criterion. 

Some  substantive  objections  were  raised  to  the 
proposed  method  of  calculating  the  head  injury 
criterion.  Several  comments  questioned  the  use 
of  resultant  accelerations  rather  than  the  anterior- 
posterior  accelerations  used  in  the  original  de- 
velopment of  the  Wayne  State  University  Toler- 
ance Curve.  Although  the  curve  was  originally 
based  on  anterior-posterior  acceleration  data,  its 
validity  for  resultant  accelerations  appears  to  be 
confirmed  by  subsequent  tests  using  resultant  ac- 
celerations computed  from  biaxial  accelerometers. 
Resultant  accelerations  have  therefore  been  used 
in  the  amended  criterion. 

The  question  of  the  permissible  level  was  again 
raised,  with  some  commenters  supporting  a  level 
of  1500  even  under  the  revised  method  of  calcula- 
tion. Tliis  agency's  position  is  that  adequate 
justification  has  not  been  demonstrated  for  a 
numerical  increase  in  the  severity  level,  although 
adjustments  in  the  metliod  of  calculation  adopted 
herein  may  have  the  effect  of  allowing  greater 
cumulative  accelerations  than  would  have  been 
allowed 'under  the  Gadd  Severity  Index.     With 


(Docket  No.  69-7;   Notice   19) 

the  new  calculation,  the  higher  numerical  level  is 
less  supportable  than  before  and  it  is  accordingly 
rejected.  The  amendment  to  S6.2  is  adopted  as 
proposed. 


II.  Applicability  of  the  head  injury  criterion 
to  seat  belt  systems. 

The  decision  to  postpone  the  date  of  mandatory 
installation  of  passive  restraints  until  August  15, 
1975,  was  made  in  consideration  of  the  hardship 
that  would  have  been  imposed  on  many  manufac- 
turers by  a  requirement  to  provide  passive  re- 
straints by  the  original  date  of  August  15,  1973. 
The  injury  criteria  of  the  standard,  measured  in 
a  barrier  crash  with  instrumented  dummies,  were 
applied  to  belt  systems  as  well  as  passive  systems 
that  might  be  used  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  standard,  beginning  August  15,  1073. 

Several  manufacturers  have  petitioned  for  the 
removal  of  the  injury  criteria,  particularly  those 
for  head  injury,  from  the  belt  system  tests.  Their 
concern  arises  from  their  test  results  indicating 
that  in  many  vehicles  currently  available  belt 
systems  either  do  not  meet  or  only  marginally 
meet  the  head  injury  criteria.  They  have  argued 
that  much,  perhaps  most,  of  the  acceleration  that 
contributes  to  the  head  Severity  Index  measure- 
ment with  a  shoulder-belted  dummy  occurs  as 
the  head  flops  loosely  forward  without  striking 
anything  in  the  vehicle.  Actual  field  collision 
data,  they  maintain,  does  not  indicate  that  this 
type  of  head  movement  by  shoulder-belted  ve- 
hicle occupants  in  a  crash  is  a  serious  injury- 
producing  factor.  I'hey  question  the  correlation 
Ijetween  results  of  the  dummy  tests  and  the  actual 
protective  characteristics  of  the  belt  systems. 

The  NHTSA  recognizes  the  uncertainty  con- 
cerning the  significance  of  head  movement  by  a 
shoulder  belted   occupant   whose  head  does  not 
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strike  the  forward  part  of  the  vehicle,  although 
it  considers  the  present  evidence  too  scanty  to 
be  conclusive  in  either  direction.  It  also  recog- 
nizes that  the  leadtime  for  any  major  design  or 
component  changes  for  the  1974  models  has  been 
virtually  exhausted.  Recent  materials  submitted 
to  the  docket  indicate  that  presently  existing 
inflatable  restraint  systems  can  meet  the  head 
injury  criteria  with  little  difficulty.  The  in- 
herent limitations  in  lap-and-shoulder-belt  sys- 
tems make  it  considerably  more  difficult  for  those 
systems  to  meet  these  criteria,  although  belt  sys- 
tems have  been  found  to  provide  protection  at 
moderate  speeds. 

For  these  reasons,  it  has  been  decided  that  a 
temporary  modification  in  the  head  injury  meas- 
urements for  belt  systems  is  justified.  The  amend- 
ment made  by  this  notice  in  response  to  the 
petitions  affects  vehicles  manufactured  before 
August  15,  1975,  and  provides  that  measurement 
of  head  acceleration  begins,  for  purposes  of  com- 
puting the  head  injury  criterion  for  belted  dum- 
mies, only  at  the  moment  at  which  the  head 
strikes  some  portion  of  the  vehicle  other  than  a 
belt.  The  measurement  will  thus  include  any 
contact  with  the  windshield  or  dashboard,  for 
example,  or  the  effects  of  rebound  against  the 
seat  back,  but  pre-impact  accelerations  of  the 
head  will  be  excluded. 

This  agency  will  examine  closely  the  accident 
data   bearing   on   the   traumatic  effect   of  non- 


impactive  head  accelerations,  as  well  as  such 
laboratory  data  as  may  be  gathered,  for  example 
from  cadaver  studies.  Work  is  also  in  progress 
concerning  the  correlation  between  dummy  and 
human  behavior,  with  a  view  to  more  sophis- 
ticated instrumentation  and  measurement  of  ve- 
hicle performance,  and  to  continued  evaluation 
of  the  head  injury  criterion  for  the  entire  test 
crash  event. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  paragraph 
S6.2  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208, 
Occupant  Crash  Protection,  49  CFR  §  571.208,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Ejfective  date:  July  24,  1972. 

Because  this  amendment  modifies  an  existing 
rule  in  a  manner  that  imposes  no  additional  sub- 
stantive requirements,  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown  that  an  effective  date  less  than  180  days 
from  the  date  of  issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103  and 
119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407,  and  the  delega- 
tion of  authority  at  49  CFR  §  1.51. 

Issued  on  June  20,  1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  12393 
June  23,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection  in  Passenger  Cars, 
Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  69-7;   Notice  20) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the  seat  belt 
interlock  requirements  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection, 
49  CFR  §571.208,  as  published  February  24, 
1972  (37  F.R.  3911).  The  issues  in  the  petitions 
relating  to  the  applicability  of  the  head  injury 
criterion  of  S6.2  to  seat  belt  systems  have  been 
answered  in  a  notice  published  June  24,  1972 
(37  F.R.  12393).  The  remaining  issues  are  dis- 
cussed herein. 

Several  petitions  raised  issues  which,  while  of 
considerable  importance,  lie  outside  of  the  im- 
mediate scope  of  the  notice  under  review.  Among 
these  are  requests  to  exempt  vehicles  that  meet 
the  injury  criteria  from  the  requirements  of 
Standards  Nos.  201,  203,  204,  and  212,  and  to 
waive  some  of  the  requirements  of  Standard  No. 
209  relating  to  the  width  and  elongation  of  web- 
bing. As  indicated  in  the  Program  Plan  for 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  several  of  these 
matters  are  under  review  at  the  present  time. 
Their  resolution  will  await  the  issuance  of  rule- 
making notices  in  the  respective  dockets. 

General  Motors  reiterated  its  opposition  to  the 
requirements  for  rollover  protection  and  for  the 
protection  of  rear  seat  occupants  by  passive 
means.  Although  these  issues  may  be  affected 
by  the  receipt  of  additional  information,  the 
NHTSA  has  not  found  sufficient  cause  to  alter 
its  position. 

With  respect  to  the  interlock  option  itself,  the 
petitioners  objected  less  to  the  concept  of  such  a 
system  than  to  the  positions  at  which  it  would 
have  to  be  installed  and  to  the  level  of  protection 
required    of   it.      Some   requested   an   indefinite 


extension  of  the  interlock  requirements  beyoiid 
August  15,  1975,  as  a  more  or  less  permanent 
substitute  for  passive  protection.  Inasmuch  as 
the  NHTSA  continues  to  consider  the  1975  date 
to  be  a  reasonable  date  for  the  installation  of 
passive  systems,  it  must  again  deny  the  requested 
delay. 

The  application  of  the  interlock  and  belt 
warning  systems  to  the  center  front  seating  po- 
sition drew  a  number  of  adverse  comments.  It 
was  stated  that  the  center  seat  occupancy  rate 
was  too  low  to  justify  the  added  cost  of  installing 
the  system  and  that  the  system  would  be  prone 
to  inconvenient  activation,  as  when  two  large 
men  at  the  outboard  positions  depress  the  center 
seat  cushion.  On  the  question  of  cost  effective- 
ness, the  agency  has  found  that  the  available 
data  do  not  support  the  petitioners.  Despite  the 
relatively  low  occupancy  rate,  the  incremental 
cost  of  installing  the  system  is  low  enough  to 
create  a  favorable  ratio.  The  requirement  for 
center  seat  installation  is  therefore  retained.  To 
avoid  the  problems  of  over-sensitivity,  it  has 
been  decided  to  raise  the  threshold  weight  at 
which  activation  is  required,  in  accordance  with 
a  suggestion  by  American  Motors.  The  relevant 
sections  (S7.3.5.2(b)  and  S7.4.1(b))  are  accord- 
ingly amended  to  refer  to  a  5th-percentile  adult 
female  rather  than  to  a  50th-percentile  6-year- 
old  child. 

The  petitions  directed  their  strongest  objec- 
tions to  the  application  of  the  injury  criteria  to 
belt  systems.  Partial  relief  has  been  granted  to 
belt  systems  with  respect  to  the  head  injury 
criterion.  The  chest  and  femur  criteria,  to  which 
a  lesser  amount  of  criticism  has  been  directed. 
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are  not  considered  to  present  the  same  level  of 
difficulty  for  belt  systems  of  current  design  as 
the  head. 

However,  it  has  been  decided  to  make  an  in- 
terim adjustment  of  the  chest  injury  criterion 
with  respect  to  seat  belts  by  applying  to  them  a 
criterion  using  the  severity  index  formerly  ap- 
plied to  the  head.  The  effect  of  this  is  to  ease 
the  requirement  somewhat  without  permitting 
excessive  long  duration  accelerations.  A  well  de- 
signed belt  system  of  the  current  types  will  be 
capable  of  meeting  the  revised  criterion.  It  is 
expected  that  improvements  now  in  prospect  will 
allow  belt  systems  to  meet  the  60  "g's",  3  milli- 
second criterion  in  1975.  Femur  loads  are  not  a 
problem  for  seat  belt  systems  that  do  not  sepa- 
rate during  impact,  and  the  femur  criterion  is 
therefore  retained. 

Ford  stated  in  its  petition  that  two  barrier 
tests  would  be  required  under  S4.1.2.3(d)  and 
(e)  for  some  vehicles,  due  to  the  difficulty  of 
placing  three  50th-percentile  male  dummies  in 
the  front  seat.  Although  it  may  be  that  correct 
placement  cannot  be  made  in  Ford  vehicles,  Ford 
is  at  liberty  to  devise  a  method  of  testing  the 
center  position  which  imposes  a  stress  on  the 
belt  system  equivalent  to  that  of  a  50th-percentile 
adult  male.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  size  of 
the  dummies  will  prevent  most  cars  from  being 
tested  with  the  dummies  three  abreast,  if  the 
manufacturers  elect  to  conduct  S4.1.2.3.1  (d)  and 
(e)  as  a  single  test.  Ford's  petition  is  therefore 
denied. 

General  Motors,  alone  among  the  petitioners, 
suggested  the  use  of  a  sequenced  warning  system 
in  place  of  the  interlock  system.  In  part  the 
company's  position  was  grounded  on  the  belief 
that  the  standard  presently  requires  a  sequenced 
warning  and  that  the  interlock  is  therefore  a 
redundant  system.  In  fact,  the  opposite  is  true 
under  the  present  wording  of  the  standard,  in 
that  S7.3.2  states  that  the  warning  system  shall 
not  operate  when  the  belt  is  extended  to  a  speci- 
fied length  or,  alternatively,  when  the  belt  is 
buckled.  Because  a  sequential  warning  system 
would  necessarily  cause  the  signal  to  operate  in 
some  situations  despite  the  belt's  being  extended 
or  buckled,  it  would  not  be  allowed  under  S7.3.2. 


In  response  to  the  GM  request  to  substitute 
the  sequenced  warning  for  the  interlock,  the 
NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  interlock  coupled 
with  a  nonsequenced  warning  provides  a  some- 
what more  direct  incentive  to  belt  usage  with 
less  potential  for  causing  irritation  while  the 
vehicle  is  in  operation.  The  interlock  feature  is 
therefore  being  retained.  However,  in  the  light 
of  GM's  expressed  preference  for  a  sequential 
warning  and  in  response  to  a  petition  by  the 
Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Association  to 
permit  sequential  operation  of  the  warning,  it 
has  been  decided  to  amend  S7.3.2  to  permit 
manufacturers  to  use  a  sequenced  warning  in 
conjunction  with  the  interlock  system. 

The  Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Asso- 
ciation requested  the  addition  of  the  phrase 
"after  the  seat  has  been  occupied"  to  S7.3.2(a) 
and  (b).  Because  this  would  have  the  effect  of 
requiring  all  warning  systems  to  be  sequenced, 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  are  not  being  amended. 
Instead,  a  new  paragraph  (c)  is  being  added 
as  a  third  mode  of  warning  system  shut  off.  Al- 
though by  its  terms  the  new  paragraph  applies 
only  to  front  outboard  positions,  S7.3.5.3  will 
operate  on  it  as  on  the  other  paragraphs  to  apply 
it  to  the  center  front  position  as  well. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  a  manufacturer 
adopting  the  sequential  option  will  be  free  to 
incorporate  anti-bounce  features  into  the  system 
to  prevent  its  being  knocked  out  of  sequence 
when  the  occupant  lifts  off  the  seat  momentarily. 
This  is  so  because  under  S7.3.1  the  warning  sys- 
tem is  required  to  operate  only  when  the  belts 
have  not  been  extended  or  buckled.  If  the  occu- 
pant, in  moving  about  on  the  seat,  does  not  un- 
buckle or  retract  the  belt,  the  warning  would  not 
be  required  to  operate  and  the  manufacturer 
could  therefore  provide  for  nonoperation  in  such 
situations. 

Toyota  has  requested  the  application  of  S7.4.3 
and  S7.4.4  to  the  warning  system  as  well  as  the 
interlock.  Because  of  the  possibility  that  such 
an  amendment  would  result  in  the  warning  sys- 
tem's activating  unexpectedly  while  the  vehicle 
is  in  motion,  the  petition  is  denied. 

Several  petitions  addressed  the  convenience 
features  of  the  interlock  system  in  S7.4.3  and 
S7.4.4.     Chrysler  stated  that  it  understood   the 
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reference  in  S7.4.3  to  "after  the  engine  has  been 
stopped"  to  mean  after  the  ignition  has  been 
turned  oflF,  so  that^  a  stalled  engine  could  be  re- 
started indefinitely  so  long  as  the  ignition  is  not 
turned  off.  This  interpretation  is  essentially 
correct.  The  quoted  phrase  refers  to  the  act  of 
stopping  the  engine,  rather  than  to  involuntary 
engine  stoppage.  However,  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  engine  may  be  restarted  indefinitely  if  the 
engine  has  not  be^n  turned  off,  the  section  is 
being  amended  to  make  its  intent  explicit. 

General  Motors  stated  that  it  would  be  desir- 
able for  the  engine  starting  system  to  be  operable 
indefinitely  without  interference  from  the  inter- 
lock system  after  the  engine  is  stopped  so  long 
as  the  driver  has  not  left  his  seated  position. 
Such  a  provision  would  be  an  alternate  means 
of  permitting  restarting  in  emergency  road  sit- 
uations and  it  is  therefore  being  adopted  as  part 
of  S7.4.3. 

As  amended  S7.4.3  continues  to  refer  to  start- 
ing after  the  engine  has  stopped,  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  features  of  S7.4.3  will  not  interfere 
with  the  primary  function  of  the  interlock  sys- 
tem. Although  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  engine 
to  operate  under  it=  own  power,  the  engine  start- 
ing system  must  at  least  be  operated  in  a  manner 
that  would  start  a  functional  engine  in  order  for 
the  convenience  features  to  have  any  effect. 

A  related  issue  arises  in  the  context  of  S7.4.4, 
which  refers  to  restarting  "after  each  period  of 
engine  operation."  Chrysler  interprets  this  to 
mean  the  cycling  of  the  ignition  switch  from 
"off"  to  "on"  to  "off"  again.    Although  the  lan- 


guage does  not  support  this  meaning,  on  recon- 
sideration it  has  been  decided  that  there  are 
advantages  to  an  engine  compartment  switch  that 
does  not  require  the  engine  to  rotate  in  order  to 
be  reset.  The  section  is  therefore  being  amended 
to  refer  to  the  cycling  of  the  ignition  switch 
rather  than  to  engine  operation. 

The  requirement  that  the  switch  be  operated 
each  time  in  order  to  permit  engine  starting  is 
being  retained  despite  the  request  of  several  pe- 
titioners for  a  system  that  would  permit  unlim- 
ited restarting  so  long  as  the  hood  is  open.  The 
agency's  primary  objection  to  such  a  system  is 
that  it  is  too  easy  to  override  permanently.  The 
system  allowed  by  S7.4.4  may  be  somewhat  less 
convenient,  but  it  is  also  less  defeatable  and  is 
therefore  preferred.  The  switch  may  be  located 
so  that  it  will  be  operable  by  the  raising  of  the 
hood,  as  requested  by  several  petitioners. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  49  CFR  §  571.208,  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Elective  Date:  180  days  after  publication  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103  and 
119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  §  1392,  1407,  and  the  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  §  1.51. 

Issued  on  June  30,  1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  13265 
July  6,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection  in  Passenger  Cars, 
Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  22) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  specify  the 
effective  date  for  the  amendment  to  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208  published  July  6, 
1972,  (Notice  20;  37  F.R.  13265).  In  the  effec- 
tive date  provision  of  the  notice,  it  was  stated 
that  the  amendment  became  effective  180  days 
after  publication  in  the  Federal  Register.  Cal- 
culation of  180  days  from  July  6,  1972,  the  pub- 
lication date,  results  in  an  effective  date  of 
January  2,  1973.  For  reasons  of  consistency  and 
clarity,  it  has  been  found  preferable  to  establish 
January  1,  1973,  as  the  effective  date. 

The  amendment  to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  208,  49  CFR  571.208,  published  at 


37  F.R.  13265  is  therefore  made  effective  January 
1,  1973. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103  and 
119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407,  and  the  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  August  3,  1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  16186 
August  11,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection   in  Passenger  Cars, 
Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.   69-7;   Notice  23) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  reply  to  peti- 
tions filed  pursuant  to  49  CFR  553.35  requesting 
reconsideration  of  the  requirements  of  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208  relating  to  seat 
belts  in  vehicles  manufactured  after  Augiist  15, 
1973,  as  amended  by  Notices  19  and  20  of  Docket 
69-7  (37  F.R.  12393;  37  F.R.  13265). 

1.  Seat  belts  and  the  injury  criteria  of  S6. 
The  primary  objection  raised  by  petitioners  is 
that  Notices  19  and  20  did  not  altogether  revoke 
the  requirement  that  seat  belts  used  to  meet  the 
1973  interlock  option  must  be  capable  of  meeting 
the  injury  criteria  of  S6.  Although  review  of 
the  petitions  suggests  that  additional  modifica- 
tion of  the  head  injury  criterion  is  advisable, 
the  NHTSA  declines  to  grant  petitioners'  re- 
quest for  complete  relief  from  the  injury  criteria. 

Review  .of  the  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
Notice  16  showed  that  belts  would  have  difficulty 
meeting  the  full  criteria.  Since  leadtime  was 
insufficient  for  major  design  changes  in  belts  be- 
fore 1973,  it  was  found  necessary  either  to  re- 
move the  injury  criteria  or  modify  them  so  that 
the  changes  needed  to  enable  belts  to  conform 
could  be  made  in  1973. 

Upon  review,  it  was  concluded  that  the  injury 
criteria,  even  in  modified  form,  would  have  the 
beneficial  effect  of  regulating  the  overall  protec- 
tion characteristics  of  the  occupant  compartment 
and  belt  system.  Regulation  of  the  seat  belt  as 
a  separate  component,  as  in  Standard  209,  does 
not  insure  that  thfi  belt  will  be  installed  in  a 
manner  calculated  to  insulate  the  occupant  from 
injurious  contact  with  the  interior  of  the  vehicle. 
It  was  therefore  decided  to  retain  the  injury 
criteria,  with  such  modifications  as  seemed  neces- 


sary   to    allow    manufacturers    to    conform    to 
S4.1.2.3  by  August  15,  1973. 

The  most  significant,  though  by  no  means  the 
only,  agent  of  head  injury  is  impact  with  the 
vehicle  interior.  In  reviewing  the  petitions  on 
Notice  16,  it  was  decided  that  no  interim  criteria 
would  be  acceptable  that  disregarded  any  impact- 
related  accelerations.  Notice  19  therefore  amended 
the  head  injury  criterion  in  a  manner  that  was 
intended  to  include  all  impact  accelerations  and 
to  disregard  the  effect  of  non-impact  accelera- 
tions. As  several  petitioners  point  out,  however, 
the  amendment  did  not  fully  carry  out  this  in- 
tent. S6.2,  as  amended,  would  have  disregarded 
only  those  accelerations  occurring  before  the 
head  impacted  the  vehicle  and  would  have 
counted  all  accelerations  after  that  point.  One 
effect  of  this  formula  was  that  a  glancing  impact, 
in  itself  insignificant,  would  cause  all  subsequent 
non-impact  accelerations  to  be  counted  even 
though  such  accelerations  would  not  be  dist'i; 
guishable  in  kind  from  the  pre-impact  accelera- 
tion. To  avoid  this  result,  the  agency  has 
decided  to  include  in  the  calculation  of  the  head 
injury  criterion  only  those  accelerations  that  oc- 
cur while  the  head  is  in  contact  with  the  vehicle. 

Some  petitioners  suggested  that  even  while 
the  head  is  touching  the  vehicle,  a  significant 
part  of  the  head's  deceleration  is  due  to  the  re- 
straining action  of  the  belt  and  not  to  the  surface 
the  head  strikes.  Although  there  is  undeniably 
more  than  one  force  that  contributes  to  head 
deceleration,  the  force  produced  by  the  impacted 
surface  becomes  increasingly  important  as  the 
duration  of  the  impact  increases.  If  the  ac- 
celerations   during    an    impact    are   of   such    an 
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amplitude  and  duration  that  a  HIC  value  of 
1,000  is  approached,  the  acceleration  caused  by 
the  belt  is  generally  insignificant.  The  criterion 
therefore  counts  all  accelerations  during  the  im- 
pact phase. 

The  chest  injury  criterion  of  S6.2  was  modified 
for  seat  belts  by  Notice  20,  which  substituted  a 
severity  index  of  1,000  for  the  60g  3  millisecond 
criterion  applied  to  other  restraint  systems.  Al- 
though the  use  of  the  severity  index  as  an  indi- 
cator of  chest  injury  has  not  been  common 
practice,  the  agency  has  decided  that  it  provides 
a  reasonable  interim  measure  of  the  effectiveness 
of  the  belt  system.  The  severity  index  of  1,000 
is  therefore  retained  as  the  criterion  for  belt 
systems  until  August  15, 1975. 

2.  Passive  belts  and  injury  criteria  after 
August  15,  1975.  Several  petitioners  stated  that 
any  relief  granted  to  seat  belts  in  the  period 
1973-1975  should  be  extended  to  passive  belt 
systems  in  the  period  beyond  1975.  However, 
the  NHTSA  adopted  the  interim  criteria  out  of 
consideration  for  lead  time  problems,  not  be- 
cause it  considered  them  to  be  fully  satisfactory. 
The  agency  does  not  consider  any  criterion  to  be 
acceptable,  on  a  permanent  basis,  that  omits  po- 
tentially injury-causing  accelerations  from  its 
computation.  Even  though  impact  accelerations 
may  be  the  major  threat  to  belted  occupants,  the 
effects  of  non-impact  accelerations  are  not  neg- 
ligible and  should  not  be  ignored.  It  is  expected 
that  belts  will  be  able  to  meet  the  full  injury 
criteria  by  1975.  The  petitions  requesting  ex- 
tension of  the  modified  criteria  beyond  1975  are 
therefore  denied. 


3.  MPVs  and  trucks  manufactured  before 
August  15,  1977.  The  adoption  of  the  interlock 
option  for  passenger  cars  under  S4.1.2.3  per- 
mitted multipurpose  pa'ssenger  vehicles  and 
trucks  of  less  than  10,000  pounds  GVWR  to 
continue  to  use  belt  systems  (with  interlocks) 
in  the  period  between  1975  and  1977.  The 
agency's  intent  was  to  permit  these  vehicles  to 
have  the  same  interlock  system  during  1975- 
1977  that  is  permitted  for  passenger  cars  during 
1973-1975.  In  response  to  several  petitioners, 
who  pointed  out  that  S6.2  and  S6.3  could  be 
understood  to  require  these  vehicles  to  meet  the 
full  injury  criteria  during  this  period,  the  sec- 
tions are  hereby  amended  to  extend  the  injury 
criteria  modifications  until  August  15,  1977,  for 
MPVs  and  trucks  of  less  than  10,000  pounds 
GVWR. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  is  amended 

Effective  date :  August  15, 1973. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  §  1.51. 

Issued  on  October  18,  1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  22871 
October   26,    1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  25) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  the 
injury  criteria  specified  for  the  chest  and  femur 
under  sections  S6.3  and  S6.4  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Pro- 
tection, 49  CFR  571.208.  The  amendments 
adopted  hereby  are  those  proposed  in  a  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  published  on  October  28, 
1972  (Notice  24;  37  F.R.  23115). 

The  injury  criterion  for  the  chest  is  amended 
with  respect  to  all  vehicles  manufactured  before 
August  15,  1975,  by  substituting  a  severity  index 
value  of  1,000  as  the  measure  of  injury  potential 
in  place  of  the  criterion  of  60g's  for  3  milli- 
seconds. The  substitution  had  previously  been 
made  for  vehicles  equipped  with  seat  belt  systems 
manufactured  before  August  15,  1975.  The 
amendment  made  hereby  is  based  on  a  finding 
that  the  severity  index  is  an  acceptable  interim 
measure  for  restraint  systems  other  than  belt 
systems. 

Several  comments  noted  an  oversight  in  Notice 
24  concerning  the  application  of  the  modified 
chest  criterion  to  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles 
and  trucks  having  GV^VR's  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less.  As  a  result  of  a  previous  notice  ( Notice  23 ; 
37  F.R.  22871,  October  26,  1972),  these  vehicles 
had  been  permitted  to  meet  the  modified  criterion 
until  August  15,  1977.  Notice  24  failed  to  reflect 
this  change.  The  omission  has  been  corrected  in 
the  amended  version  of  S6.3,  and  a  parallel  ex- 
tension has  been  made  for  vehicles  other  than 
passenger  cars  that  have  restraint  systems  other 
than  belts. 

The  injury  criterion  for  the  upper  legs  is 
amended  to  specify  a  maximum  force  of  1700 
pounds  on  each  femur  rather  than  the  previously 


specified  force  of  1400  pounds.  The  new  require- 
ment is  considered  to  provide  a  good  level  of 
protection  in  crashes  in  the  30  m.p.h.  range  and 
allows  manufacturers  greater  latitude  in  design- 
ing systems  for  protection  at  higher  speeds. 

None  of  the  comments  disagreed  with  the  pro- 
posal for  an  increase  in  force  level,  although  the 
Ford  Motor  Company  suggested  a  further  amend- 
ment that  would  permit  higher  forces  for  a 
cumulative  interval  of  not  more  than  3  milli- 
seconds, thereby  disregarding  extremely  short 
period  acceleration  peaks  which  Ford  considers 
to  be  artificial  products  of  the  dummy's  metallic 
structure.  A  similar  request  has  been  made  by 
Greneral  Motors  in  a  recent  petition  for  rulemak- 
ing. The  agency  has  not  yet  completed  its  eval- 
uation of  this  issue.  If  favorable  action  is 
decided  upon,  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
will  be  issued  to  permit  additional  comment. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  is  amended  .... 

Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction 
and  imposes  no  additional  burden,  an  immediate 
effective  date  is  found  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

Effective  date:  November  23,  1972. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  November  20,  1972. 

Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 

37  F.R.   24903 
November  23,   1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Seat  Belt  Interlock  Amendments 
(Docket  No.  69-7;  NoHce  27) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  the  seat 
belt  interlock  requirements  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR  §571.208). 
The  amendments  relate  to  the  performance  re- 
quirements applicable  to  the  belts,  the  positions 
at  which  the  interlock  is  to  be  provided,  and  the 
convenience  features  allowed  in  certain  driving 
situations. 

The  amendments  adopted  hereby  were  initially 
proposed  in  a  notice  published  April  20,  1973 
(Docket  69-7,  Notice  26;  38  F.R.  9830).  Some 
of  the  amendments  proposed  in  Notice  26  have 
been  adopted  in  revised  form  as  a  result  of  the 
comments.  One  proposal,  concerning  an  alterna- 
tive interlock  system,  is  not  adopted  by  this  no- 
tice and  awaits  further  rulemaking  action  as 
discussed  below. 

I.  Amendments.  In  Notice  26,  it  was  proposed 
to  amend  Section  S4.1.2.3,  the  section  establish- 
ing the  seat  belt  interlock  option,  by  deleting  the 
requirement  that  the  belts  in  the  front  outboard 
positions  meet  the  injury  criteria  of  S5.1  and  by 
deleting  the  requirement  that  the  belt  at  the 
center  front  position  meet  a  breakage  test  in  a 
barrier  crash.  It  was  also  proposed  to  delete  the 
requirement  for  an  interlock  at  the  center  front 
position. 

Subject  to  continuing  reservations  about  the 
interlock  system  itself,  the  comments  were  gen- 
erally favorable  to  the  proposed  amendments. 
The  mandatory  requirements  for  meeting  the 
injury  criteria  at  the  outboard  positions  and  the 
breakage  test  at  the  center  front  position  are 
hereby  deleted,  as  proposed. 

There  were  objections  to  certain  details  of  the 
proposal.  Under  the  injury  criteria  version  of 
S4.1.2.3,  manufacturers  were  allowed  to  install 
either  Type  2  seat  belts   (lap  and  shoulder  belt 


combinations)  or  Type  1  seat  belts  (lap  belt). 
Without  the  injury  criteria  as  a  control  on  the 
performance  of  the  lap  belt,  it  was  proposed  in 
Notice  26  to  delete  the  Type  1  belt  option  under 
S4.1.2.3.1(a).  Ford  Motor  Company  stated  that 
if  Type  1  belts  were  not  permitted,  evaluation 
of  systems  employing  lap  belts  in  conjunction 
with  passive  upper  torso  restraint  would  be  in- 
hibited. Although  belts  may  be  used  with  pas- 
sive restraints  under  the  second  restraint  option 
in  1973  (S4.1.2.2),  second  option  systems  must 
be  capable  of  providing  fully  passive  protection 
in  a  frontal  crash.  To  permit  evaluation  of 
systems  that  may  not  have  full  passive  capability, 
it  has  been  decided  to  continue  to  permit  T3'pe  1 
belts  under  the  third  option  (S4.1.2.3(a))  on  the 
condition  that  they  are  capable  of  meeting  the 
injury  criteria  of  S5.1  in  a  frontal  perpendicular 
crash. 

As  amended,  therefore,  S4.1.2.3.1(a)  provides 
that  at  the  front  outboard  positions  a  manufac- 
turer may  install  either  a  Type  2  seat  belt  as- 
sembly that  conforms  to  Standard  No.  209,  or  a 
Type  1  reat  belt  assembly  that  meets  the  injury 
criteria  of  S5.1.  Insofar  as  the  injury  criteria 
themselves  are  contingent  upon  the  establishment 
of  an  adequate  method  of  measurement  through 
the  adoption  of  a  new  test  dummy,  a  manufac- 
turer who  intends  to  produce  vehicles  with  Type 
1  belts  at  the  front  outboard  positions  will  have 
to  await  the  adoption  of  the  new  dummy  regula- 
tion and  its  incorporation  into  the  options  under 
S4.1.2. 

The  proposed  deletion  of  the  interlock  require- 
ment for  the  center  front  position  (S4.1.2.3.1(b)) 
was  favorably  received,  and  the  requirement  is 
hereby  deleted.  It  was  stated  by  Ford,  Chrysler, 
and  American  Motors  that  the  warning  system 
at   that   position   should   also   be  deleted.     The 
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merits  of  the  warning  system  at  the  center  posi- 
tion, in  the  form  of  increased  belt  usage,  are 
considered  by  NHTSA  to  outweigh  its  draw- 
backs. Although  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  warn- 
ing system  will  be  somewhat  more  likely  to  fail 
with  three  sensors  in  the  system  than  with  two 
sensors,  the  agency  does  not  consider  the  incre- 
ment to  be  sufficient  to  justify  deleting  the  warn- 
ing system.  The  temporary  difficulties  that 
Chrysler  and  American  Motors  will  experience 
in  the  severance  of  the  interlock  from  the  warn- 
ing system  are  also  not  considered  sufficient 
grounds  for  deletion  of  the  warning  system. 
Section  S4.1.2.3.1(b)  is  therefore  adopted  as  pro- 
posed in  Notice  26.  The  remaining  provisions  of 
S4.1.2.3  were  not  objected  to,  and  are  also  adopted 
as  proposed. 

A  request  to  clarify  section  S7.4.1,  by  amend- 
ing the  second  sentence  of  the  section  to  refer  to 
"each  occupied  front  outboard  seating  position," 
has  been  favorably  considered  and  is  adopted 
hereby. 

An  amendment  to  S7.4.3  was  proposed  to  allow 
an  additional  "free-start"  mode,  whereby  the 
manufacturer  could  install  a  timer  that  would 
be  actuated  by  the  seat  switch  and  that  would 
allow  the  vehicle  to  be  started  without  belt  op- 
eration within  a  period  of  up  to  three  minutes 
after  tlie  driver  leaves  his  seat.  Reaction  to  the 
proposal  was  favorable.  In  particular,  the  Na- 
tional Parking  Association  indicated  that  such  a 
provision  would  alleviate  most  problems  in  the 
parking  of  cars  in  garages.  The  amendment  is 
being  adopted  as  proposed. 

The  proposed  addition  of  section  S7.4.5  proved 
unexpectedly  controversial,  due  to  an  apparent 
divergence  of  opinion  on  the  question  of  whether, 
without  S7.4.5,  a  seat  bounce  switch  would  be 
permitted  for  the  interlock  system.  It  has  been 
the  opinion  of  NHTSA  that  the  interlock  re- 
quirements do  not  permit  the  starter  to  operate 
in  the  event  that  a  person  who  has  operated  the 
belt  in  the  correct  sequence  gets  off  the  seat  and 
returns  to  it  before  attempting  to  start  the  car. 
The  majority  of  manufacturers  construed  the 
interlock  requirements  as  permitting  operation  in 
the  situation  just  described,  and  had  therefore 
designed  their  systems  with  seat  bounce  switches. 
Rather  than  appearing  permissive,  as  intended. 


the  10  second  bounce  switch  proposed  by  S7.4.5 
was  therefore  seen  by  most  manufacturers  as 
unduly  restrictive. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  comments,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  the  predominant  va- 
rieties of  bounce  switch  described  by  the  com- 
ments can  be  accommodated  by  a  modest  revision 
of  the  section.  Two  main  types  of  switch  were 
described,  one  involving  a  timer  set  for  intervals 
of  from  ten  seconds  to  a  minute  and  a  half  or 
more,  and  the  other  involving  the  door  switches 
in  the  circuit,  so  that  after  being  correctly  se- 
quenced the  system  would  allow  the  car  to  be 
started  despite  "bounces"  of  any  duration,  eo 
long  as  the  doors  have  not  been  opened.  As 
adopted,  the  section  permits  a  manufacturer  to 
choose  either  system.  If  he  chooses  a  timed  sys- 
tem, he  may  allow  any  time  up  to  three  minutes. 
Each  of  the  varying  time  periods  described  in 
the  comments  would  therefore  be  allowed. 

The  proposed  alternative  interlock  system, 
S7.5,  was  treated  favorably  or  neutrally  in  the 
comments,  although  none  indicated  plans  to  adopt 
such  a  system.  The  agency  continues  to  regard 
the  alternative  system  favorably,  but  on  review 
of  the  comments  has  concluded  that  there  is  merit 
to  the  suggestion  that  the  convenience  features 
established  for  the  primary  interlock  system 
should  also  be  applied  to  the  alternative  system. 
In  addition,  it  appears  desirable  to  incorporate  a 
requirement  for  warning  system  operation  similar 
to  that  of  S7.3.5.4  to  tell  a  driver  who  has  not 
operated  his  belt  why  the  car  cannot  be  moved. 
Final  action  on  the  proposed  S7.5  is  therefore 
being  delayed  in  order  to  obtain  comments  on 
additional  features  of  the  system  that  are  to  be 
proposed  in  an  upcoming  notice. 

II.  Other  related  matters.  After  the  publica- 
tion of  Notice  26,  several  comments  and  petitions 
were  received  on  the  subject  of  seat  belts  and  the 
seat  belt  options.  In  its  comment  to  Notice  26, 
Toyota  restated  its  earlier  request  for  amendment 
of  Standard  209  to  permit  narrower  webbing  for 
portions  of  the  belt  that  do  not  touch  the  occu- 
pant. Favorable  action  on  this  request  is  pro- 
posed in  a  notice  published  in  today's  edition  of 
the  Federal.  Register  (38  F.R.  12414). 

In  a  petition  for  rulemaking  submitted  May  15, 
1973,     Nissan     Motor     Company     requested     an 
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amendment  of  the  seat  belt  option  that  is  in 
effect  until  August  15,  1973  (S4.1.1.3).  The  op- 
tion presently  requires  all  front  outboard  seat 
belts  to  meet  a  breakage  test  in  a  30  mph  barrier 
crash  (S4.1.1.3(c)).  Nissan  stated  that  the  find- 
ing in  Notice  26  that  the  breakage  test  does  not 
contribute  significantly  to  the  strength  of  the 
belt  should  be  extended  to  belts  in  vehicles  manu- 
factured before  August  15,  1973,  as  well  as  to 
belts  in  vehicles  manufactured  after  that  date, 
and  that  S4.1. 1.3(c)  should  be  deleted  accord- 
ingly. The  agency  agrees  with  Nissan  that  that 
finding  in  Notice  26  is  equally  applicable  to  pre- 
August  vehicles,  but  it  does  not  consider  an 
amendment  of  the  standard  necessary  to  afford 
the  relief  Nissan  requests.  Although  the  opinions 
in  Chrysler  v.  DOT,  474  F.2d  659  (6th  Circuit 
1972)  and  Ford  v.  NETS  A,  473  F.2d  1241  (6th 
Circuit,  1973),  did  not  deal  directly  with  the 
non-passive  options  in  effect  before  August  15, 
1973,  a  tide  effect  of  the  court's  invalidation  of 
the  test  dummy  specifications  of  S8.1.8  is  to 
leave  the  belt  breakage  test  of  S4.1.1.3(c)  with- 
out a  means  of  measurement. 

The  agency  has  concluded  that  the  belt  break- 
age test  of  S4.1. 1.3(c)  is  without  effect  in  the 
absence  of  a  test  dummy.  It  will  therefore  not 
seek  to  enforce  the  requirement.  In  view  of  the 
short  time  remaining  before  S4.1.1.3  and  other 
current  options  lapse  in  favor  of  the  August  15, 
1973  options,  this  interpretation  will  have  a 
marginal  effect  on  currently  produced  vehicles, 
all  of  which  have  been  certified  as  complying 
with  the  breakage  test.  It  may,  however,  be  of 
benefit  to  manufacturers  who  plan  to  introduce 
their  1974  models  prior  to  August  15,  1973. 

Several  comments  stated  that  the  passive  re- 
straint requirement  for  August  15,  1975,  and 
August  15,  1977,  should  be  deleted  from  the  text 
of  the  standard  as  a  result  of  Chrysler  v.  DOT, 
supra,  and  reinstated  only  after  issuance  of  the 
dummy  regulation.  A  petition  filed  by  the  Center 
for  Auto  Safety,  in  contrast,  seeks  to  have  the 
August  15,  1975,  date  established  as  promptly  as 
possible.  The  NHTSA  position  is  that  the  deci- 
sion in  Chrysler  v.  DOT  suspends  the  mandatory 
passive  restraint  requirements,  regardless  of 
whether  they  remain  in  the  text  of  the  rule,  and 
that  their  deletion  at  this  time  would  have  no 


effect  other  than  to  require  additional  work  at  % 
later  date. 

Rulemaking,  in  addition  to  that  now  in  prog- 
ress with  respect  to  the  optional  passive  require- 
ments, will  be  necessary  in  order  to  reestablish 
the  date  when  passive  restraints  will  be  required. 
Before  such  rulemaking  can  be  initiated,  NHTSA 
is  obliged  to  consider  the  comments  it  receives  on 
the  proposed  test  dummy  regulation. 

There  has  been  some  residual  uncertainty  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  denial  in  Notice  26  of  the  peti- 
tions requesting  restraint  options  in  place  of,  or 
in  addition  to,  the  interlock  system.  The  agency 
denied  the  petitions  "to  the  extent  that  the  peti- 
tions seek  removal  of  the  interlock  requirement 
from  the  front  outboard  seats.  .  .  ."  It  intended 
thereby  to  deny  those  petitions  that  would  have 
added  a  fourth  restraint  option  in  addition  to  the 
interlock  as  well  as  to  deny  those  that  sought 
deletion  of  the  interlock,  and  the  language  of 
denial  in  Notice  26  should  be  so  construed. 

The  alternative  interlock  system  proposed  by 
Mr.  Jesse  R.  Hollins,  which  was  not  discussed 
in  detail  in  Notice  26,  had  been  reviewed  at  the 
time  of  Notice  26  and  was  intended  to  be  denied. 
The  agency  has  again  re\newed  Mr.  Hollins'  peti- 
tion and  has  again  concluded  that  the  benefits  of 
his  proposed  system  do  not  warrant  the  creation 
of  such  an  alternative  interlock  system.  His  pe- 
tition is  accordingly  denied. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  208,  49  CFR  §  571.208, 
is  amended  in  pertinent  part  as  set  forth  below. 
Because  this  amendment  imposes  no  additional 
burdens  an  effective  date  earlier  than  180  days 
after  issuance  of  this  notice  is  found  to  be  in  the 
public  interest. 

Effective  date :  August  15, 1973. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103  and 
119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407 ;  delegations  of 
authority  at  38  F.R.  12147. 

Issued  on  June  15, 1973. 

James  E.  Wilson 
Associate  Administrator 
Traffic   Safety    Programs 

38  F.R.  16072 
Jun*  20,  IfTl 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  73-8;  Notice  2) 


The  purposes  of  this  notice  are  (1)  to  adopt  a 
regulation  that  specifies  a  test  dummy  to  measure 
the  performance  of  vehicles  in  crashes,  and  (2)  to 
incorporate  the  dummy  into  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR  §571.208), 
for  the  limited  purpose  of  evaluating  vehicles 
with  passive  restraint  systems  manufactured 
imder  the  first  and  second  restraint  options  be- 
tween August  15,  1973,  and  August  15,  1975. 
The  question  of  the  restraint  system  require- 
ments to  be  in  effect  after  August  15,  1975,  is 
not  addressed  by  this  notice  and  will  be  the  sub- 
ject of  future  rulemaking  action. 

The  test  dummy  regulation  (49  CFR  Part 
572)  and  the  accompanying  amendment  to 
Standard  No.  208  were  proposed  in  a  notice 
published  April  2,  1973  (38  F.R.  8455).  The 
dummy  described  in  the  regulation  is  to  be  used 
to  evaluate  vehicles  manufactured  under  sec- 
tions S4.1.2.1  and  S4.1.2.2,  (the  first  and  second 
options  in  the  period  from  August  15,  1973,  to 
August  15,  1975),  and  the  section  incorporating 
the  dummy  is  accordingly  limited  to  those  sec- 
tions. The  dummy  has  not  been  specified  for 
use  with  any  protection  systems  after  August  15, 
1975,  nor  with  active  belt  systems  under  the 
third  restraint  option  (S4.1.2.3).  The  recent 
decision  in  Ford  v.  NHTSA,  473  F.  2d  1241 
(6th  Cir.  1973),  removed  the  injury  criteria 
from  such  systems.  To  make  the  dummy  ap- 
plicable to  belts  under  the  third  option,  the 
agency  would  have  to  pro\ade  additional  notice 
and  opportunity   for  comment. 

By  invalidating  the  former  test  dummy 
specification,  the  decision  in  Chrysler  v.  DOT, 
472  F.  2d  659  (6th  Cir.  1972),  affected  the  re- 
straint options  in  effect  before  August  15,  1975, 
as  well   as  the  mandatory  passive   restraint   re- 


quirements that  were  to  be  effective  after  that 
date.  A  manufacturer  who  built  cars  with 
passive  restraints  under  one  of  the  options  would 
therefore  be  unable  to  certify  the  cars  as  com- 
plying with  the  standard,  as  illustrated  by  the 
necessity  for  General  Motors  to  obtain  a  limited 
exemption  from  the  standard  in  order  to  com- 
plete the  remainder  of  a  run  of  1,000  air-bag 
equipped  cars. 

The  immediate  purpose  of  this  rulemaking  is 
to  reconstitute  those  portions  of  the  standard 
that  will  enable  manufacturers  to  build  passive 
restraint  vehicles  during  the  period  when  they 
are  optional.  The  test  dummy  selected  by  the 
agency  is  the  "GM  Hybird  II",  a  composite 
developed  by  General  Motors  largely  from  com- 
mercially available  components.  GM  had  re- 
quested NHTSA  to  adopt  the  Hybrid  II  on  the 
grounds  that  it  had  been  successfully  used  in 
vehicle  tests  with  passive  restraint  systems,  and 
was  as  good  as,  or  better  than,  any  other  im- 
mediately available  dummy  system.  On  con- 
sideration of  all  available  evidence,  the  NHTSA 
concurs  in  this  judgment.  One  fact  weighing 
in  favor  of  the  decision  is  that  General  Motors 
lias  used  this  dummy  to  measure  the  conformity 
of  its  vehicles  to  the  passive  protection  require- 
ments of  Standard  208,  in  preparation  for  the 
announced  introduction  of  up  to  100,000  air- 
bag-equipped  vehicles  during  the  1974  mo^el 
year. 

No  other  vehicle  manufacturer  has  announced 
plans  for  the  production  of  passive  restraint 
systems  during  the  optional  phase,  nor  has  any 
other  vehicle  manufacturer  come  forward  with 
suggestions  for  alternatives  to  Hybrid  II.  The 
NHTSA  would  have  considered  other  dummies 
had  some  other  manufacturer  indicated  that  it 
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wiis  planning  to  produce  passive  restraint  ve- 
hicles during  the  option  period  and  that  some 
other  dummy  had  to  be  selected  in  order  to 
allow  them  to  proceed  with  their  plans.  If  there 
had  been  any  such  plans,  NHTSA  would  have 
made  every  effort  to  insure  that  a  test  device 
satisfactory  to  said  manufacturer  would  have 
been  selected. 

This  agency  recognizes  that  since  various  types 
of  dummy  systems  have  been  in  use  under  the 
previous  specification,  any  selection  of  one 
dummy,  as  is  required  by  the  Chiysler  decision, 
will  necessitate  readjustments  by  some  manu- 
facturers. However,  considering  the  quantity  of 
GM's  production,  tlie  scope  and  advanced  state 
of  its  passive  restraint  development  program, 
and  the  fact  that  the  Hybrid  II  does  not  differ 
radically  from  other  dummies  currently  in  use, 
in  the  NHTSA's  judgment  that  dummy  repre- 
sents the  best  and  least  costly  choice.  That 
conclusion  has  not  been  contradicted  by  the 
comments  to  the  docket. 

Tlie  agency  will  not  make  any  final  decision 
regarding  reinstatement  of  mandatory  passive 
restraint  requirements  without  further  notice  and 
opportunity  for  connnent.  Should  the  agency 
propose  mandatory  i)assive  restraint  require- 
ments, tlie  question  of  the  conformity  of  the 
cUunmy  tiiat  is  chosen  with  the  instructions  of 
tlie  court  in  Chiyxler  will  again  be  open  for 
conuiient.  Tlie  NHTSA  strongly  encourages  the 
continuance  of  the  duunny  test  programs  men- 
tioned in  the  comments,  in  the  hope  that  any 
problems  that  may  arise  can  be  identified  and 
resolved  before  the  dummy  specifications  for 
later  periods  are  issued. 

The  Hybrid  II  dummy  has  been  found  by 
NHTSA  to  be  a  satisfactory  and  objective  test 
instnunent.  In  sled  and  barrier  tests  conducted 
by  (iM  with  tiie  (iM  restraint  systems  and  in 
sled  tests  conducted  by  (^alspan  Corp.  on  behalf 
of  NHTSA,  the  Hybrid  II  has  produced  results 
that  are  consistent  and  repeatable.  This  is  not 
to  say  tliat  each  test  at  the  same  nominal  speed 
and   deceleration   lias   produced   identical    values. 

In  testing  with  impact  sleds,  and  to  an  even 
greater  extent  with  crash-tested  vehicles,  the 
test  environment  itself  is  coinple.x  and  neces- 
sarily subject  to  variations  that  affect  the  results. 
Tiie  test  data  show,  liowever,  that  the  variance 


from  duunny  to  dummy  in  these  tests  is  suf- 
ficiently small  that  a  manufacturer  would  have 
no  difficulty  in  deciding  whether  his  vehicle 
would  be  likely  to  fail  if  tested  by  NHTSA. 

The  provisions  of  the  dummy  regulation  have 
been  modified  somewhat  from  those  proposed  in 
the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  largely  as  a 
result  of  comments  from  GM.  Minor  corrections 
ha\e  been  made  in  the  drawings  and  materials 
specifications  as  a  result  of  comments  by  GM  and 
tiie  principal  dummy  suppliers.  The  dummy 
specification,  as  finally  adopted,  reproduces  the 
Hybrid  II  in  each  detail  of  its  design  and  pro- 
vides, as  a  calibration  check,  a  series  of  perform- 
ance criteria  based  on  the  observed  performance 
of  normally  functioning  Hybrid  II  components. 
The  performance  criteria  are  wholly  derivative 
and  are  intended  to  filter  out  dummy  aberrations 
tliat  escape  detection  in  the  manufacturing 
process  or  that  occur  as  a  result  of  impact 
damage.  The  revisions  in  the  performance 
criteria,  as  discussed  hereafter,  are  intended  to 
eliminate  potential  variances  in  the  test  pro- 
cedures and  to  hold  the  performance  of  the 
Hybrid  II  within  the  narrowest  possible  range. 

(General  Motors  suggested  tiie  abandonment  of 
the  definition  of  "upright  position"  in  section 
.'iT^.iic),  and  the  substitution  of  a  set-up  pro- 
cedure in  section  572.11  to  ser\e  both  as  a  posi- 
tioning method  for  the  i^erformance  tests  and 
as  a  meansurenient  method  for  the  dummy's 
dimensions  as  shown  in  the  drawings.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  object  to  the  use  of  an  ex- 
panded set-up  procedure,  but  has  decided  to 
retain  tlie  term  "upright  position"  with  appro- 
l)riate    reference    to   the   new   section    572.11  (i). 

Tiie  structural  properties  test  of  section 
572.5(c),  which  had  proposed  that  the  dummy 
keep  its  properties  after  being  subjected  to  tests 
producing  readings  25  percent  above  the  injury 
criteria  of  Standard  No.  208,  has  been  revised 
to  pro\ide  instead  that  the  properties  must  be 
retained  after  vehicle  tests  in  accordance  with 
Standard  No.  208. 

The  head  performance  criteria  are  adopted  as 
proposed.  The  procedures  iiave  been  amended 
to  insure  that  the  forehead  will  be  oriented  be- 
low the  nose  prior  to  the  dro|),  to  a\oid  inter- 
ference from  the  nose.  In  response  to  comments 
1)V    tiie    Road    Research    Laboratory,    American 
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Motors,  an^  (iM,  an  interval  of  at  least  2  hours 
between  teits  is  specified  to  allow  full  restoration 
of  compressed  areas  of  the  head  skin. 

The  nec|{  performance  criteria  are  revised  in 
several  respects,  in  keeping  with  GM's  recom- 
mendations. The  pendulum  impact  surface, 
shown  in  Figure  4,  has  been  modified  in  ac- 
cordance with  GM's  design.  The  zero  time 
point  has  been  specified  as  the  instant  the 
pendulum  contacts  the  honeycomb,  the  instruc- 
tions for  determining  chordal  displacement  have 
l)een  modified,  and  the  pulse  shajje  of  the 
l)endulum  deceleration  curve  has  been  differently 
si)ecified.  The  maximum  allowable  deceleration 
for  the  head  has  been  increased  slightly  to  26g. 
In  response  to  suggestions  by  the  Road  Research 
Laboratory  and  the  Japan  Automobile  Manu- 
facturers Association  (JAMA),  as  well  as  GM, 
a  tolerance  has  been  specified  for  the  pendulum's 
impact  velocity  to  allow  for  minor  variances  in 
the  honeycomb  material. 

With  respect  to  the  thorax  test,  each  of  the 
minor  procedural  changes  requested  by  GM  has 
been  adopted.  As  with  the  head,  a  minimum 
recovery  time  is  specified  for  the  thorax.  The 
seating  surface  is  specified  in  greater  detail,  and 
the  test  probe  orientation  has  been  revised  to 
refer  to  its  height  above  the  seating  surface. 
The  test  probe  itself  is  expressly  stated  to  have 
a  rigid  face,  by  amendment  to  section  572.11, 
thereby  reflecting  the  probes  actually  used  by 
NHTSA  and  GM.  A  rigid  face  for  the  probe 
was  also  requested  by  Mercedes  Benz. 

The  test  procedures  for  the  spine  and  abdomen 
tests  are  specified  in  much  greater  detail  than 
before,  on  the  basis  of  suggestions  by  GM  and 
others  that  the  former  procediires  left  too  much 
room  for  variance.  The  test  fixtures  for  the 
spinal  test  orientation  proposed  by  Gil,  and 
its  proposed  method  of  load  ai)plication  have 
been  adopted.  The  i)arts  of  the  dummy  to  be 
assembled  for  these  tests  are  sjiecifically  recited, 
and  an  initial  50°  flexion  of  the  dummy  is  also 
specified.  The  rates  of  load  application  and 
reni<)\al,  and  the  method  of  taking  force  read- 
ings are  each  si)ecified.  The  direction  of  force 
application  is  clarified  in  response  to  a  comment 
by  Volvo. 

The  abdomen  test  is  amended  with  respect  to 
tiie   initial    point   of   foi-ce   measurement,  to   re- 


solve a  particular  source  of  disagreement  be- 
tween CJM's  data  and  NHTSA's.  The  boundaries 
of  the  abdominal  force-deflection  curve  are 
modified  to  accord  with  the  measurements  taken 
by  GM  subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  notice. 
The  rate  of  force  application  is  specified  as  not 
more  than  0.1  inch  jier  second,  in  response  to 
comments  by  Mercedes  Benz,  JAMA,  and  GM. 

The  test  procedures  for  the  knee  tests  are  re- 
vised to  si)ecify  the  tyiJe  of  seating  surface  used 
and  to  control  the  angle  of  the  lower  legs  in 
accordance  with  suggestions  by  JAMA,  the  Road 
Research  Laboratory,  and  GiL  The  instru- 
mentation specifications  of  section  572.11  are 
amended  to  clarify  the  method  of  attachment 
and  orientation  of  the  thorax  accelerometers  and 
to  specify  the  channel  classes  for  the  chest 
potentiometer,  the  pendulmn  accelerometer,  and 
the  test  i)robe  accelerometer,  as  requested  by 
several  comments. 

The  design  and  assembly  drawings  for  the 
test  dummy  are  too  cumbersome  to  publish  in 
the  Federal  Reginter.  During  the  comment 
period  on  the  April  2  notice,  the  agency  main- 
tained master  copies  of  the  drawings  in  the 
docket  and  placed  the  reproducible  mylar 
masters  from  which  the  copies  were  made  with  a 
commercial  blueprint  facility  from  whom  in- 
terested parties  could  obtain  copies.  The 
XHTSA  has  decided  to  continue  this  practice 
and  is  accordingly  i)lacing  a  master  set  of 
drawings  in  the  docket  and  the  reproducible 
masters  for  these  drawings  with  a  blueprint 
facility. 

The  drawings  as  adopted  by  this  notice  differ 
only  in  minor  detail  from  those  that  accompanied 
tiie  .Vpril  2  notice.  The  majority  of  the  changes, 
incorporated  into  corrected  drawings,  have 
already  been  given  to  those  persons  who  ordered 
copies.  The  letter  of  June  13,  1973,  that  ac- 
companied the  corrected  drawings  lias  been 
placed  in  the  docket.  The  June  corrections  are 
incorporated  into  the  final  drawing  package. 
Additional  adjustments  are  made  hereby  to  re- 
flect better  the  weight  distribution  of  separated 
segments  of  the  dummy,  to  allow  other  materials 
to  be  used  for  head  ballast,  and  to  specify  the 
instrument  for  measuring  skin  thickness.  The 
details  of  these  changes  are  recited  in  a  memo- 
randum incorporated  into  the  drawing  package. 
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Each  of  the  fiiiaJ  drawings  is  designated  by 
the  legend  "NHTSA  Release  8/1/73".  Each 
drawing  so  designated  is  hereby  incorporated  as 
part  of  the  test  dummy  specifications  of  49  CFR 
Part  572.  Subsequent  changes  in  the  drawings 
will  not  be  made  without  notice  and  opportunity 
for  comment. 

Tiie  incorporation  of  the  Part  57'2  test  dummy 
into  Standard  No.  208  makes  obsolete  several 
test  conditions  of  the  standard  that  had  been 
adopted  to  supplement  the  former  test  dummy 
specifications.  The  location,  orientation,  and 
sensitivity  of  test  instrumentation  formerly 
specified  by  sections  S8.1.15  through  S8.1.18  are 
now  controlled  by  Part  572  and  are  no  longer 
necessary  within  Standard  No.  208.  Similarly, 
the  use  of  rubber  components  for  the  head,  neck 
and  torso  joints  as  specified  in  Part  572,  supplant 
the  joint  setting  specifications  for  those  joints 
in  section  S8.1.10  of  the  standard.  The  NHTSA 
has  determined  that  the  deletion  of  the  above 
portions  of  the  Standard  No.  208  will  have  no 
effect  on  the  substantive  requirements  of  the 
standard  and  tliut  notice  and  public  procedure 
thereon  are  unnecessary. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Title  49, 
Code  of  P'ederal  Regulations,  is  amended  by  the 
revision  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
208  (49  CFR  S  571.208).  .  .  . 

In  view  of  the  pressing  need  for  a  test  dummy 
to  permit  the  continued  development  of  passive 
restraint  systems,  and  the  fact  that  it  presently 
only  relates  to  a  new  option  for  compliance,  the 
NHTSA  finds  that  there  is  good  cause  to  adopt 
an  immediate  effective  date.  Accordingly,  Part 
572  is  effective  August  1,  1973,  and  the  amend- 
ment to  Standard  208  is  eti'ective  August  15,  1973. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103  and 
119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act,  P.L.  89-563,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  tlie  delegation  of  authority  at  38  F.R.  12147. 

Issued  on  July  26,   1973. 

James  E.  Wilson 
Associate  Administrator 
Traffic  Safety   Programs 

38   F.R.   20449 
August   1,   1973 


PART  571;  S  208— PRE  46 


Eff*cllv*:   S*pt*mb«r   1,    197S 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  29) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  postpone  the 
effective  date  of  the  requirements  of  Standards 
No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection,  and  216, 
Roof  Crush  Resistance,  applicable  to  the  upcom- 
ing model  year,  from  August  15,  1973  to  Sep- 
tember 1,  1973. 

The  amendment  of  the  effective  date  was  pro- 
posed in  a  notice  published  July  17,  1973  (38 
F.R.  19049),  in  response  to  a  petition  filed  by 
Chrysler  Corporation.  Chrysler  had  stated  that 
the  build-out  of  their  1973  models  was  in  danger 
of  running  beyond  the  August  15  date,  due  to  a 
variety  of  factors  beyond  the  company's  control. 
In  proposing  the  postponement  of  the  date,  the 
NHTSA  noted  that  the  August  15  date  had  been 
chosen  to  coincide  with  the  normal  changeover 
date  and  that  a  delay  would  not  appear  to  have 
any  effect  beyond  allowing  a  slightly  prolonged 
build-out. 

The  two  comments  submitted  in  response  to 
the  proposal  were  both  favorable.  The  agency 
has  not  discovered  any  adverse  consequences  of 
a  delay  which  would  make  it  inadvisable,  and 


has  therefore  decided  to  postpone  the  effective 
date  as  proposed. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR  571.208, 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection, 
is  amended  by  changing  the  date  of  August  14, 
1973,  appearing  in  S4.1.1  to  August  31,  1973, 
and  by  changing  the  date  of  August  15,  19f3, 
appearing  in  S4.1.2  to  September  1,  1973.  The 
effective  date  of  49  CFR  571.216,  Standard  No. 
216,  Roof  Crush  Resistance,  is  changed  from 
August  15,  1973,  to  September  1,  1973. 

Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction 
and  imposes  no  additional  burden,  an  effective 
date  of  less  than  30  days  from  the  date  of  issu- 
ance is  found  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  August  10, 1973. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  21930 
August  14,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  73-24;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant  crash  protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  to  permit 
determination  of  the  maintenance  schedule  for 
crash  deployed  occupant  protection  systems  by 
reference  to  vehicle  mileage  and  year  and  date 
of  vehicle  manufacture.  The  amendment  re- 
sponds to  a  rulemaking  petition  submitted  by 
General  Motors  on  May  21,  1973. 

The  present  procedure  for  determining  main- 
tenance necessitates  a  change  in  labels  each 
month.  The  two  new  methods  published  in  a 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  October  24, 
1973  (38  F.R.  29341),  avoid  the  label  change  and 
are  phrased  in  typical  warranty  terms  familiar 
to  consumers.  All  comments  received  were  in 
favor  of  the  proposal  and  the  standard  is  being 
amended  accordingly. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S4.5.1  of 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 


pant   crash    protection,    49    CFR    571.208,    is 

amended 

Effective  date:  January  10,  1974.  Because  the 
amendment  relaxes  a  requirement  and  creates  no 
additional  burden,  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown  that  an  effective  date  earlier  than  one 
hundred  eighty  days  after  issuance  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  January  3,  1974. 


James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  1513 
January  10  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  74-4;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant crash  protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  by  speci- 
fying emergency  and  special  release  requirements 
for  seat  belt  assemblies  that  require  no  action  by 
vehicle  occupants  (passive  belts).  Tliis  notice 
also  sets  out  procedures  for  determination  of 
whether  a  belt  assembly  qualifies  as  a  passive 
restraint  system  in  accordance  with  an  interpre- 
tation published  May  4,  1971  (36  F.R.  4600). 

The  passive  belt  release  mechanism  was  pro- 
posed to  grant  a  petition  for  rulemaking  by 
Volkswagenwerk  Aktiengesellschaft  and  Volks- 
wagen of  America,  Inc.  directed  toward  intro- 
duction of  its  passive  belt  system  in  its  1975 
model  cars  (39  F.R.  3834,  January  30,  1974). 
The  proposed  release  mechanism,  wliich  reflects 
comments  to  an  earlier  proposal  on  release  from 
passive  belt  systems  (36  F.R.  12866,  July  8, 
1971)  consists  of  a  push-button  latcli  release, 
guarded  by  a  warning  buzzer  and  interlock. 

With  the  exception  of  Britax,  Ltd.,  all  com- 
ments favored  a  requirement  for  a  manual  re- 
lease mechanism  in  passive  belt  systems,  although 
most  comments  suggested  changes  in  the  pro- 
posal. One  comment  addressed  to  the  adequacy 
of  the  Volkswagen  belt  system  apparently  did 
not  understand  that  any  passive  belt  system  must 
meet  the  same  injury  criteria  as  any  other  pas- 
sive system. 

Britax  pointed  out  the  possibility  of  abuse  of 
the  manual  release  mechanism,  but  the  NHTSA 
has  concluded  that  the  advantages  of  a  release 
mechanism,  as  discussed  in  Notice  1,  outweigh 
the  disadvantages  of  possible  abuse.  The  temp- 
tation to  defeat  the  passive  belt  is  less  than  it  is 
with  active  belts,  because  the  vehicle  starts  with 
the  least  inconvenience  when  the  belt  is  permitted 
to  work  correctly. 


The  American  Safety  Equipment  Corporation 
suggested  that  lever  or  pull-knob  action  would 
be  a  more  satisfactory  release  mechanism  than 
the  push-button  for  occupants  who  only  use  the 
release  infrequently  and  in  emergency  situations. 
There  is  a  considerable  advantage  in  uniformity, 
however,  for  those  who  do  not  normally  use  pas- 
sive belt  systems.  The  NHTSA  specifies  push- 
button action  for  all  belt  systems  so  that  persons 
familiar  with  any  belt  system  in  any  vehicle  can 
operate  the  belt  system  of  an  unfamiliar  vehicle. 
A  person  who  operates  typical  3-point  active 
belts  in  his  own  car  should  be  able  to  use  the 
same  push-button  release  action  when  he  is  a 
guest  in  a  passive-belt  equipped  vehicle. 

Manufacturers  suggested  several  changes  in 
the  specifications  for  the  warning  buzzer  and 
interlock  guarding  mechanism.  American  Mo- 
tors recommended  that  the  manufacturer  be  able 
to  select  either  a  starter  interlock  or  the  alterna- 
tive power  train  interlock  which  has  been  pro- 
posed by  the  NHTSA.  While  there  appear  to 
be  no  disadvantages  in  such  an  option,  the  inter- 
lock requirements  need  not  be  changed  until  the 
NHTSA  has  acted  on  the  alternative  interlock 
proposal. 

As  proposed,  the  guarding  features  would  op- 
erate if  the  release  mechanism  were  unfastened. 
The  Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion suggested  addition  of  the  option  available 
in  sequential  interlocks,  which  operates  the  fea- 
tures if  the  belt  length  on  the  retractor  indicates 
that  the  belt  is  not  properly  deployed.  Such  an 
option  would  be  inappropriate,  however,  where 
there  were  no  sequential  system,  because  it  would 
permit  easy  and  permanent  defeat  of  the  system 
by  knotting  the  belt  after  it  had  once  been  drawn 
from  the  retractor. 


PART  571;  S  208— PRE  51 


Effective:  May  27,    1974 


The  proposal  would  have  added  a  reference  in 
S4.1.2.2  to  the  S4.5.3  passive  belt  exception  in 
order  to  clarify  their  relationship.  General 
Motors  stated  that,  in  actuality,  the  reference 
confused  the  relationship  of  S4  and  34.5.3  by 
implying  that  the  S4.5.3  exception  is  limited  to 
S4.1.2.2.  The  proposed  addition  will  not  be 
made. 

Volkswagen  suggested  a  clarification  of  the 
S7.2(b)  latch  mechanism  requirement  to  remove 
the  implication  that  a  lap  belt  is  required  with 
the  upper  torso  restraint,  and  this  change  has 
been  made. 

Volkswagen,  in  a  March  8,  1974,  letter  request 
for  interpretation,  and  General  Motors  in  its 
comments,  addressed  the  broad  question  of  what 
constitutes  a  "passive"  restraint  system — one 
that  requires  "no  action  by  vehicle  occupants" — 
as  those  concepts  are  used  in  Standard  No.  208. 
The  NHTSA  published  an  interpretation  of 
what  constitutes  a  "passive"  restraint  system  on 
May  4,  1971  (36  F.R.  4600)  : 

The  concept  of  an  occupant  protection 
system  that  requires  "no  action  by  ve- 
hicle occupants"  as  used  in  Standard  No. 
208  is  intended  to  designate  a  system 
that  requires  no  action  other  than  would 
be  required  if  the  protective  system  were 
not  present  in  the  vehicle. 

The  NHTSA  responded  to  Volkswagen's  re- 
quest with  a  letter  further  interpreting  this 
concept  as  follows: 

The  question  of  what  constitutes  "no  action  by 
vehicle  occupants"  in  a  vehicle  equipped  with 
(presumptively)  passive  belts  is  best  considered 
in  two  stages:  (1)  entry  and  exit  from  the  ve- 
hicle, and  (2)  positioning  of  the  belt  for  safety 
and  comfort. 

Entry  and  exit  action  "'that  requires  no  action 
other  than  would  be  required  if  the  protective 
system  were  not  present  in  the  vehicle"  means 
that  a  person  is  not  hampered  in  his  normal 
movements  by  the  presence  of  the  belt  system. 
A  test  of  this  is  whether  a  human  occupant  of 
approximately  the  dimensions  of  the  oOth  percen- 
tile adult  male  finds  it  necessary  to  take  addi- 
tional actions  to  displace  the  belt  or  associated 
components  in  order  to  enter  or  leave  the  seating 


position  in  question.  An  example  of  impermis- 
sible action  would  be  the  necessity  of  manually 
pushing  a  belt  out  of  the  way  to  gain  access  to 
the  seat.  Displacement  of  the  components  inci- 
dental to  entry  and  exit,  or  merely  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  occupant  would  not  be  prohibited. 
Examples  of  permissible  displacement  would  be 
brushing  against  the  upper  torso  restraint  during 
seating,  or  grasping  the  torso  restraint  to  close 
the  door. 

The  second  question  relates  to  the  usefulness 
of  tlie  system  once  the  occupant  has  been  seated. 
The  essence  of  a  passive  restraint  is  that  it  pro- 
vides at  least  the  minimum  level  of  protection 
without  relying  on  occupant  action  to  deploy  the 
restraint.  At  this  stage,  then,  the  question  is 
whether  an  occupant  who  has  seated  himself 
without  taking  any  "additional  action"  is  in  fact 
protected  in  a  30  mi/h  impact.  This  can  be 
measured  by  conducting  the  impact  tests  with 
the  belt  positioned  on  the  test  dummy  in  the 
orientation  that  results  when  a  human  occupant 
enters  the  vehicle  according  to  the  first  test  de- 
scribed above.  It  would  not  be  required  that  the 
belt  position  itself  for  maximum  comfort  of  the 
human  occupant,  if  it  met  the  safety  require- 
ments. For  example,  if  the  belt  were  to  fall 
across  the  upper  arm  instead  of  the  clavicle,  but 
still  passed  the  test,  the  system  would  be  consid- 
ered conforming. 

The  procedure  for  conducting  this  evaluation 
would  be  to  have  a  human  occupant  enter  the 
vehicle  without  taking  any  "additional  actions" 
to  displace  the  belt,  to  note  the  location  of  the 
belt  on  him  before  he  exits,  to  position  the  test 
dummy  in  accordance  with  S8.1  of  Standard  208, 
to  position  the  belt  as  it  positioned  itself  on  the 
sample  occupant,  and  then  to  conduct  the  impact 
tests.  The  exit  evaluation  would  require  the 
human  occupant  to  be  seated  with  the  restraint 
normally  deployed  and  then  exit  the  vehicle 
without  needing  to  take  any  separate  actions  to 
displace  the  belt. 

In  light  of  this  interpretation,  the  NHTSA 
does  not  believe  additional  specification  is  re- 
quired in  the  standard  as  requested  by  General 
Motors. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  208  (49  CFR  571.208)  is  amended.  .  .  . 
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Effective  date:  May  27,  1974.    On  the  basis  of  (Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 

a  determination  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 

to  permit  the  introduction  of  a  passive  belt  sys-  49  CFR  1.51.) 

tem  concurrently   with   the    1975   passenger   car  Issued  on  April  22,  1974. 

model  changes,  it  is  found  for  good  cause  shown  James   B.  Gregory 

that  an  effective  date  earlier  than  180  days  fol-  Administrator 

lowing  the  date  of  issuance  of  this  amendment  39  p.R.  14593 

is  in  the  public  interest.  April  25,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  74-39;   Notice   1) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant crash  protectimi^  49  CFR  .571.208,  by  elim- 
inating the  ignition  interlock.  Parallel  changes 
are  made  to  the  passive  seat  belt  provisions 
(S4.5.3)  and  the  seat  belt  assembly  requirements 
(S7.)  of  the  standard. 

This  amendment  is  responsive  to  recently-en- 
acted legislation  which  prohibits,  after  February 
25,  1975,  any  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ard that  requires  or  provides  for  use  of  a  safety 
belt  interlock  system  or  a  "continuous  buzzer"' 
warning.  Pub.  L.  93^92;  §  109  (Oct.  28,  1974). 
The  legislation  further  specifies  that  lap  and 
shoulder  belt  assemblies  shall  be  installed  until 
the  NHTSA  undertakes  further  rulemaking  on 
alternative  systems.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that 
immediate  action  to  delete  the  interlock  option 
conforms  to  the  intent  of  the  legislation.  Ac- 
cordingly, S4.1.2.3,  S4.5.3,  and  S7.4  have  been 
modified  as  necessary  to  specify  seat  belt  assem- 
blies without  an  interlock  that  inhibits  operation 
of  the  vehicle  engine. 

The  legislation  does  not  list  the  exact  specifi- 
cations of  the  warning  system  which  will  replace 
the  "continuous  buzzer"  after  120  days,  but  it 
restricts  the  buzzer  portion  of  any  future  warn- 
ing to  an  8-second  period  following  operation 
of  the  ignition.  Because  the  legislation  leaves 
considerable  regulatory  discretion  concerning 
warning  systems,  and  a  new  system  may  require 


components  not  presently  in  manufacturers'  in- 
ventories, the  NHTSA  finds  it  necessary  and 
desirable  to  propose  the  new  requirements  in  a 
separate  notice,  permitting  opportunity  for  con- 
sideration and  submission  of  comments  by  in- 
terested persons.  Final  action  will  be  taken  by 
December  27,  1974,  to  specify  a  new  warning 
system  as  required  by  the  statute. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  208  (49  CFR  571.208)  is  amended 

E-ffective  date:  October  29,  1974.  Because 
this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction  and  re- 
sponds to  a  Congressional  mandate  expressed  in 
the  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amend- 
ments of  1974.  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  finds,  for  good  cause 
shown,  that  notice  and  public  procedure  hereon 
are  impracticable  and  unnecessary,  and  that  an 
immediate  effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  Sec.  109,  111  Pub.  L. 
93-492;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  October  29,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  38380 
October  31,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR   VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 

(Docket  No.   74-39;   Notice  3) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant crash  protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  to  estab- 
lish a  new  warning  system  for  seat  belt  assemblies 
to  replace  the  present  warning  system  after  Feb- 
ruary 24,  1975.  The  new  system  is  permitted 
as  an  alternative  to  the  present  requirements 
until  February  24,  1975. 

This  amendment  responds  to  recently-enacted 
legislation  v/hich  prohibits,  after  February  24, 
1975,  any  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard 
that  requires  or  provides  for  use  of  a  safety  belt 
interlock  or  a  ''continuous  buzzer"  warning. 
Pub.  L.  93^92;  §109,  October  27,  1974  (15 
U.S.C.  §  1410(b)).  An  earlier  amendment  of 
the  standard  revoked  the  interlock  option  (39 
F.R.  38380,  October  31,  1974).  In  prohibiting 
the  "continuous  buzzer"',  the  legislation  states 
that  an  acceptable  buzzer  would  operate  only 
during  an  8-second  period  after  the  ignition  is 
turned  to  the  "start"'  or  "on"  position.  The 
legislation  placed  no  restriction  on  warning 
lights.  The  present  warning  system  provisions 
in  Standard  No.  208  do  not  comply  with  the 
legislative  limit  on  "continuous  buzzers". 

On  October  29,  1974,  the  NHTSA  proposed  a 
modified  warning  that  would  consist  of  a  con- 
tinuous or  flashing  reminder  light  that  operates 
only  during  the  4-  to  8-second  period  after  the 
ignition  is  operated,  and  a  continuous  or  inter- 
mittent audible  warning  signal  which  operates 
only  during  the  4-  to  8-second  period  after  the 
ignition  is  operated  if  the  driver"s  lap  belt  is 
not  in  use  (39  F.R.  38391,  October  31,  1974). 
The  light  v,-ould  operate  independently  of  belt 
use,  so  that  the  "Fasten  Seat  Belt"'  reminder 
would  remain  effective  even  if  the  belt  were  dis- 
abled to  silence  the  audible  warning.  With  a 
view  to  cost-effectiveness,  the  NHTSA  proposed 
two   other   alternative   courses   of   action.     The 


first  would  require  only  a  visual  reminder  signal 
as  described  above  and  the  second  would  elim- 
inate entirely  requirements  for  belt-use  warning 
or  reminder  systems. 

The  notice  proposed  that  the  new  system  be 
optional  until  February  25,  1975,  so  that  a  manu- 
facturer could  effectuate  the  transition  on  an 
orderly  basis. 

The  comments  received  varied  greatly  in  their 
recommendations  on  the  principal  proposal,  the 
visual-only  alternative,  and  the  possibility  of  no 
warning  system  requirements  at  all.  Ford  be- 
lieved that  the  limited  duration  of  the  warning 
would  make  it  relatively  ineffective,  and  that 
deleting  the  belt  warning  requirements  would 
have  the  best  overall  effect  on  public  acceptance 
of  seat  belts.  General  Motors  supported  a  visual- 
only  reminder,  and  proposed  an  optional  means 
of  providing  that  visual  reminder.  Chrysler 
Corporation  argued  for  a  more  complex  warning 
system  that  would  sense  belt  use  at  the  right 
front  passenger  position  as  well  as  the  driver's 
position,  and  would  include  a  continuous  warn- 
ing light  in  place  of  the  4-  to  8-second  visual 
reminder.  Volkswagen  supported  the  audible- 
visual  combination  but  recommended  that  both 
signals  act  as  a  reminder  and  function  inde- 
pendently of  belt  use. 

Smiths  Industries  Limited,  a  manufacturer  of 
interlock  units,  Economics  and  Science  Planning, 
and  Switches,  Inc.,  recommended  that  the  sequen- 
tial warning  feature  remain  as  an  added  incen- 
tive to  operate  the  belt  system.  Other  comments 
completely  supported  or  opposed  the  proposal 
and  in  some  cases  offered  totally  new  suggestions. 

The  NHTSA  has  carefully  weighed  the  com- 
ments submitted  in  order  to  specify  the  most 
reasonable    belt    warning    system    requirements 
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available.  NHTSA  studies  show  that  belt  nsafre 
by  front  seat  occupants  of  interlock-equipped 
cars  currently  is  about  38  percent.  If  from  this 
percentage  is  subtracted  the  percentage  of  per- 
sons who  would  fasten  their  seat  belts  regard- 
less of  forcing  systems,  it  can  be  seen  that  the 
fraction  of  the  population  whose  behavior  will 
be  affected  by  any  warning  system  is  quite  small. 
Because  of  the  limited  benefit,  the  reminder 
should  be  provided  at  as  low  a  cost  as  feasible. 

Because  an  irritating  light  can  be  easily  ig- 
nored or  disabled,  a  visual  signal  can  effectively 
serve  only  a  reminder  function,  and  as  such,  it 
should  be  as  simple  as  possible.  The  NHTSA 
concludes  that  a  4-  to  8-second  reminder  is  best 
calculated  to  accomplish  the  advisory  function. 

Chrysler  recommended  that  the  warning  and 
reminder  system  be  installed  at  Die  right  front 
passenger  position,  which  would  add  significant 
retractor  or  buckle  switch,  wiring,  and  seat  sen- 
sor costs.  The  NHTSA  calculates  that  the 
driver's  warning  system  (or  belt  use)  will  offer 
substantially  tlie  same  reminder  to  a  front  seat 
passenger  as  a  limited-duration  signal  at  the 
passenger  jjosition. 

The  Administration  has  determined  that  an 
audible- visual  combination  will  provide  the  best 
reminder  at  a  cost  commensurate  with  the  bene- 
fits achievable  in  a  limited-duration  signal.  Com- 
ments on  the  alternative  proposals  and  on  manu- 
facturer-suggested options  did  not  establish  that 
variations  on  the  principal  proposal  offered  sig- 
nificantly greater  safety  benefit  in  the  short  or 
long  term.  Accordingly,  Standard  No.  208  is 
amended  as  proposed  to  adopt  a  new  belt  warn- 
ing system,  as  an  alternative  to  the  present  sys- 
tem until  February  24,  1975,  and  as  the  only 
permissible  belt  warning  system  thereafter. 

With  regard  to  the  warning's  duration,  Ford 
suggested  that  the  range  of  signal  duration  be 
expanded  to  a  longer  2-  to  8-second  duration  to 
permit  use  of  a  more  economical  timer.  This 
request  is  denied.  The  4-second  minimum  dura- 
tion was  selected  as  the  best  compromise  between 
the  necessary  manufacturer's  tolerance  and  the 
duration  necessary  to  alert  the  occupants  fully. 


Some  manufacturers,  such  as  American  Motors 
Corporation,  have  considered  the  use  of  thermal 
timer  mechanisms,  which  can  be  affected  by  ex- 
tremes of  ambient  temi:)erature  and  battery 
voltage,  and  by  repeated  cycling.  Standard  No. 
208  does  not  presently  specify  an  ambient  tem- 
perature for  testing.  Because  no  temperature 
was  proposed,  and  in  view  of  the  necessity  of 
specifying  a  warning  system  to  comply  with  the 
legislation  by  December  26,  1974,  the  NHTSA 
will  issue  the  present  amendment  witliout  an 
ambient  temperature  test  condition.  Until  the 
question  of  the  need  for  a  temperature  specifica- 
tion is  resolved,  this  agency  will  consider  that 
compliance  with  the  requirements  is  required  at 
moderate  ambient  temperatures.  Performance  of 
these  systems  will  be  observed  with  a  view  to 
further  rulemaking  on  temperature,  cycling,  and 
other  criteria. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  February  25,  1975, 
date  proposed  for  mandatory  use  of  the  new 
system  was  calculated  on  an  October  28,  1974, 
enactment  of  the  "Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus 
Safety  Amendments  of  1974".  In  fact  these 
amendments  were  enacted  on  October  27,  1974, 
and  accordingly  the  "continuous  buzzer"'  systems 
must  be  deleted  by  February  24,  1975,  as  is  now 
reflected  in  the  wording  of  this  amendment. 

In  another  area,  White  Motor  Company  has 
pointed  out  that  the  amendatory  language  in 
both  notices  of  Docket  No.  74-39  inadvertently 
included  motor  vehicles  other  than  passenger 
cars  in  the  belt  warning  requirement.  The  word- 
ing of  this  amendment  corrects  this  error  as  to 
vehicles  manufactured  in  the  future.  The  re- 
quirements of  S7.3  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  October  31,  1974  (39  F.E.  38380) 
were  intended  to  apply,  and  will  be  treated  by 
this  agency  as  ajjplying,  only  to  motor  vehicles 
manufactured  in  accordance  with  S4.1.2  and 
S4.1.3. 

In  a  matter  related  to  seat  belt  modifications, 
the  NHTSA  hereby  terminates  rulemaking  on 
a  proposal  to  amend  Standard  No.  208  that 
would  have  permitted  use  of  a  drive  train  inter- 
lock   mode    in    place    of    the    ignition    interlock 
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mode  to  meet  the  "third  option"  belt  interlock  f^jfective  date:  December  .3,  1974. 

requirements   of    S4.1.2.3.     A    proposal    on    this  (gg^    Iqo^   ^19^  ^nh.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

alternative  interlock  was  published  January  23,        (^5  ll.Q.C.  1392,  1407) ;  Sec.  109,  Pub.  L.  93^92, 
1974    (39    F.R.    2610).      As    noted    earlier,    the        88  Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1410(b) );  delegation  of 
NHTSA   has   already   modified    S4.1.2.3   of   the        authority  at  (49  CFR  1.51). 
standard  to  specify  seat  belt  assemblies  without 

an  interlock  tliat  inhibits  operation  of  the  vehicle  ^^^ued  on  December  2,  19 <  4. 

engine.     For   this    reason,   it   is   ai^propriate   to 

terminate  further  rulemaking  on  tlie  alternative  James   B.   Gregory 

interlock  mode.     No  further  action  in  this  area  Administrator 

will  be  taken  without  further  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment. 

In  consideration  of   the   foregoing.  Standard  ^'  ^■^-  42692 

No.  208   (49  CFR  571.208)   is  amended.  .  .  .  December  6,    1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  75-14;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant crash  protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  to  permit 
until  January  1,  1976,  the  installation  of  current 
seat  belt  assemblies  in  trucks  and  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  (MPV)  with  a  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  of  10,000  pounds  or  less.  This 
amendment  was  proposed  (40  F.R.  23897,  June 
3,  1975)  in  response  to  petitions  from  Chrysler 
Corporation  and  Jeep  Corporation. 

In  both  the  Jeep  and  Chrysler  petitions  and 
in  comments  on  the  proposal,  vehicle  manufac- 
turers stated  that  the  current  economic  situation 
may  cause  the  continued  production  of  1975- 
model  vehicles  beyond  August  15,  1975,  after 
their  production  would  normally  have  been 
terminated.  Significant  cost  in  obsolete  material 
and  in  running  changes  would  be  involved  in  the 
introduction  of  the  new  3-point  belt  systems  in 
vehicles  which  are  designed  to  accept  lap  belts 
only. 

Ford  Motor  Company  concurred  in  the  pro- 
posal in  view  of  obsolescence  costs  which  might 
be  avoided  by  the  4-month  option.  General 
Motors  Corporation  only  indicated  that  it  did 
not  object  to  the  proposal.  The  American  Safety 
Belt  Council  emphasized  the  readiness  of  seat 
belt  manufacturers  to  supply  the  new  systems 
and  the  importance  of  a  swift  decision.  They 
expressed  support  for  the  introduction  of  3-point 
systems  as  soon  as  possible.  The  Recreational 
Vehicle  Industry  Association  sought  confirma- 
tion of  its  understanding  that  the  proposal  did 
not  modify  requirements  for  motor  homes  and 
forward  control  vehicles  under  S4.2.  (RVIA's 
understanding  is  correct.)  Chrysler  and  Jeep 
supported  the  proposal,  and  Jeep  supplied  pro- 
duction and  retail  cost  information  for  which  it 
requested  confidentiality. 


It  is  apparent  from  the  nature  of  data  sub- 
mitted by  manufacturers  that  the  20-day  com- 
ment period  did  not  allow  adequate  time  for 
collection  and  development  of  the  items  enu- 
merated in  the  preamble  to  the  proposal.  \^'Tiile 
it  would  be  preferable  to  provide  manufacturers 
more  time  to  develop  additional  data,  the 
NHTSA  recognizes  that  virtually  no  time  re- 
mains in  which  to  make  decisions  for  August 
1975  production.  The  cost  data  already  sub- 
mitted by  Jeep  and  the  engineering  changes 
submitted  by  Chrysler  do  permit  an  NHTSA 
judgment  on  cost  objections  of  manufacturers 
under  §  113  and  on  the  advisability  of  the  pro- 
posed modification. 

Using  the  Chrysler  submission  as  representa- 
tive of  the  production  changes  tfl  be  undertaken 
by  any  manufacturer  in  effecting  a  running 
change  to  the  seat  belt  systems  of  the  1975-model 
vehicles  built  after  August  14,  1975,  it  is  con- 
cluded that  the  total  cost  implications  of  these 
changes  would  be  substantial  if  undertaken. 
The  Jeep  itemized  cost  information  on  produc- 
tion changes  bore  out  this  conclusion.  In  terms 
of  obsolescence,  it  is  confirmed  by  Ford  that  the 
decreased  sales  will  result  in  obsolescence  due  to 
inability  to  balance  out  stocks  of  seat  belts  and 
other  components  in  1975-model  vehicles. 

Pursuant  to  §  113(b)  (1)  of  the  National  Traf- 
fic and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
§  1402(b)(1),  the  information  on  which  this 
evaluation  is  based  is  available  in  the  NHTSA 
public  docket  (Docket  No.  75-14,  Notice  1; 
PRM  #208-000022;  PRM  #105-000019)  except 
for  the  Jeep  submission.  The  NHTSA  is  pres- 
ently determining  whether  the  submission  is  en- 
titled to  confidential  treatment.  If  it  is  not,  the 
submission  will  be  placed  in  Docket  No.  75-14, 
Notice  1. 
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In  all,  the  information  submitted  by  manufac- 
turers, particularly  Chrysler,  indicates  that  a 
substantial  number  of  changes  would  be  required 
to  effect  a  running  change  to  the  vehicles  in 
question  after  August  15,  1975.  The  cost  data 
submitted  by  Jeep  indicate  that  these  changes 
will  result  in  significant  cost  increases.  The 
NHTSA  has  decided  that  the  significant  costs 
of  the  running  changes  in  1975-model  vehicles 
whose  production  may  be  continued  after  August 
15,  1975,  are  not  justified  for  the  numbers  of 
vehicles  that  might  be  affected. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
Xo.  208  (49  CFK  571.208)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  July  9,  1975.  Because  this 
amendment   concerns   production   decisions  that 


must  be  made  immediately  for  the  model  changes 
in  September  1975,  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown  tliat  an  immediate  effective  date  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  July  3,  1975. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  28805 
July  9,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  74-14;  Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant crash  protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  to  con- 
tinue until  August  31,  1976,  the  present  three 
options  available  for  occupant  crash  protection 
in  passenger  cars.  This  amendment  replaces 
provisions  of  the  standard  which  were  to  have 
come  into  effect  on  August  15,  1975,  but  were 
suspended  as  a  result  of  the  decision  of  the  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Circuit  in 
Chrysler  v.  DOT,  472  F2d  659  (6th  Cir.  1972). 

This  extension  of  the  present  occupant  crash 
protection  options  was  proposed  April  10,  1975 
(40  F.R.  21617).  Vehicle  manufacturers  and  the 
American  Safety  Belt  Council  (ASBC)  sup- 
ported the  proposal,  but  requested  that  the 
modifications  apply  indefinitely  instead  of  being 
limited  to  a  1-year  extension.  Ford  Motor 
Company,  Chrysler  Corporation,  and  Volks- 
wagen of  America  also  asked  that  the  future 
provisions  for  light  trucks  and  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  (MPV)  (S4.2.3)  be  similarly 
modified.  The  California  Traffic  Safety  Foun- 
dation and  the  Vehicle  Equipment  Safety  Com- 
mission supported  the  proposal  but  only  for  the 
1-year  period  for  which  it  was  proposed. 

While  the  NHTSA  recognizes  that  the  present 
crash  protection  options  will  in  all  likelihood  be 
in  effect  for  some  period  after  August  31,  1976, 
the  agency  has  not  proposed  more  than  the 
1-year  extension.  The  Administrative  Proce- 
dures Act  specifies,  with  limited  exceptions,  that 


notice  and  opportunity  to  comment  be  provided 
interested  persons  in  the  case  of  agency  rule- 
making proceedings  (§  553(b)).  The  NHTSA 
intends  to  propose  the  long-term  requirements 
for  occupant  crash  protection,  both  for  passenger 
cars  and  for  light  trucks  and  MPV's,  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Until  that  time,  the  NHTSA  finds  that  manu- 
facturers must  be  assured  of  the  regulations  for 
occupant  crash  protection  as  they  apply  to  up- 
coming production.  In  consideration  of  the 
foregoing,  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR  §  571.208) 
is  amended. .  .  . 

Ejfective  date:  August  13,  1975.  Because  the 
present  requirements  for  occupant  crash  protec- 
tion terminate  in  less  than  30  days  and  manu- 
facturers need  to  be  advised  of  the  continuation 
of  the  requirements  as  soon  as  possible,  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective 
date  sooner  than  30  days  following  the  date  of 
publication  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  August  8, 1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  33977 
August  13,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash   Protection 
(Docket  No.  75-33;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant  Crash  Protection,  to  permit  certain  U.S. 
Postal  Service  vehicles  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  standard  that  were  in  effect  until  January 
1,  1976,  instead  of  the  new  requirements  that 
became  effective  on  that  date. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  this  modification  of 
Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR  571.208)  in  a  notice 
published  December  31,  1975  (40  FR  60075). 
The  occupant  protection  requirements  in  the 
standard  until  January  1,  1976,  specified  either  a 
Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  at  the 
driver's  position  of  the  light  delivery  vehicles 
used  by  the  Postal  Service  on  delivery  routes. 
The  Postal  Service's  safety  research  organization 
developed  a  seat  belt  design  that  met  the  re- 
quirements and  resulted  in  improved  usage  by 
vehicle  operators. 

The  newer  requirements  now  in  effect  for  the 
light  delivery  vehicles  in  question  require  the 
same  seat  belt  assembly  installations  as  in  most 
passenger  cars,  including  a  Type  2  seat  belt  as- 
sembly with  non-detachable  shoulder  belt  at  each 
front  outboard  designated  seating  position.  The 
Service  judges  that  installation  of  Type  2  seat 
belts  at  the  driver's  position  with  non-detachable 
shoulder  portion  will  decrease  the  percentage  of 
seat  belt  use  by  their  mail  delivery  personnel. 

The  Postal  Service  indicated  its  support  for 
the  proposal.  Ford  Motor  Company  objected  to 
the  basis  of  tlie  vehcile  category  as  a  "single  user 
exemption."  The  agency,  while  in  agreement 
that  categorization  based  on  the  status  of  a  single 
user  is  not  generally  utilized,  recognizes  the  dis- 


tinctive scope  and  nature  of  U.S.  Postal  Service 
operations.  The  Service  is  a  part  of  the  Federal 
government,  its  delivery  activities  are  imique  in 
scope  and  variety,  and  the  organization  has  an 
active  safety  research  effort  that  addresses  the 
particular  environment  of  mail  delivery  by  motor 
vehcile.  No  other  comments  were  received.  The 
agency  concludes  that  the  new  requirements  for 
Type  2  seat  belt  assemblies  at  the  driver's  posi- 
tion in  this  limited  category  of  vehicle  are  not 
justified,  because-  their  interference  with  the 
many  entries  and  exits  from  the  vehcile  may 
discourage  usage. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S.4.2.2  of 
Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR  571.208)  is  amended 
by  the  addition  of  the  phrase  "vehicles  designed 
to  be  exclusively  sold  to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service," 
following  the  phrase  "motor  homes." 

Effective  date:  March  18,  1976.  Because  this 
amendment  creates  no  additional  requirements 
for  any  person,  and  in  view  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice's need  to  contract  for  vehicles  with  appro- 
priate seat  belt  assemblies  at  the  earliest 
opportunity,  an  immediate  effective  date  is  found 
to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  March  10,  1976. 

James  P.  Gregory 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  11312 
March  18,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash   Protection 
(Docket  No.   74-14;   Notice   6) 


This  notice,  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant Crasli  Protection,  to  continue  until  Au<rust 
31,  1977.  the  present  tliiee  options  available  foi' 
occupant  crash  protection  in  passen<ier  cars. 

This  extension  of  the  present  occupant  crash 
protection  options  of  Standard  Xo.  208  (49  CFR 
.571.208)  was  proposed  July  19,  1976  (41  FR 
2971.5),  alonfj  with  several  other  subjects  that 
will  be  the  subject  of  a  future  notice.  Vehicle 
manufacturers  supported  the  proposal  but  re- 
quested that  the  options  be  extended  indefinitely 
instead  of  beinp;  limited  to  a  1-year  extension. 
Mr.  Benjamin  Redmond  advocated  the  use  of  an 
interlock  .system  to  increase  usajre  of  active  belt 
systems.  Ms.  Lucie  Kirylak  expressed  a  prefer- 
ence for  active  occupant  crash  protection  systems. 
The  National  Motor  ^'ehicle  Safety  Advisoiy 
Council  did  not  take  a  position  on  the  proposal. 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  has  initiated 
a  process  for  the  establishment  of  future  occu- 
pant crash  protection  requirements  under  Stand- 
ard No.  208  (41  FR  24070.  June  14.  1976).  The 
Secretary's  proposal  addresses  the  lonji  term  is- 
sues involved,  and  this  1-year  extension  of  re- 
quirements is  intended  to  provide  the  time 
necessary  to  reach  that  decision.  Because  a  1- 
year  extension  is  consistent  with  the  process  that 
has  been  established  and  because  a  longer  exten- 
sion was  not  proposed  for  comment,  the  XHTSA 
declines  to  extend  the  existing  requirements  as 
recommended  by  the  manufacturers. 

Other  matters  proposed  in  the  notice  that 
underlies  this  action  will  be  treated  at   a  later 


date,  following  the  receipt  of  comments  that  are 
due  on  October  20,  1976. 

The  NHTSA  notes  that  no  effective  date  was 
proposed  for  the  other  matters  addressed  by  the 
proi)osal.  Those  matters  involve  modification  of 
the  existing  passive  protection  options  so  that 
they  conform  to  the  proposal  of  the  Department 
of  Transportation,  and  to  reduce  somewhat  the 
femur  force  requirement.  Also,  further  specifi- 
cation of  dummy  positioning  in  the  vehicle  was 
addressed.  The  agency  proposes  an  immediate, 
effective  date  for  these  changes,  because  they  rep- 
resent relaxation  of  the  requirements.  However, 
the  views  of  interested  persons,  particularly 
Volkswagen  (which  is  certifying  compliance 
under  one  passive  option),  are  solicited  by 
October  20,  1976. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  heading 
and  text  of  S4.1.2  of  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR 
571.208)  are  amended  by  changing  the  date 
"August  31,  1976"  to  "August  31,  1977"  wherever 
it  appears. 

E-ffective  date:  August  26,  1976. 
(Sees.   103,   119,  Pub.  L.   89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  August  26,  1976. 

John  W.  Snow 
Administrator 

41    F.R.  36494 
August  30,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  OST  44;  Notice  77-3) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant Crash  Protection,  to  extend  indefinitely  the 
current  occupant  crash  protection  requirements 
for  passenger  cars. 

In  a  notice  published  June  14,  1976  (41  FR 
24070),  I  proposed  five  alternative  courses  of 
action  for  future  occupant  crash  protection  re- 
quirements under  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR 
571.208).  Based  on  an  analysis  of  comments 
received,  a  decision  was  reached  to  call  upon  the 
automobile  manufacturers  to  join  the  Federal 
government  in  conducting  a  large-scale  demon- 
stration program  to  exhibit  the  effectiveness  of 
passive  restraint  systems.  The  reasoning  that 
underlines  that  decision  is  contained  in  a  Decem- 
ber 6,  1976,  document  ("Tlie  Secretary's  Decision 
Concerning  Motor  Vehicle  Occupant  Crash  Pro- 
tection") that  is  hereby  incorporated  by  refer- 
ence in  this  notice.  The  effect  of  that  decision 
on  Standard  No.  208  is  to  require  the  continua- 
tion of  the  current  requirements  for  passenger 
cars,  as  proposed  in  the  first  of  the  five  alterna- 
tive courses  of  action. 

The  first  altei-native  was  written  as  a  three- 
year  extension  (to  August  31.  1979),  although 
the  preamble  discussion  made  clear  that  the 
length  of  the  extension  was  open  to  discussion. 
It  is  now  apparent  that  a  continuation  of  the 
existing  requirements  is  best  effectuated  by  a  de- 
letion of  any  termination  date.  This  action  ac- 
cords with  the  intent  of  the  first  alternative  to 
maintain  current  occupant  crash  protection  re- 
quirements for  the  indefinite  future.  Because 
this  action  represents  a  continuation  of  existing 
manufacturing  practices,  it  is  the  Department's 
finding  that  no  new  significant  economic  or  en- 
vironmental impacts  result  from  this  amendment. 


I  have  directed  the  National  Highway  Ti"affic 
Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  to  propose 
coniparable  changes  in  the  requirements  for 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  and  light  trucks. 
The  NHTSA  has  also  been  directed  to  take  final 
action  on  the  substantive  changes  to  Standard 
No.  208  that  were  proposed  in  its  notice  of  July 
19,  1976  (41  FR  29715). 

The  Department  hereby  closes  OST  Docket 
No.  44,  which  is  transferred  to  the  NHTSA's 
docket  on  occupant  crash  protection.  I  want  to 
make  it  clear,  however,  that  by  closing  OST 
Docket  No.  44  and  amending  Standard  No.  208 
to  extend  indefinitely  the  current  occupant  crash 
protection  requirements  for  passenger  cars,  I  have 
not  in  any  way  foreclo.sed  a  future  Secretary  or 
Administrator  of  NHTSA  from  instituting  at 
any  time  a  rulemaking  to  amend  Standard  No. 
208  either  to  place  a  teiTninate  date  on  Standard 
No.  208  or  to  mandate  passive  restraints  on  some 
or  all  passenger  cars. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  heading 
and  text  of  S4.1.2  of  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR 
571.208)  are  amended  in  part  to  read  as  follows: 

S4.1.2  Passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or 
after  Septemher  /,  1973.  Passenger  cars  manu- 
factured on  or  after  September  1,  1973,  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  S4.1.2.1,  S4.1.2.2,  or 
S4.1.2.3.  *  *  *. 

Effective  date:  January  19,  1977. 
(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407.) 
Issued  on  January  19,  1977. 

William  T.  Coleman,  Jr. 

Secretary  of  Transportation 

42  F.R.  5071 

January  27,  1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.   74-14;   Notice   9) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant Crash  Protection,  to  extend  indefinitely  the 
current  occupant  crash  pi-otection  requirements 
for  lijrht  trucks  and  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles. The  question  of  future  requirements  for 
occupant  crash  protection  is  presently  beinp:  con- 
sidered by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  and 
thus  the  current  requirements  for  lifrht  trucks 
and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  should  be 
continued  for  the  indefinite  future. 

Effective  date:  June  2,  1977. 

Addresses:  Requests  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Hij^hway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh 
Street,  S.W.,  "Washin<rton,  D.C.  20590. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Guy  Hunter 

Motor  Vehicle  Programs 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 

Administration 
"Washington,  D.C.     20590 
(202-426-2265) 

The  requirements  of  Standard  No.  208  (49 
CFR  571.208)  have  been  implemented  in  three 
stages.  The  current  stage  for  trucks  and  multi- 
purpose passenger  vehicles  (MPV's)  with  a  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds 
or  less  specifies  a  choice  of  three  means  to  pro- 
vide occupant  protections  (S4.2.2)  and  is  sched- 
uled to  end  August  14,  1977.  After  that  date 
many  of  these  vehicles  would  be  required  by 
S4.2.3  of  Standard  No.  208  to  provide  occupant 
crash  protection  by  means  that  require  no  action 
by  vehicle  occupants  (commonly  known  as  pas- 
sive protection).  In  the  original  promulgation 
of  Standard  No.  208  in  its  present  form  (36  FR 


4600;  March  10.  1971)  it  was  established  that 
thic  modification  of  occupant  protection  should 
follow  a  similar  modification  of  protection  in 
passenger  cars  by  two  years,  to  provide  manu- 
facturers with  time  to  assimilate  and  benefit 
from  passenger  car  experience. 

The  issue  of  future  occupant  protection  in 
passenger  cars  is  being  decided  at  this  time,  in 
a  notice  of  proposed  nilemaking  issued  by  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  (42  FR  15935; 
March  24,  1977).  Thus,  light  truck  and  :\JrPV 
manufacturers  have  not  had  the  benefit  of  ex- 
perience with  new  systems  in  passenger  cars  as 
originally  anticipated.  In  view  of  this  fact  and 
the  fact  that  they  are  not  prepared  to  meet  re- 
fpiirements  other  than  the  existing  performance 
options  after  August  14,  1977.  the  agency  has 
decided  to  continue  the  existing  requirements  in- 
definitely. 

This  action  does  not  preclude  future  rulemak- 
ing to  modify  occupant  crash  protection  for  the 
affected  vehicles,  but  notice  and  opportiuiitj-  for 
comment  will  be  provided  prior  to  further  action. 

Because  this  action  represents  a  continuation 
of  existing  manufacturing  practices,  it  is  the 
agency's  finding  that  no  new  significant  economic 
or  environment  impacts  result  from  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  lawyer  principally  responsible  for  the  pre- 
paration of  this  document  is  Tad  Herlihy  of  the 
NHTSA  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

The  economic  and  inflationary  impacts  of  this 
rulemaking  liave  been  carefully  evaluated  in  ac- 
cordance with  0MB  Circular  A-107.  and  an 
Inflation  Impact  Statement  is  not  required. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  future  occupant  pro- 
tection requirements  are  not  established  and 
nianufacturers  are  prepared  only  to  meet  exist- 
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ing     occupant     protection     requirements     after  (Sec.   103,   119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

August  1977,  the  agency  finds  tliat  notice  and        (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 

public  procedure  on  this  amendment  to  continue        at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

existing  requirements  is  unnecessary  and  contrary 

to  the  public  interest  in  knowning  next  model  Issued  on  May  27,  1977. 

year's   requirements   as   soon    as   possible.     The 

agency  also  finds  that  this  amendment  may  be-  Joan  Claybrook 

come  effective  immediately,  because  the  amend-  Admiiiistrator 

ment  relieves  a  restriction. 

In  consideration  of   the   foregoing.   Standard  42  F.R.  28135 

No.  208   (49  CFR  571.208)  is  amended.  .  .  .  June  2,  1977 


l( 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash   Protection 
(Docket   No.   74-14;   Notice    11;   Docket   No.   73-8;   Notice   7) 


This  notice  anu'iids  occupant  crasli  protection 
Standard  No.  20R  and  its  accoinpanyinjz'  test 
duiiuny  specification  to  further  specify  test  pro- 
cechires  and  injury  criteria.  Tlie  clianj^es  Jire 
minor  in  most  respects  and  reflect  comments  l)y 
manufacturers  of  test  dunnnies  and  \eliicles  and 
the  XirrSA's  own  test  experience  with  tlie  stand- 
ai'd  and  the  test  dummy. 

Date:  I-^ffective  date  July  T),  1978. 

.Vddresses:  Petitions  for  recf)nsideration  sliould 
refer  to  tlie  docket  nunilier  and  lie  siiiimitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  TilOR,  Xassif  Buildinp,  400 
Seventli  Street,  S.AV.,  Washington,  T).C.  20,-)90. 

For  further  infoiination  contact : 
Mi-,  (iuy  Hunter 
Motor  Vehicle  Projiianis 
National  ITiirhway  Traffic  Safety 

Administration 
Washinjiton,  B.C.     20.-)!)() 
(202)   426-2260 

Supplemental  information:  Standaid  \o.  208. 
(h'cupant  Craxh  Profcctio),  (4!>  WW  .-)71.20S). 
is  a  Department  of  Tiansportation  siifety  stand- 
ard that  requires  manufacturers  to  pro\ide  a 
means  of  restraint  in  new  motor  \ehicles  to  keep 
occu[)ants  from  inipactin<i'  the  \ehicle  inteiior  in 
the  event  a  ci'ash  occurs.  The  standard  has. 
since  January  1!)()8.  required  the  provision  of 
seat  lielf  assemblies  at  each  seating:'  [xisition  in 
l)assen,i;er  cars.  In  January  1072  the  ie(iuire- 
ments  for  seat  lielts  were  upjiraded  and  oi)tions 
were  added  to  permit  the  provision  of  restraint 
that  is  "active"  (re(inirin<i-  some  action  lie  tal<eii 
liy  the  vehicle  occupant,  as  in  the  case  of  seat 
lielts)  oi-  "passi\e"  (providinii'  protection  with- 
out action  lieiuii-  taken  hy  the  occupant). 

In  a  separate  notice  issued  today  (42  FK 
;W289;    FE    Reg.    77-19137),    the    Secretary    of 


Transi)ortation  has  leached  a  decision  regardinfr 
the  future  occupant  crash  piotection  that  must 
lie  installed  in  passenger  cars.  The  implementa- 
tion of  that  decision  will  involve  the  testing  of 
passive  restraint  systems  in  accordance  with  the 
test  pi-ocednres  of  .Standard  Xo.  208,  and  this 
notice  is  intended  to  make  final  several  modifica- 
tions of  that  procedure  which  have  been  proposed 
foi-  change  by  the  XTITSA.  This  notice  also 
responds  to  two  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
rulemaking  invohing  the  test  dinnmy  that  is 
used  to  evaluate  the  compliance  of  passive  re- 
straint systems. 

DOCKET  74-14:  XOTICE  0.5 
Xotice  .-)  was  issued  July  1.5,  1976  (41  FR 
29715;  July  19.  1976)  and  proposed  that  Stand- 
ard Xo.  208"s  existing  specification  for  passive 
|)rotection  in  frontal,  lateral,  and  rollover  modes 
(S4. 1.2.1)  be  modified  to  specify  passive  protec- 
tion in  the  frontal  mode  only,  Mith  an  option  to 
provide  passive  protection  or  belt  protection  in 
the  lateral  and  i-oUover  crash  modes.  Volkswagen 
had  laised  the  que.stion  of  the  feasibility  of  small 
cais  meeting  the  standard's  lateral  impact  re- 
(|uirements:  A  20-mph  impact  by  a  4,000-pound, 
(iO-inch-high  flat  sui'face.  The  agency  noted  the 
particular  \ulnerability  of  small  cars  to  side  im- 
[lact  and  the  need  to  provide  [irotection  foi'  them 
base<l  <in  the  weight  of  other  \i'hicles  on  the 
highway,  imt  agreed  that  it  would  be  difficult  to 
provide  passive  lateral  pidtection  in  the  near 
futuic.  Design  problems  also  underlay  the  pro- 
posal to  prox'ide  a  belt  ojjtion  in  place  of  the 
existing  passive   rollover  re([uirement. 

I-\ird  Motor  Company  argued  that  a  lateral 
option  would  be  inappropriate  in  Standard  Xo. 
20S  as  long  as  the  present  dummy  is  used  for 
measurement     of     passive    system     performance. 
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This  question  of  dummy  use  as  a  measurin<r  de- 
vice is  treated  later  in  this  notice.  General 
Motors  Corporation  (GM)  supported  the  option 
without  qualification,  noting  that  the  installation 
of  a  lap  belt  with  a  passive  system  ''would  pro- 
vide comparable  protection  to  lap/shoulder  belts 
in  side  and  rollover  impacts."  Chrysler  did  not 
object  to  the  option,  but  noted  that  the  lap  belt 
option  made  the  title  of  S4. 1.2.1  ("complete 
passive  protection'')  misleading.  Volkswagen 
noted  that  its  testing  of  belt  systems  without  the 
lap  belt  portion  showed  little  loss  in  efficacy  in 
rollover  crashes.  Xo  other  comments  on  this 
proposal  were  received.  The  existing  option 
S4.1.2.1  is  therefore  adopted  as  proposed  so  that 
manufacturers  will  be  able  to  immediately  under- 
take experimental  work  on  passive  restraints  on 
an  optional  basis  in  conformity  with  the  Secre- 
tary's decision. 

There  were  no  objections  to  the  agency's  pro- 
posal to  permit  either  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat 
belt  assembly  to  meet  the  requirements,  and  thus 
it  is  made  final  as  proposed. 

The  NHT8A  proposed  two  changes  in  the  in- 
jury criteria  of  S6  that  are  used  as  measures  of 
a  restraint  system's  qualification  to  Standard  Xo. 
208.  One  change  proposed  an  increase  in  per- 
missible femur  force  limits  from  1,700  pounds  to 
2,250  pounds.  As  clarification  that  tension  loads 
are  not  included  in  measurement  of  these  forces, 
the  agency  also  proposed  that  the  word  "com- 
pressive" be  added  to  the  text  of  86.4.  Most 
commenters  were  cautionary  about  the  changes, 
pointing  out  that  susceptibility  to  fracture  is 
time  dependent,  that  acetabular  injury  could  be 
exacerbated  by  increased  forces,  and  that  angular 
applications  of  force  were  as  likely  in  the  i-eal 
world  as  axial  forces  and  would  more  likely 
fracture  the  femur. 

The  agency  is  aware  of  and  took  into  account 
these  considerations  in  proposing  the  somewhat 
higher  femur  force  limit.  The  agency  started 
with  the  actual  field  experience  of  occupants  of 
GM  and  Volkswagen  vehicles  that  have  been 
shown  to  produce  femur  force  readings  of  about 
1,700  pounds.  Occupants  of  these  vehicles  in- 
volved in  crashes  have  not  shown  a  significant 
incidence  of  fennir  fracture.  The  inqjlication 
from  this  experience  that  the  1,700-pouncl  figure 
can  safely  be  raised  somewhat  is  supported  in 


work  by  Patrick  on  compressive  fenuir  forces  of 
relatively  long  duration.  The  Patrick  data 
(taken  with  aged  embalmed  cadavers)  indicate 
tliat  the  average  fracture  load  of  the  patella- 
femur-pelvis  complex  is  1,910  pounds.  This 
average  is  considered  conservative,  in  that  ca- 
daver bone  structure  is  genei'ally  weaker  than 
living  human  tissue.  While  these  data  did  not 
address  angular  force  applications,  the  experience 
of  the  GINI  and  Volkswagen  vehicle  occupants 
does  suggest  that  angular  force  application  can 
go  higher  than  1,700  pounds. 

The  agency  does  not  agree  that  the  establish- 
ment of  the  somewhat  higher  outer  limit  for 
permissible  fennir  force  loads  of  2.250  pomids  is 
arljitrarv.  What  is  often  ignored  by  the  medical 
coiiununity  and  others  in  commenting  on  the  in- 
jury criteria  found  in  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ards is  that  manufacturers  must  design  their 
restraint  systems  to  provide  greater  protection 
than  the  criteria  specified,  to  be  certain  that  each 
of  theii'  products  will  pass  compliance  tests  con- 
ducted by  the  XHTSA.  It  is  a  fact  of  industrial 
production  that  the  actual  performance  of  some 
units  will  fall  below  nominal  design  standards 
(for  ((uality  control  and  other  reasons).  Volks- 
wagen made  precisely  this  point  in  its  conunents. 
Because  the  Xational  Traffic  and  Alotor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  states  that  each  vehicle  nuist  comply 
(15  "U.S.C.  §i:W2(a)(l)(a)).  numufacturers 
routinely  design  in  a  "compliance  margin"  of 
superior  performance.  Tiius,  it  is  extremely  mi- 
likely  that  a  restraint  system  designed  to  meet 
the  femur  force  load  criterion  of  2,250  pounds 
will  in  fact  be  designed  to  provide  only  that 
level  of  performance.  AA'ith  these  considerations 
in  mind,  the  agency  makes  final  the  changes  as 
proposed. 

While  not  proposed  for  change,  vehicle  manu- 
facturers coMunented  on  a  second  injury  criterion 
of  the  standard:  A  limitation  of  the  acceleration 
experienced  by  the  dummy  thorax  during  the 
barrier  crash  to  6()g,  except  for  intervals  whose 
cunadative  duration  is  not  more  than  ;5  milli- 
seconds (ms).  Until  August  31,  1977,  tlie  agency 
has  specified  the  Society  of  Automotive  Engi- 
neers' (SEA)  "severity  index"  as  a  substitute  for 
the  (;0g-8ms  limit,  l»ecause  of  greater  familiarity 
of  the  industry  with  that  criterion. 
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General  ^Motors  reronimended  that  the  severity 
index  l)e  continued  as  the  ciiest  injury  criterion 
until  a  l)asis  for  iisinji  chest  deflection  is  devel- 
oped in  place  of  chest  acceleration.  GM  cited 
data  which  indicate  that  chest  injury  from  cer- 
tain types  of  hlnnt  frontal  impact  is  a  statistically 
significant  function  of  chest  deflection  in  humans, 
while  not  a  function  of  impact  force  or  spinal 
acceleration.  GM  su<rirested  that  a  shift  from 
the  temporary  severity  index  measure  to  the 
60<r-;5ms  measurement  would  be  wasteful,  because 
there  is  no  "stroiii;-  indication"  that  the  60(i-8ms 
nieasui'enicnt  is  more  meaningful  than  the  sever- 
ity index,  and  some  resti'aint  systems  mi<iht  have 
to  be  ledesifjned  to  comply  with  the  new  recpiire- 
inent. 

Unlike  (T^^,  Chrysler  arfrued  apainst  the  use  of 
acceleration  criteria  of  either  type  for  the  chest, 
and  rather  ad\ocated  that  the  standard  be  de- 
layed until  a  dummy  chest  with  bettei-  deflection 
charactei'istics  is  de\'eloped. 

The  Severity  Index  Criterion  allows  hi<>her 
loadiufis  and  thei'efore  increases  the  possibility 
of  adverse  etl'ects  on  the  chest.  It  only  indii'ectly 
limits  the  accelerations  and  hence  the  foices 
which  ran  be  applied  to  the  thoiax.  Acceleration 
in  a  specific  impact  environment  is  considered  to 
be  a  better  predictor  of  injury  than  the  Severity 
Index. 

XIITSA  only  allowed  belt  systems  to  meet  the 
Severity  Index  Criteiion  of  1.000  instead  of  the 
(5()<i-lhns  criterion  out  of  consideration  for  leatl- 
time  problems,  not  because  the  Se\erity  Index 
Ciiterion  was  considered  superitu-.  It  is  reco<r- 
nized  that  resti-aint  systems  sui'h  as  lap-shoulder 
belts  api)ly  more  concentrated  forces  to  the 
thorax  than  air  cushion  irstraint.  and  that  injury 
can  result  at  lower  forces  and  acceleration  levels. 
It  is  noted  that  the  Aj;ency  is  considerin<r  rule- 
making;- to  restrict  forces  that  may  be  applied  to 
the  thorax  by  the  shoidder  belt  of  any  seat  belt 
assembly   (41  FK  .■>4nr>l ;  December  16.  1976). 

W"\t]\  i-eiiiird  to  the  test  procedures  and  condi- 
tions that  underlie  the  re(|uirements  of  the  stand- 
ard, the  ajieucy  (jioposed  a  tempeiature  raniic 
for  testinj^-  that  would  be  compatiiile  with  the 
temperature  sensitivity  of  the  test  dummy.  The 
test  dummy  specification  (Part  57:2.  Aiif/iro/>o- 
niorj>hic  Tcfit  Dummy,  -1-9  CFE  Part  ."i72)   con- 


tains calibration  tests  that  are  conducted  at  any 
temperature  between  66°  and  7S°  F.  This  is 
because  properties  of  lubricants  and  nonmetallic 
pai'ts  used  in  the  dummy  will  chan<re  with  laroje 
temperature  chan<res  and  will  affect  the  dummy's 
objectivity  as  a  test  instrument.  It  was  proposed 
that  the  Standard  Xo.  208  crash  tests  be  con- 
ducted within  this  temperature  ransre  to  eliminate 
the  potential  for  variability. 

The  only  mantifacturers  that  objected  to  the 
temperature  specification  were  Porsche.  Bayer- 
ische  Motoren  Werke  (BMW),  and  American 
Motors  Corporation  (AMC).  In  each  case,  the 
manufacturers  noted  that  dynamic  testin<r  is  con- 
ducted outside  and  that  it  is  unreasonable  to 
limit  testinof  to  the  few  days  in  the  year  when 
the  ambient  temperature  would  fall  within  the 
specified  lii-de<rree  range. 

The  counnenters  uuiy  misunderstand  their  cer- 
tification lesponsibilities  under  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act.  Section 
10S(b)('2)  limits  a  manufacturer's  responsibility 
to  the  exercise  of  "due  care"  to  assure  compliance. 
The  XHT8A  has  long  interpreted  this  statutory 
"dtie  care"  to  mean  that  the  manufacturer  is  free 
to  test  its  products  in  any  fashion  it  chooses,  as 
long  as  the  testing  demonstrates  that  due  care 
was  taken  to  assure  that,  if  tested  by  X'HTSA 
as  set  forth  in  the  standard,  the  product  would 
comply  with  the  standard's  requirements.  Thus, 
a  manufacturer  could  conduct  testing  on  a  day 
with  temperatures  other  than  those  specified,  as 
long  as  it  could  denmnstrate  through  engineering 
calculations  or  otherwise,  that  the  difference  in 
test  temperatures  did  not  invalidate  the  test  re- 
sults. Altermitively  a  manufacturer  might 
choose  to  perforin  its  preparation  of  the  vehicle 
in  a  temporarily  erected  structure  (such  as  a 
tent)  that  maintains  a  temj)erature  within  the 
s[)ecified  range,  so  that  only  a  short  esposure 
during  acceleration  to  the  barrier  would  occur 
in  a  higher  or  lower  temperature.  To  assist  any 
such  arrangements,  the  test  temperiituie  condi- 
tion has  been  limited  to  ie(|uire  a  stabilized  tem- 
perature of  the  test  dummy  only,  just  prior  to 
the  vehicle's  tra\el  toward  the  barrier. 

In  r(>sponse  to  an  earlier  suggestion  from  (iM. 
the  agency  proposed  further  specificity  in  the 
clothing  worn  by  the  dunuuy  during  the  crash 
test.     The  only  conunent  was  filed  by  GM.  which 
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argued  that  any  shoe  specification  other  than 
weight  would  be  unrelated  to  dummy  perform- 
ance and  therefore  should  not  l)e  included  in  the 
specification.  The  agency  disagrees,  and  notes 
that  the  size  and  shape  of  the  heel  on  the  shoe 
can  affect  the  placement  of  the  dummy  limb 
within  the  vehicle.  For  this  reason,  the  clothing- 
specifications  are  made  final  as  proposed,  except 
that  the  requirement  for  a  conforming  "config- 
uration" has  been  deleted. 

Renault  and  Peugeot  asked  for  confirmation 
that  pyrotechnic  pretensioners  for  belt  retractors 
are  not  prohibited  by  the  standard.  The  stand- 
ard's requirements  do  not  specify  the  design  by 
which  to  provide  the  specified  protection,  and 
the  agency  is  not  aware  of  anj'  aspect  of  the 
standard  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of  preten- 
sioning  devices,  as  long  as  the  three  performance 
elements  are  met. 

With  regard  to  the  test  dummy  used  in  the 
standard,  the  agency  proposed  two  modifications 
of  Standard  Xo.  208 :  a  more  detailed  positioning 
procedure  for  placement  of  the  dummy  in  the 
vehicle  prior  to  the  test,  and  a  new  requirement 
that  the  dummy  remain  in  calibration  without 
adjustment  following  the  barrier  crash.  Com- 
ments were  received  on  both  aspects  of  the  pro- 
posal. 

The  dummy  positioning  was  proposed  to  elim- 
inate variation  in  the  conduct  of  repeatable  tests, 
particularly  among  vehicles  of  different  sizes. 
The  most  important  proposed  modification  was 
the  use  of  only  two  dummies  in  any  test  of  front 
seat  restraints,  whether  or  not  the  system  is  de- 
signed for  three  designated  seating  positions. 
The  proposal  was  intended  to  eliminate  the  prob- 
lem associated  with  placement  of  three  50th- 
pei'centile  male  dunnnies  side-by-side  in  a  smaller 
vehicle.  In  bench  seating  with  three  positions, 
the  system  would  have  to  comply  with  a  dununy 
at  the  driver's  position  and  at  either  of  the  other 
two  designated  seating  positions. 

GM  supported  this  change,  but  noted  that 
twice  as  many  tests  of  3-position  bench-seat  ve- 
hicles would  be  required  as  before.  The  company 
suggested  using  a  simulated  vehicle  crash  as  a 
means  to  test  the  passive  restraint  at  the  center 
seat  position.  The  agency  considers  this  ap- 
proach unrepresentative  of  the  actual  crash  pulse 


and  vehicle  kinematic  response  (e.g..  pitching, 
yawing)  that  occur  during  an  impact.  To  the 
degree  that  GM  can  adopt  such  an  approach  in 
the  exercise  of  "due  care"  to  demonstrate  that 
the  center  seating  position  actually  complies,  the 
statute  does  not  prohibit  such  a  certification 
approach. 

Ford  objected  that  the  dummy  at  the  center 
seat  position  would  be  placed  about  4  inches  to 
the  right  of  the  center  of  the  designated  seating 
position  in  order  to  avoid  interference  with  the 
dummy  at  the  driver's  position.  AVhile  the 
NHTSA  agrees  that  a  small  amount  of  displace- 
ment is  inevitable  in  smaller  vehicles,  it  may  well 
occur  in  the  real  world  also.  Further,  the  physi- 
cal dimensions  of  the  dummy  preclude  any  other 
positioning.  With  a  dummy  at  the  driver's  posi- 
tion, a  dummy  at  the  center  position  cannot 
physically  be  placed  in  the  middle  of  the  seat  in 
all  cases.  In  view  of  these  realities,  the  agency 
nuikes  final  this  aspect  of  the  dununy  positioning 
as  proposed. 

GM  suggested  the  modification  of  other  stand- 
ards to  adopt  "2-dummy"'  positioning.  The  com- 
patibility among  dynamic  tests  is  regularly 
reviewed  by  the  XHTSA  and  will  be  again  fol- 
lowing this  rulenuiking  action.  For  the  moment, 
however,  only  those  actions  which  were  proposed 
will  be  acted  on. 

As  a  general  matter  with  regard  to  dummj' 
positioning.  General  Motors  found  the  new  speci- 
fications acceptable  with  a  few  changes.  GM 
cautioned  that  the  procedure  might  not  be  suf- 
ficiently reproducible  between  laboratories,  and 
Chrysler  found  greater  variation  in  positioning 
with  the  new  procedures  than  with  Chrysler's 
own  procedures.  The  agency's  use  of  the  proce- 
dure in  15  different  vehicle  models  has  shown 
consistently  repeatable  results,  as  long  as  a  reason- 
able amount  of  care  is  taken  to  avoid  the  effect 
of  random  inputs  (see  "Repeatability  of  Set  Up 
and  Stability  of  Anthropometric  Landmarks  and 
Their  Influence  on  Impact  Response  of  Automo- 
tive Crash  Test  Dummies."  Society  of  Automo- 
tive Engineers,  Technical  Paper  Xo.  770260, 
1977).  The  agency  concludes  that,  with  the 
minor  improvements  cited  below,  the  positioning 
piocedure  should  be  made  final  as  proposed. 
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The  (lummy  is  placed  at  a  seating  position  so 
that  its  midsafrittal  plane  is  vertical  and  lont{i- 
tudinal.  Volks\va<j:en  arjjued  ajrainst  use  of  the 
midsafiittal  plane  as  a  reference  for  dummy 
placement,  conhiderinfr  it  difficult  to  define  as  a 
practical  inattci'  durin<j  placement.  Tlie  agency 
has  used  plane  markers  and  plane  lines  to  define 
the  inidsa<ritta]  plane  an<l  has  experienced  no 
significant  difficulty  in  placement  of  the  dummy 
with  these  techniques.  For  tliis  reason,  and  he- 
cause  Volkswagen  suggested  no  simpler  orienta- 
tion technique,  tlie  agency  adopts  use  of  the 
niidsagittal  i)]aiu'  as  proposed. 

Correct  spacing  of  the  dummy's  legs  at  the 
driver  position  created  the  largest  source  of  oh- 
jection  by  connncnters.  Ford  expressed  concern 
that  an  inwaid-pointing  left  knee  could  result  in 
unrealistically  high  fennir  loads  because  of 
fenmr-to-steering  column  impacts.  GM  asked 
that  an  additional  0.6  inch  of  space  be  specified 
between  tiie  dunnny  legs  to  allow  for  installation 
of  a  device  to  measure  steering  column  displace- 
ment. Volkswagen  considered  specification  of 
the  left  knee  bolt  location  to  be  redundant  in 
light  of  tlie  positioning  specification  for  tiie  rigiit 
knee  and  the  overall  distance  specification  lie- 
tween  the  knees  of  14. r>  inches. 

The  coimuenters  may  not  have  understood  that 
the  14.5-  and  5. 9-inch  dimensions  are  only  initial 
l)ositions.  as  si)ecified  in  S8. 1.11. 1.1.  The  later 
specification  to  raise  the  femur  and  tibia  center- 
lines  "as  close  as  possible  to  vertical"  without 
contacting  the  \ehiclc  shifts  the  kiiees  from  their 
initial  spacing  to  a  [)oint  just  to  tlie  left  and 
right  of  tiie  steering  column. 

As  for  GM's  concern  about  instrumentation, 
the  agency  does  not  intend  to  modify  this  posi- 
tioning procedure  to  accommodate  instrumenta- 
tion preferences  not  re(iuired  for  the  standard's 
purposes.  (iM  may.  of  course,  make  test  modi- 
fications so  long  as  it  assures,  in  the  exei'cisc  of 
due  care,  that  its  vehicles  will  comply  when 
tested  in  accordance  with  the  specification  l)y  the 
agency. 

In  the  case  of  a  veiiicle  whii'ii  is  e(|uipped  witli 
a  front  iiench  seat,  tiie  drixer  dummy  is  placed 
on  the  bench  so  that  its  niidsagittal  plane  inter- 
sects the  center  point  of  the  plane  described  by 
the  steering  wheel  rim.     B]M"\A'  pointed  out  that 


the  center  plane  of  the  driver's  seating  position 
may  not  coincide  with  the  steering  wheel  center 
and  that  dummy  placement  would  therefore  be 
unrealistic.  Ford  believed  that  the  specification 
of  the  steering  wheel  reference  point  could  be 
more  precisely  specified. 

The  agency  believes  that  BMW  may  be  de- 
scribing olTset  of  the  drivers  seat  from  the  steei-- 
ing  wheel  in  bucket-seat  vehicles.  In  the  case  of 
l)ench-seat  vehicles,  there  appears  to  be  no  reason 
not  to  place  the  dummy  directly  behind  the  steer- 
ing wheel.  As  for  the  Ford  suggestion,  the 
agency  concludes  that  Ford  is  describing  the 
same  point  as  the  proposal  did.  assuming,  as  the 
agency  does,  that  the  axis  of  the  steering  column 
passes  through  the  center  point  described.  The 
Ford  description  does  have  the  eft'ect  of  moving 
the  point  a  slight  distance  laterally,  because  the 
steering  wheel  rim  upper  surface  is  somewhat 
higher  than  the  plane  of  the  rim  itself.  This 
small  distance  is  not  relevant  to  the  positioning 
lieing  specified  and  therefore  is  not  adopted. 

In  the  case  of  center-position  dummy  place- 
ment in  a  vehicle  with  a  drive  line  tunnel.  Ford 
lequested  further  specification  of  left  and  right 
foot  placement.  The  agency  has  added  further 
specification  to  make  explicit  what  was  implicit 
in  the  specifications  proposed. 

Volkswagen  suggested  that  the  XHTSA  had 
failed  to  specify  knee  spacing  for  the  passenger 
side  dummy  placement.  In  actuality,  the  speci- 
fication in  S8.1.11.1.2  tiiat  the  femur  and  tibia 
centerlines  fall  in  a  vertical  longitudinal  plane 
lias  the  etfect  of  dictating  the  distance  between 
the  passenger  dummy  knees. 

The  second  major  source  of  comments  con- 
cerned the  dunmiy  settling  procedure  that  assures 
uniformity  of  placement  on  the  seat  cushion  and 
against  tiie  seat  back.  Manufacturers  pointed 
out  tiiat  lifting  the  dummy  within  the  vehicle, 
particularly  in  small  vehicles  and  those  with  no 
rear  seat  space,  cannot  be  accomplished  easily. 
^^'ilile  the  XHTSA  recognizes  that  the  procedure 
is  not  simple,  it  is  desirable  to  improve  the  uni- 
formity of  dummy  response  and  it  has  been  ac- 
complished by  the  XHTSA  in  several  small  cars 
(e.g.,  A'olkswagen  Rabbit.  Honda  Civic,  Fiat 
Spider.  DOT  HS-S01-7r)4).  Therefore,  the  re- 
(luests    of    G^I    and    Volkswagen    to    retain    the 
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method  that  does  not  involve  lifting  has  been 
denied.  In  response  to  Renault's  question,  the 
dummy  ean  be  lifted  manually  by  a  strap  routed 
beneath  the  Inittocks.  Also,  Volkswagen's  re- 
quest for  more  variability  in  the  application  of 
rearward  force  is  denied  because,  while  difficult 
to  achieve,  it  is  desirable  to  maintain  uniformity 
in  dununy  placement.  In  response  to  the  requests 
of  several  manufacturers,  the  location  of  the 
9-square-inch  push  plate  has  been  raised  1.5 
inches,  to  facilitate  its  application  to  all  vehicles. 

Volkswagen  asked  with  regard  to  SlO.2.2  for 
a  clarification  of  what  constitutes  the  "lumbar 
spine"  for  purposes  of  dummy  flexing.  This 
refers  to  the  point  on  the  dummy  rear  surface 
at  the  level  of  the  top  of  the  dummy's  rubber 
spine  element. 

BMW  asked  the  agency  to  reconsider  the  place- 
ment of  the  driver  dummy's  thumbs  over  the 
steering  wheel  rim  because  of  the  possibility  of 
damage  to  them.  The  company  asked  for  an 
option  in  placing  the  hands.  The  purpose  of  the 
specification  in  dummy  positioning,  however,  is 
to  remove  discretion  from  the  test  personnel,  so 
that  all  tests  are  run  in  the  .same  fashion.  An 
option  imder  these  circumstances  is  therefore  not 
appropriate. 

Ultrasystems,  Inc..  pointed  out  two  minor  er- 
rors in  S10.3  that  are  hereby  corrected.  The 
upper  arm  and  lower  arm  centerlines  are  oriented 
as  nearly  as  possible  in  a  vertical  plane  (rather 
than  straight  up  in  the  vertical),  and  the  little 
finger  of  the  passenger  is  placed  "barely  in  con- 
tact" with  the  seat  rather  than  "tangent"  to  it. 

Two  corrections  are  made  to  the  dummy  posi- 
tioning procedure  to  correct  obvious  and  unin- 
tended conflicts  between  placement  of  the  dummy 
thighs  on  the  .seat  cushion  and  placement  of  the 
right  leg  and  foot  on  the  acceleration  pedal. 

In  addition  to  the  positioning  proposed.  Gen- 
eral Motors  suggested  that  positioning  of  the 
dununy "s  Jiead  in  the  fore-and-aft  axis  woidd  be 
beneficial.  The  agency  agrees  ami  has  added 
such  a  specification  at  the  end  of  the  dununy 
settling  procedure. 

In  a  matter  separate  from  the  ixisitioning  pro- 
cedure. General  Motors,  Foid.  and  Kenatdt  re- 
([uested  deletion  of  the  proposed  re(|uirement  that 
the  dummy  maintain  proper  calil)ration  follow- 


ing a  crash  test  without  adjustment.  Such  a 
procedure  is  routine  in  test  protocols  and  the 
agency  considered  it  to  be  a  beneficial  addition 
to  the  standard  to  further  demonstrate  the  cred- 
ibility of  the  dummy  test  results.  GM,  however, 
has  pointed  out  that  the  limb  joint  adjustments 
for  the  crash  test  and  for  the  calibration  of  the 
lumbar  bending  test  are  different,  and  that  it 
would  be  unfair  to  expect  continued  calibration 
without  adjustment  of  the.se  joints.  The  NHTSA 
accepts  this  objection  and.  until  a  means  for  sur- 
mounting this  difficulty  is  perfected,  the  proposed 
change  to  S8.1.8  is  withdrawn. 

In  another  matter  unrelated  to  dinnmy  posi- 
tioning, Volkswagen  argued  that  active  belt  sys- 
tems shoidd  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements 
as  passive  belt  systems,  to  reduce  the  cost  differ- 
ential between  the  compliance  tests  of  the  two 
systems.  As  earlier  noted  the  NHTSA  has  issued 
an  advance  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  (41 
FR  .54961,  Decembei-  16,  1976)  on  this  subject 
and  will  consider  ^'olkswagen's  suggestion  in  the 
context  of  that  rulemaking. 

Finally,  the  agency  proposed  the  same  belt 
warning  requirements  for  belts  provided  with 
passive  restraints  as  are  presently  required  for 
active  belts.  No  objections  to  the  requirement 
were  I'eceived  and  the  I'equii'ement  is  made  final 
as  proposed.  The  agency  also  takes  the  oppor- 
tmiity  to  delete  from  the  standard  the  out-of-date 
belt  warning  retnurements  contained  in  S7.3  of 
the  standard. 

RECONSIDERATION  (JF  DOCKI^T 
73-8;  NOTICE  04 

The  NHTSA  has  received  two  petitions  for 
reconsideration  of  recent  amendments  in  its  test 
dununy  calibration  test  procedures  and  design 
specifications  (Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test 
Dummy,  49  CFR  Part  572).  Part  572  establishes, 
by  means  of  approximately  250  drawings  and 
five  calibration  tests,  the  exact  specifications  of 
the  test  device  referred  to  earlier  in  this  notice 
that  simulates  the  occupant  of  a  motor  vehicle 
foi'  crash  testing  i)urposes. 

Apart  from  reiiuests  for  a  technical  change  of 
the  luinl)ar  flexion  force  specifications,  the  peti- 
tions from  General  Motors  and  Ford  contained  a 
repetition  of  objections  made  earlier  in  the  rule- 
making about  the  adequacy  of  the  dummy  as  an 
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objective  measnrinir  device.  Three  issues  were 
raised:  lateral  response  characteristics  of  the 
dummy,  failure  of  tlie  dummy  to  meet  the  five 
subassembly  calibration  limits,  and  the  need  for 
a  "whole  systems"  calibration  of  the  assembled 
dummy.  Followinfr  I'eceipt  of  these  comments, 
the  a<rencv  published  notification  in  the  Federal 
Re(/i!ifer  that  it  would  entertain  any  other  com- 
ments on  the  issue  f)f  objectivity  (42  FR  28200; 
June  2.  1077).  General  comments  were  received 
from  Chrysler  Corporation  and  American  Motors, 
repeatinjr  their  ])ositions  from  earlier  comments 
that  the  dummy  does  not  <|ualify  as  objective. 

The  objectivity  of  the  dummy  is  at  issue  be- 
cause it  is  the  measui'injjf  device  that  re<risteis  the 
acceleration  and  force  roadin<rs  specified  by 
Standard  Xo.  2()S  durin<r  a  :^)0-mph  imi)act  of  the 
tested  vehicle  into  a  fixed  barrier.  The  I'esultino- 
readinjrs  for  each  \ehicle  tested  must  lemain  be- 
low a  certain  level  to  constitute  compliance. 
Certification  of  compliance  by  the  vehicle  mafiu- 
facturer  is  accomplislied  by  crash  testinfr  repre- 
sentati\e  vehicles  with  the  dummy  installed. 
Verification  of  compliance  by  the  NTITSA  is 
accomplished  by  crash  testinfr  one  or  more  of  the 
same  model  vehicle,  also  with  a  test  duuuny  in- 
stalled. It  is  impoi-tant  that  readings  taken  by 
different  dununies.  or  by  the  same  dummy  re- 
peatedly, accurately  reflect  the  forces  and  ac- 
celerations that  are  bein<r  experienced  by  the 
vehicle  durin<r  the  barrier  crash.  This  does  iKit 
imply  that  the  readin<rs  produced  in  tests  of  two 
vehicles  of  the  same  desifrii  nnist  be  identic'al. 
In  the  real  woi'ld.  in  fact,  literally  identical  \e- 
hicles,  crash  circumstances,  and  test  dummies  are 
not  physically  attainable. 

It  is  apparent  from  this  discussion  that  an 
accurate  reflection  of  the  forces  and  accelerations 
experienced  in  nominally  identical  \ehicles  does 
not  depend  on  tlie  specification  of  the  test  dummy 
alone.  For  exam|)le.  identically  specified  and 
responsive  dummies  would  not  [trovidc  identical 
readin<;s  unless  reasonable  care  is  exercised  in 
the  preparation  and  placement  of  the  dununy. 
Such  care  is  analoj^otis  to  that  exercised  in  i)o>i- 
tioninj;-  a  ruler  to  assure  that  it  is  at  the  exact 
point  where  a  measurement  is  to  connnence.  Xo 
one  would  blame  a  rulei'  for  a  bad  measurement 
if  it  were  carelessly  placed  in  the  wron<r  position. 


Tt  is  equally  apparent  that  the  forces  and  ac- 
celerations experienced  in  nominally  identical 
vehicles  will  only  be  identical  by  the  greatest  of 
coincidence.  The  small  differences  in  body  struc- 
ture, even  of  mass-produced  vehicles,  will  affect 
the  crash  pulse.  The  particular  deployment 
speed  and  shape  of  the  cushion  portion  of  an 
inflatable  restraint  system  will  also  affect  results. 

All  of  these  factors  would  affect  the  accelera- 
tions and  forces  experienced  by  a  human  occupant 
of  a  vehicle  certified  to  comply  with  the  occupant 
restraint  standard.  Thus,  achievement  of  identi- 
cal conditions  is  not  only  impossible  (due  to  the 
inherent  differences  between  tested  vehicles  and 
underlyin<r  conditions)  but  would  be  unwise. 
Literally  identical  tests  would  encourage  the  de- 
sitrn  of  safety  devices  that  would  not  adecpiately 
serve  the  wariety  of  circumstances  encoiuitered  in 
actual  crash  explosure. 

At  the  same  time,  the  safety  standards  must 
be  "stated  in  objective  terms"  so  that  the  manu- 
facturer knows  how  its  product  will  be  tested  and 
under  wliat  circumstances  it  will  have  to  comply. 
.V  complete  lack  of  dummy  positionin<r  proce- 
dures would  allow  placement  of  the  dummy  in 
any  posture  and  would  make  certification  of  com- 
[)liance  \irtually  impossible.  A  balancintr  is 
provided  in  the  test  procedures  between  the  need 
for  realism  and  the  need  foi'  objecti\ity. 

Tlie  test  dummy  also  represents  a  balancing 
lietween  realism  (biofidelity)  and  objectivity 
(repeatability).  One-piece  cast  metal  dtnnmies 
could  be  placed  in  the  seating  positions  and  in- 
strumented to  re<iister  crash  forces.  One  could 
arjiuc  that  these  dummies  did  not  act  at  all  like 
a  human  and  did  not  measure  what  would  hap- 
pen to  a  human,  but  a  lack  of  repeataliility  could 
not  be  ascribeil  to  them.  At  the  other  end  of  the 
s[)ectrum.  an  extremely  complex  and  realistic 
surrojiate  could  be  substituted  for  tlie  existini; 
Pait  r)72  dummy,  which  would  act  realistically 
but  dift'erently  each  time,  as  one  mi^ht  expect 
ilitferent  humans  to  do. 

The  existinji-  Part  572  dummy  represents  .") 
years  of  effort  to  provide  a  measuiin.i;'  instrument 
that  is  sufficiently  realistic  and  repeatable  to  serve 
the  purposes  of  the  crash  standard.  Like  any 
measurinjr  instiument.  it  has  to  be  used  with  care. 
As  in  the  case  of  any  complex  instrumentation. 
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pai'ticular  care  must  l)c  exercised  in  its  proper 
use,  and  there  is  little  expectation  of  literally 
identical  readings. 

The  dummy  is  articulated,  and  built  of  ma- 
terials that  permit  it  to  react  dynamically,  simi- 
larly to  a  human.  It  is  the  dynamic  reactions  of 
the  dunnny  that  introduce  the  complexity  that 
makes  a  check  on  repeatability  desirable  and 
necessary.  The  agency  therefore  devised  live 
calibration  procedures  as  standards  for  the  eval- 
uation of  the  important  dynamic  dummy  response 
characteristics. 

Since  the  specifications  and  calibration  proce- 
dures were  established  in  August  1973,  a  substan- 
tial amount  of  manufacturing  and  test  experience 
has  been  gained  in  the  Part  572  dunnny.  The 
quality  of  the  dummy  as  manufactured  liy  the 
three  available  domestic  commercial  sources  has 
improved  to  the  point  where  it  is  the  agency's 
judgment  that  the  device  is  as  repeatable  and 
reproducible  as  instrumentation  of  such  complex- 
ity can  be.  As  noted,  GM  and  Ford  disagree  and 
raised  three  issues  with  regard  to  dunnny  objec- 
tivity in  their  petitions  for  reconsideration. 

Lateral  response  characteristics.  Recent  sled 
tests  of  the  Part  572  dummy  in  lateral  impacts 
show  a  high  level  of  repeatability  from  test  to 
test  and  reproducibility  from  one  dunnny  to 
another  ("Evaluation  of  Part  572  Dummies  in 
Side  Impacts"— DOT  HS  020  858).  Further 
modification  of  the  lateral  and  rollover  passive 
restraint  requirements  into  an  option  that  can  be 
met  by  installation  of  a  lap  belt  makes  the  lateral 
response  characteristics  of  the  dummy  largely 
academic.  As  noted  in  Xotice  4  of  Docket  73-8 
(42  FR  7148;  February  7,  1977),  "Any  manu- 
facturer that  is  concerned  with  the  objectivity  of 
the  dummy  in  such  [lateral]  impacts  would  pro- 
vide lap  belts  at  the  front  seating  positions  in 
lieu  of  conducting  the  lateral  or  lollover  tests." 

While  the  frontal  crash  test  can  be  conducted 
at  any  angle  up  to  30  degrees  from  perpendicular 
to  the  barrier  face,  it  is  the  agency's  finding  that 
the  lateral  forces  acting  on  the  test  instrument 
are  secondary  to  forces  in  the  midsagittal  plane 
and  do  not  operate  as  a  constraint  on  vehicle  anil 
restraint  tlesign.  Compliance  tests  conducted  l)y 
XHTSA  to  date  in  the  30-degree  oblique  impact 
condition    have    consistently    generated    similar 


dummy  readings.  In  addition,  they  are  consid- 
eralily  lower  than  in  perpendicular  barriei'  im- 
pact tests,  which  renders  them  less  critical  for 
compliance  certification  purposes. 

RepeatahiVdy  of  dummy  cat  ih  rat  ion.  Ford 
questioned  the  dmnmy's  repeatability,  based  on 
its  analysis  of  "round-robin"  testing  conducted 
in  1973  for  Ford  at  three  different  test  labora- 
tories (Ford  Report  No.  ESRO  S-76-3  (1976)) 
and  on  analysis  of  XHTSA  calibration  testing 
of  seven  test  dummies  in  1974  (DOT-HS-801- 
861). 

In  its  petition  for  reconsideration.  Ford 
equated  dunnny  objectivity  with  repeatability  of 
the  calibration  test  i-esults  and  concluded  "it  is 
impracticable  to  attempt  to  meet  the  Part  572 
component  calibration  requirements  with  test 
dummies  constructed  according  to  the  Part  572 
drawing  specification." 

The  Ford  analysis  of  NHTSA's  seven  dmnmies 
showed  only  56  of  100  instances  in  which  all  of 
the  dunnny  calibrations  satisfied  the  critei'ia. 
The  XHTSA's  attempts  to  reproduce  the  Ford 
calculations  to  I'each  this  conclusion  were  vmsuc- 
cessful.  even  after  including  the  H03  dununy 
with  its  obviously  defective  neck.  This  neck 
failed  badly  11  times  in  a  row,  and  yet  Ford 
apparently  used  these  tests  in  its  estimate  of  56 
percent  compliance.  This  is  the  equivalent  of 
concluding  that  the  specification  for  a  stop  watch 
is  inadequate  liecause  of  repeated  failure  in  a 
stop  watch  with  an  obviouslj-  defective  part.  In 
this  case,  the  calibration  procedure  was  doing 
precisely  its  job  in  identifying  the  defective  part 
by  demonstrating  that  it  did  not  in  fact  meet  the 
specification. 

The  significance  of  the  "learning  cui-ve"  for 
i[uality  control  in  duuuny  manvifacture  is  best 
understood  by  comparison  of  three  sets  of  dummy 
calibration  results  in  chronological  order.  Foid 
in  earlier  connnents  relied  on  its  own  "round- 
robin"  crash  testing,  involving  nine  test  dmnmies. 
Ford  stated  that  none  of  the  nine  dummies  coidd 
pass  all  of  the  component  calibiation  recjuire- 
ments.  What  the  XHTSA  learned  through 
follow-up  questions  to  Ford  was  that  three  of  the 
nine  dunnnies  were  not  built  originally  as  Part 
572  dunnnies.  and  that  the  other  six  were  not 
fully  certified  by  their  manufacturers  as  qualify- 
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inp  as  Part  572  dnminies.  Tn  addition.  Ford 
instructed  its  contractors  to  use  the  duniniies  as 
pi'ovided  wlietliei'  or  not  tliev  met  tlie  Part  57'2 
specificatio7is. 

Tn  contrast,  recent  XHTSA  testinjr  conducted 
hy  Calspan  (DOT-HS-6-01514.  May  and  June 
1977  profrress  reports)  and  the  results  of  tests 
con(hicted  by  GM  (USG  1502.  Docket  78-8.  GR 
fi4)  demonstrate  jrood  i'epeatal>ility  and  reproduc- 
ibility of  dummies.  Tn  tlie  Calspan  testing-  a 
total  of  152  calibration  tests  were  completed  on 
four  dummies  fi'om  two  manufacturers.  The  re- 
sults for  all  five  calibration  tests  were  observed 
to  be  within  tiie  specified  perfoi'inance  ci'itei'ia 
of  Part  572.  The  aj;ency  concludes  that  the 
leai'tiinfT  cur\c  in  the  manufacturiui:'  prf)cess  has 
reached  tlic  point  whei-e  i-e])eatabi]ity  and  repro- 
ducibility of  the  duunuy  iuis  been  fully  demon- 
strated. 

Tnterestin<rly.  Ford's  own  analysis  of  its  round- 
robin  testin<r  concludes  that  variations  amonjr  the 
nine  dummies  were  not  sifrnificant  to  the  test 
results.  .Vt  the  same  time,  the  overall  accelera- 
tion and  force  readinjzs  did  vary  substantially. 
Ford  ar<:'ued  that  this  sliowed  unacceptable 
variability  of  the  test  as  a  wliole.  because  they 
had  used  "identical"  \ehicles  for  crash  testin<:\ 
Ford  attributed  the  vaiiations  in  results  to 
"chance  factors,"  listinji^  as  factors  placement  of 
the  dummy,  postural  chaujies  durinir  the  ride  to 
the  barrier,  speed  variations,  uncertainty  as  to 
just  what  pait  of  the  instrumcTit  panel  or  other 
structure  would  be  impact  loade<l.  instrumenta- 
tion, and  any  \-ai'iations  in  the  dynamics  of  air 
baff  deployment  from  one  \ehicle  to  another. 

The  apency  does  not  consider  these  to  be  un- 
controlled factors  since  they  can  be  ^leatly  re- 
duced by  carefully  controllinfi"  test  proceduies. 
Tn  addition,  they  aie  not  considei-ed  to  be  un- 
acceptable "cliance  factors"  that  should  be  elimi- 
nated from  tiie  test.  Tiie  most  im|)ortant 
iidvantafre  of  the  bari'ier  impact  test  is  tluit  il 
siuudates  witli  some  ivalism  what  can  be  experi- 
eni'cd  by  a  human  occupant,  while  at  the  same 
time  limitin<i-  variation  to  achieve  repeatability. 
As  di.scussed,  nominally  identical  \ehicles  are  not 
in  fact  identical,  the  dynamics  of  deployment  will 
vary  from  vehicle  to  vehicle,  and  humans  will 
adopt  a  large  number  of  diHerent  seated  positions 


in  the  real  world.  The  80-inph  barrier  impact 
lequires  the  manufacturer  to  take  these  variables 
into  account  by  providino;  adequate  protection 
for  moi'e  than  an  overly  structured  test  situation. 
.Vt  tlie  same  time,  dununy  positionin<r  is  specified 
in  adequate  detail  so  that  the  manufacturer 
knows  how  the  XIITSA  will  set  up  a  vehicle 
piioi-  to  conducting  compliance  test  checks. 

'^Who/i-  .sysffvis"  fiilih ration.  Ford  and  GM 
both  suggested  a  "whole  systems"  calibration  of 
the  dununy  as  a  necessary  additional  check  on 
<lummy  repeatability.  The  agency  has  denied 
these  re(iuests  i)reviously.  because  the  demon- 
strated repeatability  and  reproducibility  of  Part 
572  dummies  based  on  current  specification  is 
adetpiate.  The  use  of  whole  systems  calibration 
tests  as  suggested  would  be  exti'emely  expensive 
and  would  unnecessarily  complicate  compliance 
testing. 

Tt  is  instructive  that  neither  General  ^lotors 
nor  T^oiil  has  been  specific  about  the  calibration 
tests  they  have  in  mind.  T5ecause  of  the  variables 
inherent  in  a  high  energy  barrier  crash  test  at 
■M)  mph.  the  agency  judges  that  any  calibration 
readings  taken  on  the  dununy  would  be  over- 
wlielmed  by  the  other  inputs  acting  on  the  dununy 
in  tliis  test  environment.  The  Yovd  conclusion 
from  its  round-robin  testing  agrees  that  dummy 
variability  is  a  relatively  insignificant  factor  in 
tlie  total  variability  experienced  in  this  type  of 
test. 

GM  was  nu)st  specific  about  its  concei'n  for 
I'epeatability  testing  of  the  whole  dununy  in  its 
counuents  in  res[)onse  to  Docket  74—14;  Notice 
01: 

Dummy  whole  body  lesponse  recjuirements 
arc  c()nsi<lered  neces^aiv  to  assure  that  a 
dummy,  assembled  from  certified  components. 
lias  acceptable  response  as  a  completed  struc- 
ture. Interactions  lietween  cou[)le(l  components 
and  sul)systems  nnist  not  be  assumed  acceptable 
>imply  because  the  components  themselves  have 
been  certified.  ^'ariations  in  coupling  may 
lead  to  significant  variation  in  dummy  respon.se. 

There  is  a  far  simpler,  more  controlled  means 
to  assure  oneself  of  coricct  coupling  of  compo- 
lU'uts  than  by  means  of  a  "whole  systems"  cali- 
bration. If.  foi-  example,  a  laboratory  wishes  to 
assure    itself    that    the    coupling   of    the    dunnny 
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neck  structure  is  properly  accomplished,  a  simple 
statically  applied  input  may  be  made  to  the  neck 
prior  to  coupling  to  obtain  a  sample  reading, 
and  then  the  same  simple  statically  applied  in- 
put may  be  repeated  after  the  coupling  has  been 
completed.  This  is  a  commonly  accepted  means 
to  assure  that  "bolting  together"  the  pieces  is 
properly  accomplished. 

Lumbar  s/mw  flexion.  The  flexibility  of  the 
dummy  spine  is  specified  by  means  of  a  calibra- 
tion procedure  that  involves  bending  the  spine 
through  a  forward  arc,  with  specified  resistance 
to  the  bending  being  registered  at  specified  angles 
of  the  bending  arc.  The  dummy's  ability  to  flex 
is  partially  controlled  by  the  characteristics  of 
the  abdominal  insert.  In  Xotice  04,  the  agency 
increased  the  level  of  resistance  that  nnist  be 
registered,  in  conjunction  with  a  decision  not  to 
specify  a  sealed  abdominal  sac  as  had  been  pro- 
posed. Either  of  these  dummy  characteristics 
could  aft'ect  the  lumbar  spine  flexion  perform- 
ance. 

Because  of  the  agency's  incomplete  explanation 
for  its  actions,  Ford  and  General  Motors  peti- 
tioned for  reconsideration  of  the  decision  to  take 
one  action  without  the  other.  Both  companies 
suggested  that  the  specification  of  resistance  levels 
be  returned  to  that  which  had  existed  previously. 
The  agency  was  not  clear  that  it  intended  to  go 
forward  with  the  stitfer  spine  flexion  perform- 
ance, quite  apart  from  the  decision  to  not  specify 
an  abdomen  sealing  specification.  The  purpose 
for  the  "stitfer"  spine  is  to  attain  more  consistent 
torso  return  angle  and  to  assure  better  dummy 
stability  during  vehicle  acceleration  to  impact 
speed. 

To  assure  itself  of  the  wisdom  of  this  course  of 
action,  the  agency  has  performed  dummy  cali- 
bration tests  demonstrating  that  the  amended 
spine  flexion  and  abdominal  force  deflection 
characteristics  can  be  consistently  achieved  witii 
both  vented  and  unvented  abdominal  inserts 
(DOT  HS-020875  (1977)). 

Based  on  tiie  considered  analysis  and  review 
set  forth  above,  tiie  XHTSA  denies  the  petitions 
of  (ieneral  Motors  and  Ford  Motor  Company  for 
further  modification  of  the  test  dummy  specifi- 


cation and  calibration  procedures  for  reasons  of 
test  dunnny  objectivity. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
Xo.  208  (49  CFR  571.208)  is  amended  as  pro- 
posed with  changes  set  forth  Ijelow.  and  Part 
572  (49  CFR  Part  572)  is  amended  by  the  addi- 
tion of  a  new  sentence  at  the  end  of  §  572.5, 
General  Description,  that  states:  "A  specimen  of 
the  dummy  is  available  for  surface  measurements, 
and  access  can  be  arranged  through :  Office  of 
Crashworthiness,  Xational  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Adnunistration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.AV.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20590." 

In  accordance  with  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation policy  encouraging  adequate  analysis  of 
the  consequences  of  regulatory  action  (41  FE 
16200;  April  16,  1976),  the  Department  has  eval- 
uated the  economic  and  other  conseijuences  of  this 
amendment  on  the  public  and  private  sectors. 
The  modifications  of  an  existing  option,  the 
simplification  and  clarification  of  test  procedures, 
and  the  increase  in  fennir  force  loads  are  all 
judged  to  be  actions  that  simplify  testing  and 
make  it  less  expensive.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
"two  dummy"  positioning  procedure  may  occa- 
sion additional  testing  expense  in  some  laiger 
vehicles,  but  not  the  level  of  expense  that  would 
have  general  economic  effects. 

The  effective  date  for  the  changes  has  been 
established  as  one  year  from  the  date  of  publica- 
tion to  permit  Volkswagen,  the  only  manufac- 
turer presently  certifying  compliance  of  vehicles 
using  these  test  procedures,  sufficient  time  to 
evaluate  the  effect  of  the  changes  on  the  com- 
pliance of  its  products. 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  amend- 
ment are  Guy  Hunter  and  Tad  Herlihy,  respec- 
tively. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563.  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFK  1.50.) 

Issued  on  June  30,  1977. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

42  F.R.  34299 
July  5,  1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Crash   Protection 
(Docket  No.   74-14;    Notice    10) 


The  existiiifr  motor  vohirle  safety  standard  for 
occupant  crasli  protection  in  new  passeiifrer  cai's 
is  amended  to  re(|iiiie  the  proxision  of  "passive" 
I'estraint  protection  in  ])asseni;('r  cars  witli  wlieel- 
l)ases  frreatei'  tlian  114  inches  manufactured  on 
and  aftei-  Scptemher  1.  1!(S1.  in  passenirer  c;iis 
witli  wheelbases  j^reater  tlian  100  inches  on  and 
after  Se])tenil)er  1.  lOR-j.  and  in  all  passonjrer  cars 
manufactured  on  or  after  September  1.  1988. 
The  low  nsaac  rate  of  active  seat  belt  systems 
ne<;ates  much  of  their  potential  safety  benefit. 
However,  lap  belts  will  continue  to  be  re(|nired 
at  most  fiont  and  all  rear  seatinjr  position^  in 
new  cai's.  and  tlie  T^epartment  will  continue  to 
recommend  their  use  to  motorists.  It  is  found 
that  up;;raded  occupant  crash  protection  is  a 
I'easonable  and  necessary  exercise  of  tlie  mandate 
of  the  National  Tiaftic  and  Motor  A'eliicle  Safety 
.Vet  to  pro\ide  i)rotection  throuiiii  impioxed 
automotive  desij;n.  consti'uction,  and  performance. 

Dates:  Eifective  date  September  1.  1981. 

-Vddi'esses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitte<l  to: 
Docket  Station.  Koom  .'.108— Xassif  Bnildin-;.  401) 
Seventh  Street.  S.AV..  Washiniiton.  1).(\  20r.!»(). 

For  furthei-  information  contact  : 
Tad  Ilerliliy 
Office  of  Ciiief  Counsel 
Xational   Iliiihway  Trattic  Safety 

-Vdministration 
Wasliin<it<in.  D.(\     -JO.".!)!) 
(•202)    4-26-9.-.11 

Supplementary   Information : 
Considerations   rnderlyiiii;-  the  Standard 

Under  the  Xational  Trathc  and  Motoi-  Vehicle 
Safety  Act.  as  amended  (the  Act)  (15  U.S.C. 
1381  et  seq.),  the  Department  of  Transportation 


is  responsible  for  issuinfr  motor  vehicle  safety 
standai'ds  that,  amonji-  other  thinfrs.  protect  the 
public  ajrainst  unreasonable  risk  of  death  or  in- 
jury to  persons  in  the  event  accidents  occur. 
The  Act  directs  the  Department  to  consider 
whether  a  standard  would  contribute  to  carrying 
out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  and  would  be  reason- 
able, practicable,  and  appropriate  for  a  particular 
type  of  motor  vehicle  (l.T  U.S.C.  1392(f)  (.3) ). 
The  standard  must,  as  formulated,  be  practicable, 
meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety,  and  be 
stated  in  objective  terms  (15  U.S.C.  1392(a)). 
The  Senate  Committee  draftin<r  the  statute  stated 
that  safety  would  be  the  overridinfr  consideration 
in  the  issuance  of  .standards.  S.  Rep.  Xo.  1301, 
89th  C(m<x..  2d  Sess  (1966)  at  6. 

The  total  number  of  fatalities  annually  in 
motor  vehicle  accidents  is  approximately  46.000 
(estimate  for  1976).  of  which  approximately 
25.000  are  estimated  to  be  automobile  front  seat 
occupants.  Two  major  hazards  to  which  front 
seat  occupants  are  exposed  are  ejection  from  the 
vehicle,  which  increases  the  probability  of  fatal- 
ity jiieatly.  and  impact  with  the  \-ehicle  interior 
durin<i-  the  crash.  Restraint  of  occupants  to  pro- 
tect a  "gainst  these  hazards  has  lon<r  been  vecng- 
nized  as  a  means  to  substantially  reduce  the 
fatalities  and  serious  injuries  experienced  at  the 
front  seating'  positions. 

One  of  the  Depiutment's  first  actions  in  imple- 
menting;- tlu'  Act  was  promulgation  in  1967  of 
Standard  Xo.  208.  Occiiixint  Crash  Protection 
(49  CFR  571.208).  to  make  it  possible  for  vehicle 
occupants  to  help  protect  themselves  a<iainst  the 
hazards  of  a  clash  by  en<iajrin<r  seat  belts.  The 
standard  rt'(iuires  the  installation  of  lai)  and 
>lioulder  seat  belt  assemblies  (Type  2)  at  front 
outboard  desi<:nated  seating-  pfjsitions  (except  in 
con\-ertibles)    and   lap   belt   assemblies    (Type   1) 
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at  all   other  desiofiiated  peatin<r  positions.     The 
standard  became  effective  January  1,  1968. 

^Vliile  it  is  generally  agreed  that  when  they 
are  worn,  seat  belt  assemblies  are  highly  effective 
in  preventing  occupant  impact  with  the  vehicle 
interior  or  ejection  from  the  vehicle,  only  a 
minority  of  motorists  in  the  United  States  use 
seat  belts.  For  all  types  of  belt  systems. 
\ational  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
(XHTSA)  studies  show  that  about  20  percent  of 
belt  systems  are  used  (DOT  HS  6  01340  (in 
process)).  The  agency's  calculations  show  that 
only  about  2,600  deaths  (and  corresponding 
numbers  of  injuries)  of  front  seat  occupants  were 
averted  during  1976  b}'  the  restraints  required  by 
Standard  No.  208  as  it  is  presently  written. 

Two  basic  approaches  have  been  developed  to 
increase  the  savings  of  life  and  mitigation  of 
injury  afforded  by  occupant  restraint  systems. 
More  than  20  nations  and  two  provinces  of 
Canada  have  enacted  mandatory  seat  belt  use 
laws  to  increase  usage  and  thereby  the  effective 
lifesaving  potential  of  existing  seat  belt  systems. 
The  other  approach  is  to  install  automatic  passive 
restraints  in  passenger  cars  in  place  of.  or  in 
conjunction  with,  active  belt  systems.  These 
systems  are  passive  in  the  sense  that  no  action  by 
the  occupant  is  required  to  benefit  from  the  re- 
straint. Passive  restraint  systems  automatically 
provide  a  high  level  of  occupant  crash  protection 
to  virtually  100  peicent  of  front  seat  occupants. 

The  two  forms  of  passive  restraint  that  have 
been  commercially  produced  are  inflatable  occu- 
pant restraints  (commonly  known  as  air  bags) 
and  passive  belts.  Air  bags  are  fabric  cushions 
that  are  rapidly  filled  with  gas  to  cushion  the 
occupant  against  colliding  with  the  vehicle  in- 
terior when  a  crash  occurs  that  is  strong  enough 
to  register  on  a  sensor  device  in  the  vehicle.  The 
deployment  is  accomplished  by  the  rapid  genera- 
tion or  release  of  a  gas  to  inflate  the  bag.  Passive 
belt  systems  are  comparable  to  active  belt  systems 
in  many  respects,  but  are  distinguislicd  bv  auto- 
matic deployment  around  the  oc(Ui)ant  as  the 
occupant  enters  the  vehicle  and  closes  the  door. 

HISTORY  OF  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Because  of  the  low  usage  rates  of  active  belt 
systems  and  because  alternative  technologies  were 


becoming  available,  the  initial  seat  belt  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  208  were  upgraded  in 
1970  to  require  passive  restraints  by  1974  (35  FR 
16927;  November  3,  1970).  Most  passenger  car 
manufacturers  petitioned  for  judicial  review  of 
this  amendment  {Chrysler  r.  DOT,  472  F.2d  659 
(6th  Cir.  1972)).  The  Sixth  Circuit's  review 
upheld  the  mandate  in  most  respects  but  re- 
manded the  standard  to  the  agency  for  further 
specification  of  a  test  dummy  that  was  held  to  be 
insufficiently  objective  for  use  as  a  measuring 
device  in  compliance  tests.  The  court  stated  with 
regard  to  two  of  the  statutory  criteria  for  issu- 
ance of  motor  vehicle  safety  standards: 

We  conclude  that  the  issue  of  the  relative 
effectiveness  of  active  as  opposed  to  passive 
restraints  is  one  which  has  been  duly  delegated 
to  the  Agency,  with  its  expertise,  to  make;  we 
find  that  the  Agency's  decision  to  require 
passive  restraints  is  supported  by  substantial 
evidence,  and  we  cannot  say  on  the  basis  of  the 
record  before  us  that  this  decision  does  not 
meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety.  472 
F.2d  at  675. 

.  .  .  we  conclude  that  Standard  208  is  prac- 
ticable as  that  term  is  used  in  this  legislation. 
472  F.2d  at  674. 

As  for  objective  specification  of  the  test  dummy 
device,  a  detailed  set  of  specifications  (49  CFR 
Part  572)  was  issued  in  August  1973  (38  FR 
20449;  August  1,  1973)  and  updated  with  minor 
changes  in  February  1977  (42  FR  7148;  Feb- 
ruary 7,  1977).  A  full  discussion  of  the  test 
dummy  specifications  is  set  forth  in  a  rulemaking 
issued  today  by  the  NHTSA  concerning  technical 
aspects  of  Standard  No.  208  (42  FR  34299;  FR 
Doc.  77-19138). 

In  March  1974,  the  Department  made  the 
finding  that  the  test  dummy  is  sufficiently  objec- 
ti\e  to  satisfy  the  (^h^-yisler  court  remand  (39 
FR  10271;  March  19.  1974).  In  the  same  notice, 
nuxndatoiy  passive  restraints  were  again  pi'o- 
posed.  Based  on  the  comments  received  in  re- 
sponse to  that  notice,  the  passive  restraint 
mandate  was  once  again  proposed  in  a  modified 
form  in  June  1976  (41  FR  24070;  June  14.  1976). 
In  the  interim,  (leneral  ]\Iotors  Corporation 
manufactured,  certified,  and  sold  approximately 
10.000   air-bag-equipped   full-size   Buicks,   Olds- 
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mobiles,  and  Cadillacs.  Volkswa<ren  has  manu- 
factured and  sold  approxiiuately  6r),00()  passive- 
belt-equipped  Rabbit  model  passenjrer  cars. 
Volvo  Corjioration  has  also  introduced  a  rela- 
tively small  number  of  air-bafi-e(|uippe(l  \ehicles 
into  service.  Ford  Motor  Company  had  earlier 
nianufactui'ed  S81  air-ba<r-e((uipped  Mercurys. 
These  \-chicles  were  manufactured  under  one  r)f 
two  options  placed  in  the  standard  in  1071  to 
permit  optional  production  of  vehicles  with 
passive  restraint  systems  in  place  of  seat  belt 
assemblies  otherwise  re(|uired.  In  197'2.  the 
standard  was  also  amended  to  retpiire  an  "'i<;ni- 
tion  interlock"  system  on  front  seat  belts  to  force 
their  use  before  the  vehicle  could  be  started. 
This  re(|uirement,  etfectixe  in  September  1073. 
was  revolved  in  October  1074  in  response  to  a 
Con<rressional  i)rohibition  on  its  specification 
(Pub.  L.  0.V402,  S  100  (October  -27,  1074) ). 

The  Department's  final  action  on  its  June  107(> 
proposal  ("The  Secretary's  Decision  Conceinini;' 
Motor  A'ehicle  Occupant  Crash  Protection."  here- 
inaftei'  "the  Decemlier  1076  decision")  continued 
the  e.xistinjr  re((uirenients  of  the  standard  (42 
FR  r)07l :  January  27.  1077)  and  created  a  dem- 
onstration projiram  to  familiarize  the  public 
with  passi\e  restraints.  The  Department  nego- 
tiated contracts  with  four  automobile  manufac- 
turers foi-  the  production  of  up  to  2.M).()()()  passive- 
ecinipped  vehicles  per  year  for  introduction  into 
the  pa.ssen<;er  car  fleet  in  model  years  1080-1. 
Meicedes-Benz  agreed  to  manufacture  2.2r)()  such 
passenjrer  cars,  and  A'olkswa<ien  agreed  to  manu- 
facture 12r>,()0()  of  its  passive-belt-eipiipped 
Rabbit  models.  Foi'd  ajii-eed  to  particii)ate  by 
"establishinji'  the  capability  of  manufacturinii" 
140,000  comi)act  model  i)assen<rer  cars,  and  (xen- 
eral  IMotors  ajireed  to  "establish  production  ca- 
pacity" to  manufacture  300,000  intermediate  size 
passenger  cars.  The  December  107fi  decision  was 
based  on  the  tindin<i'  that,  althoujih  passive  re- 
straints are  teclinolo<rically  feasible  at  leasonable 
cost  and  would  pi'event  0,000  fatalities  annually 
when  fully  integrated  into  the  fleet.  i)ossi])le  ad- 
verse reaction  by  an  luiinformed  public  after  the 
standard  took  etfect  could  inspire  their  pioliibi- 
tion  by  (\)n<:ress  with  substantial  attendant 
economic  waste  and  incalcidable  harm  to  the 
cause  of  hijihway  safety.  This  finding  was  based 
in    lar<ie    part    on    the    Department's    experience 


with  the  io:nition  interlock  on  1974-  and  107.5- 
niodel  passen<rer  cars,  which  was  prohibited  by 
Conyiess  in  response  to  industry  and  public 
opposition. 

Early  in  1077.  the  Department  reconsidered 
the  December  1076  decision  because  public  ac- 
ceptance or  rejection  of  passive  restraints  is  not 
one  of  the  statutory  criteria  which  the  Depart- 
ment is  chaifred  by  law  to  apply  in  establishin<r 
standards.  In  addition,  the  demonstration  pro- 
frram  introduced  a  niininnim  3-year  delay  in 
implementation  of  mandatory  passive  restraints. 
The  Department  questioned  the  premise  that 
passive  restiaint  systems  would  foster  consumer 
resistance  as  had  the  ignition  interlock  system. 
While  the  ifrnition  interlock  system  forced  action 
by  the  motorist  as  a  condition  for  operating  an 
automobile,  passive  resti'aints  eliminate  the  need 
for  any  action  by  the  occupant  to  obtain  their 
crash  protection  benefits. 

.V  third  reason  for  reassessment  of  the  De- 
cember 1076  decision  was  the  certainty  that  an 
increasin<r  i)roportion  of  the  passenjrer  car  fleet 
will  be  small  cars,  in  response  to  the  energy 
situation  and  the  automotive  fuel  economy  pro- 
gram established  by  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act.  The  introduction  of  these 
new,  smaller  vehicles  on  the  highway  holds  the 
prospect  of  an  increase  in  the  fatality  and  injui-y 
rate  unless  countermeasures  are  undertaken. 

Based  on  this  reconsideration,  the  Department 
proposed  (42  FR  lo9.3.-);  March  24.  1077)  that 
the  future  crash  protection  re(iuirements  of 
Standard  Xo.  208  take  one  of  three  forms:  (1) 
continuation  of  the  present  re(iuirements.  (2) 
mandatory  i)assive  restraints  at  one  or  more  .seat- 
ing positions  of  passenger  cars  manufactured  on 
or  after  September  1,  1980,  or  (3)  continuation 
of  the  existing  requirements  in  conjunction  with 
proposed  legislation  to  establish  P^ederal  or  State 
mandatory  seat  belt  use  laws. 

The  |)roposal  for  an  orcu|)ant  restraint  system 
other  than  seat  belt>  iinoked  a  provision  of  the 
Act  (l.'i  U.S.C.  S  1400(1)))  that  recpu res  notifica- 
tion to  (\)ngress  of  the  action.  The  Act  also 
i'c'(|uirc>  that  a  jjublic  hearing  be  held  at  which 
any  member  of  Congress  oj-  any  other  interested 
pcison  could  present  oi'al  testimony.  The  pro- 
posal was  transnnttcd  to  the  Congress  on  .March 
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21,  1977,  with  an  imitation  to  ajjpear  at  a  puljlif 
heai'ino-  chaired  l)y  the  Secretary  on  Ai)ril  27  and 
28,  1977,  in  Washington,  U.C.  A  transcript  of 
this  meeting,  along;  with  written  coininents  on  the 
March  1977  proposal,  arc  available  in  the  pnlilic 
docket. 

DISCUSSION  OF  ISSUES 

The  March  1977  proposal  of  three  possible 
courses  of  action  for  future  occupant  crash  pro- 
tection is  grounded  in  a  large,  complex  adminis- 
trative record  that  has  been  developed  in  the  S 
years  since  passive  restraints  were  first  contem- 
plated by  the  Department.  Interested  persons 
are  invited  to  review  the  NHTSA  public  docket 
that  has  been  compiled  under  designations  69-7, 
73-8,  and  74-14.  Consideration  of  the  issues  and 
questions  that  have  arisen  dui'ing  the  years  of 
rulemaking  can  be  found  in  the  preambles  to  the 
Department's  numerous  rulemaking  notices  on 
passive  restraints.  Although  many  of  the  com- 
ments on  the  March  1977  proposal  raised  issues 
that  have  lieen  discussed  in  previous  notices,  the 
significant  issues  will  be  addressed  here  again,  in 
light  of  the  most  recent  information  available  to 
the  Department. 

The  need  for  ruIemaJcmg  action.  An  important 
reason  to  consider  anew  the  occupant  crash  pro- 
tection issue  is  the  basic  and  positive  changes 
that  the  automobile  will  undergo  in  the  years 
ahead.  Until  recently,  the  basic  characteristics 
of  automobiles  sold  to  the  American  public  have 
evolved  for  the  most  part  in  response  to  the 
forces  of  the  market  place.  High  premium  was 
placed  upon  styling,  roominess,  and  acceleration 
performance.  In  a  cheap-energy  society,  rela- 
tively little  attention  was  paid  to  efficiency  of 
operation.  Xor,  until  relatively  recently,  was 
serious  consideration  gi\en  to  minimizing  the 
ad\'erse  impact  of  the  automobile  upon  air 
quality. 

Kecent  circumstances,  liowe\'er,  June  drastically 
altered  the  situation,  and  lia\'e  made  it  abun- 
dantly clear  that  the  automobile's  characteristics 
must  reflect  bioadly  defined  societal  goals  as  well 
as  those  advanced  by  the  indi\idual  car  owner. 
The  President  has  announced  a  new  national 
energy  policy  that  recognizes  a  compelling  need 
for  changes  in  the  American  lifestyle.  Congress 
has  implemented  statutory  programs  to  improve 


the  fuel  economy  of  automobiles,  as  one  result  of 
which  this  Department  has  just  issued  demand- 
ing fuel  economy  standards  for  1981  through 
1984  passenger  cars.  Right  now,  the  Congress  is 
deliberating  over  amendments  to  the  Clean  Air 
Act  which  will  impo.se  relatively  stringent  emis- 
sions requirements  effective  over  the  same  time 
fiame. 

The  trend  towaixl  smaller  cars  to  improve 
economy  and  emissions  performance  contains  a 
potential  for  increased  hazard  to  the  vehicles' 
occupants.  But  technology  provides  the  means 
to  protect  against  this  hazard,  and  this  Depart- 
ment's statutory  mandate  provides  authority  to 
assure  its  application.  The  Report  of  the  Fed- 
eral Interagency  Task  Force  on  Motor  Vehicle 
Goals  for  1980  and  Beyond  indicated  that  simul- 
taneous achievement  of  ambitious  societal  goals 
for  the  automobile  in  the  areas  of  fuel  economy, 
emissions,  and  safety  is  technologically  feasible. 
Integrated  test  vehicles  developed  by  this  De- 
partment confirm  that  finding  and,  further,  dem- 
onstrate that  the  resulting  vehicles  need  not 
unduly  sacrifice  the  other  functional  and  esthetic 
attributes  traditionally  sought  by  the  American 
car  buyer. 

Moreover,  the  sociiilly  responsive  automobile  of 
the  1980's  need  not  bring  a  penalty  in  economy 
of  ownership.  The  just -issued  passenger  car  fuel 
economy  standards  are  calculated  to  reduce  the 
overall  costs  of  operating  an  automobile  by  $1,000 
over  the  vehicle's  lifetime.  In  the  case  of  im- 
proved safety  performance,  the  occupant  resti'aint 
inqtroxements  specified  in  this  notice  can  be  ex- 
|)ccted  to  pay  for  themselves  in  reduced  first- 
l)erson  liability  insurance  premiums  dui'ing  the 
life  of  the  vehicle. 

The  issue  of  occupant  crash  [protection  luis  been 
uutstanding  too  long,  and  a  decision  would  have 
been  fui'ther  delayed  while  the  demonstration 
|)rograms  was  conduited.  .V  rigorous  review  of 
the  findings  made  l)y  the  Department  in  Decem- 
ber 197()  demonstrates  that  they  are  in  all  sub- 
stantial resi)ects  correct  as  to  the  technological 
feasibility,  i)racticability,  reasonable  cost,  and 
lifesa\ing  potential  of  passive  re.straints.  The 
decision  set  forth  in  this  notice  is  the  logical 
result  of  tho.se  findiny-s. 
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Tn  roasseRsinp  the  Dpcemlior  lOTfi  decision,  tlio 
Depiutinont  liiis  consideiod  eacli  avuilalile  means 
to  increase  crash  i)i'<)tectif)n  in  ari'ixini;'  at  the 
most  rational  approacli.  As  pioposed.  the  possi- 
l)ility  of  "dri\er-side  only"  ])assi\e  protection 
was  considered.  Imt  was  rejected  because  of  the 
unsatisfactory  result  of  havin-i'  one  fionf-seat 
passenii'er  offered  protection  su|)eiior  to  that 
offered  othei-  front-seat  passen-icrs  in  the  same 
vehicle.  On  halance.  there  was  found  to  h(>  little 
cost  oi-  lead-time  advantaii'e  to  this  appi'oach. 
The  possibility  of  leinstitutinsi'  a  type  of  safety 
belt  interlock  was  rejected  because  the  a<iency's 
authority  was  definiti\ely  lemoved  by  the  Con- 
jrress  less  than  three  yeai's  a<ii>  and  there  is  no 
reason  to  believe  that  Conj^ress  has  chaniicd  its 
position  on  the  issue  since  that  time. 

Mmiilatory  hclt  iixv  Jair.s.  One  of  the  means 
proposed  in  the  ]\Iarch  notice  to  achieve  a  larjre 
reduction  in  highway  deaths  and  injuries  is  Fed- 
eral le<rislation  to  induce  State  enactment  of 
mandatory  seat  belt  use  laws,  either  by  issuance 
of  a  hi<j:hway  safety  proi;ram  standard  or  by 
makinir  State  passii^re  of  such  laws  a  condition 
for  the  receipt  of  Federal  liiirhway  construction 
money. 

Tlie  prospects  for  passaire  of  mandatory  >eat 
belt  use  laws  by  more  than  a  few  States  appear 
to  be  poor.  None  of  the  conmienters  su<i'<iested 
that  passa<i'e  of  such  laws  was  likely.  A  public 
opinion  survey  sponsored  by  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Aranufacturers  .Vssociation  and  conducted  by 
Yankelovich.  Skelly.  and  AVhite.  Inc.  indicated 
that  a  :^-to-l  majoi'ity  nationwide  opposes  belt 
use  laws.  Many  such  bills  have  been  presented: 
no  State  has  enacted  one  up  to  now.  Also.  Con- 
fjress  denied  funding'  for  a  projiram  to  encoura^ic 
State  belt  use  laws  in  1974.  suj:;iestin^-  that  it 
does  not  look  fax'orably  u|)on  Federal  assistaiK'c 
in  the  enactment  of  these  laws. 

More  recently.  Conjrress  removed  the  Depart- 
ment's authority  to  withdraw  Federal  safety 
fimdinjr  in  the  case  of  States  that  do  not  mandate 
the  use  of  motorcycle  helmets  on  their  hi;:hways 
(Pub.  L.  !)4--JS().  Sec.  i^OS(a).  May  .">.  l!>7(i).  'Hie 
dose  parallel  between  re(iuirinji-  helmet  use  and 
requiring;-  seat  belt  use  ariiues  against  the  likeli- 
hood of  enactment  of  belt  use  laws. 

These  stronjr  indications  that  Coniiress  would 
not  enact  a  belt  use  proi^ram  in  tlie  foreseeable 


future  demonstrate,  in  large  measure,  why  the 
success  of  other  nations  in  enactinjr  laws  is  not 
jjarallel  to  the  situation  in  the  T'nited  States.  Tn 
the  belt  use  jurisdictions  most  often  compared  to 
the  Ignited  .'States  (Australia  and  the  Provinces 
of  Canada),  the  laws  were  enacted  at  the  State 
or  Province  level  in  the  first  instance,  and  not  at 
the  Federal  level.  Tn  the  Department's  jud<nnent. 
the  most  reasonable  course  of  action  to  obtain 
etfecti\e  belt  use  laws  in  the  T^nited  States  will 
be  to  actively  encourajre  their  enactment  in  one 
or  more  States.  An  attempt  to  impose  belt  use 
laws  on  citizens  by  the  Federal  jrovernnient 
would  create  difficulties  in  Federal-State  rela- 
tions, and  could  damajre  rather  than  further  the 
interests  of  liiirhway  safety. 

Efffrfirrtu'SK  of  pnsnire  restraintK.  The  De- 
cember 1976  decision  concluded  that  the  best  esti- 
mates of  effectiveness  in  preventing  deaths  and 
injuries  of  the  various  types  of  restraint  systems 
under  consideration  were  as  set  forth  in  Table  T. 
Fsin<r  the  effectiveness  estimates  from  Table  T. 
the  projection  of  benefits  attributable  to  various 
restraint  systems  is  summarized  in  Table  TT. 
.Several  conunents  concernins:  the  effectiveness  of 
passixc  restraint  systems  were  submitted  in  re- 
sponse to  the  March  1977  proposal. 

Tnsurance  company  commenters  <reneTally  sup- 
[lorted  the  Department's  estimates.  General 
Motors,  however,  disputed  the  validity  of  the 
estimates  in  the  December  197(i  decision.  ar<>uinp 
that  the  results  experienced  by  the  approximately 
lO.OOO  (}M  vehicles  sold  the  public  indicated  a 
much  lower  level  of  effectiveness.  Tt  made  coin- 
paiisons  between  accidents  involvinfr  those  cars 
and  othei'  accidents  with  c(mventional  cars,  se- 
lected to  be  as  similar  as  possible  in  type  and 
severity.  On  the  basis  of  this  study.  (tM  stated 
that  the  data  indicate  that  the  "current  air 
cushion-lap  belt  system,  if  available  in  all  cars, 
woidd  save  less  than  the  nearly  8.000  lives  that 
can  be  saved  by  only  .l<>  ])ercent  active  lap/ 
shoulder  belt  use." 

T'he  Department  finds  the  methods  used  in  the 
(icneral  Motors  study  to  be  of  doubtful  viilue  in 
ai'rixiiii;'  at  an  objective  assessment  of  the  exi)eri- 
ence  of  the  air-baji-equippcd  vehicles,  (ieneral 
Motors  is  a  vastly  interested  i)arty  in  these  pro- 
cei'(lini;>.  and  the  positions  that  it  ado[)ts  are 
neces>arilv  tho^e  of  an  advocate  foi'  a  i)articulai- 
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result.  This  is  in  no  sense  a  clisparaoement : 
advocacy  of  desii'ed  outcomes  liy  interested 
parties  is  an  essential  part  of  the  administrative 
process.  But  if  a  study  advanced  by  an  inter- 
ested advocate  is  to  be  seriously  considered  from 
a  "scientific"  viewpoint,  it  nmst  be  carefully  de- 
signed to  avoid  dilution  of  its  objectivity  by  the 
bias  of  the  sponsorinji;  party.  The  GM  study 
fails  that  test.  Its  foundation  is  a  long  series  of 
qualitative  judgments,  which  are  made  by  em- 
ployees of  the  party  itself.  An  equally  serious 
fault  is  that  the  basic  body  of  accident  data  from 
which  the  comparison  accidents  are  selected  is 
not  available  to  the  public,  so  that  countering 
analyses  cannot  be  made  by  opposing  parties,  nor 
can  the  judgments  in  the  original  study  be 
checked.  General  Motors  had  previously  sub- 
mitted to  an  earlier  Standard  Xo.  208  docket  a 
study  of  restraint  system  effectiveness  based  on 
similarly  qualitative  judgments  by  its  own  em- 
ployees "  ( 69-07-GR-256-01 ) .  The  shoulder  belt 
effectiveness  figures  arrived  at  in  that  study  were 
about  one-half  of  what  are  now  generally  recog- 
nized to  be  the  actual  values.  While  this  later 
study  utilizes  a  somewhat  different  methodology, 
it  suffers  from  the  same  flaws  in  its  failure  to 
preclude  dilution  of  its  objectivity  by  the  bias  of 
its  sponsor. 

Economics  and  Science  Planning,  Inc.,  sub- 
mitted three  studies  that  made  estimates  of  air 
bag  effectiveness.  In  one,  the  estimate  of  air  bag 
effectiveness  was  at  least  as  high  as  the  theoieti- 
cal  projections  made  in  Table  II.  In  another,  a 
veiy  low  estimate  of  air  bag  effectiveness  was 
made — from  15  to  25  percent. 

The  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety 
submitted  another  estimate  of  air  bag  effective- 
ness based  on  the  experience  with  the  GM  cars 
in  highway  use.  A  selection  was  made  of  acci- 
dents in  which  the  air  bag  was  designed  to  oper- 
ate, based  on  frontal  damage,  direction  of  impact, 
and  age  of  occupant.  In  these  accidents,  air  bags 
were  determined  to  have  reduced  fatalities  by  66 
percent,  as  compared  to  55  percent  for  thi-ee- 
point  belts.  However,  the  narrow  selection  of 
accidents  limits  the  application  of  the  figures 
derived  in  the  IIHS  study. 

The  Department  considers  that  the  most  re- 
liable method  of  evaluating  the  experience  of  the 
air-bag-equipped  cars  at  this  time  is  to  compare 


the  number  of  injuries,  at  various  levels,  sustained 
by  their  occupants  with  the  number  that  is  ex- 
perienced in  the  general  population  of  vehicles 
of  this  type.  The  vehicles  in  question  are  not  a 
sampling  of  the  general  vehicle  population:  they 
are  relatively  new,  and  mostly  in  the  largest 
"luxury"  size  class.  Some  adjustment  must  be 
made  for  these  factors. 

The  adjustment  for  tlie  size  of  the  vehicles  has 
l)een  made  by  multiplying  the  overall  injury 
figures  by  a  factor  of  0.643,  which  has  been  found 
in  one  study  (Joksch,  "Analysis  of  Future  Ef- 
fects of  Fuel  Storage  and  Increased  Small  Car 
Usage  Upon  Traffic  Deaths  and  Injuries,"  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office.  1975)  as  the  ratio  of 
fatalities  per  year  for  this  size  of  vehicles  to  the 
figure  for  the  general  population.  The  newness 
of  the  vehicles  has  a  double-edged  aspect :  newer 
vehicles  are  evidently  diiven  more  miles  per  year 
than  older  ones,  but  they  also  appear  to  experi- 
ence fewer  accidents  per  mile  traveled  (Dutt  and 
Reinfurt,  "Accident  Involvement  and  Crash  In- 
jury Rates  by  Make,  Model,  and  Year  of  Car," 
Highway  Safety  Research  Center,  1977).  These 
two  factors  can  be  act'ounted  for  if  it  is  assumed 
that  they  cancel  each  other,  by  using  vehicle 
years,  rather  than  vehicle  miles,  as  the  basis  of 
comparison.  With  these  adjustments,  the  ex- 
pected number  of  all  injuries  of  AIS-2  (an  index 
of  injury  severity)  and  above  in  severity  for 
conventional  vehicles  equivalent  to  the  air-bag- 
ecjuipped  fleet  during  the  period  considered  was 
91.  Tlie  actual  number  experienced  was  38,  indi- 
cating an  effectiveness  factor  for  these  injury 
classes  of  0.58. 

A  possibility  of  bias  in  these  estimates  exists 
in  that  injuries  that  have  occurred  in  the  air  bag 
fleet  may  not  have  been  reported,  despite  the 
three-level  repoiting  system  (owners,  i)olice,  and 
dealers)  that  has  been  established.  This  bias  is 
less  likely  to  be  present  in  frontal  accidents, 
where  the  air  bag  is  expected  to  (and  generally 
does)  deploy.  Foi'  frontal  accidents  only,  the 
number  of  injuries  expected  is  60,  or  66  percent 
of  the  total  ("Statistical  Analysis  of  Seat  Belt 
Kfl'ectiveness  in  1973-1975  ]Model  Cars  Involved 
in  Towaway  Crashes,"  Highway  Safety  Research 
Center,  1976)  ;  only  29  have  been  experienced, 
indicatinjr  an  effectiveness  factor  of  0.52. 
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These  fifjures  confij-iii  (and  in  fact  exceed)  the 
effectiveness  estimates  of  the  December  1976  de- 
cision. P"or  injuries  of  hijrher  severity  levels,  the 
numbers  experienced  aie  much  ton  small  to  lie 
statistically  sifjnificant. 

The  various  assumptions  and  adiustmcnt^  that 
imist  be  made  to  arrive  at  a  valid  '"expected" 
fitrure.  and  the  possibility  that  some  injuries  were 
unreported,  lea\es  substantial  I'oom  for  uncer- 
tainty and  arfrument  as  to  tiie  true  observed 
effectiveness  of  the  restraint  systems.  Neverthe- 
less, the  results  of  the  field  experience  ai'c  en- 
coura<>in}r-  Even  if  the  observed-effectiveness 
fitrures  arrived  at  by  these  calculations  were  hifrh 
by  a  factor  of  '2.  they  would  still  substantially 
confiiin  the  estimates  of  the  December  lt>7fi  deci- 
sion. Consideiinjr  all  the  arjruments  on  both 
sides  of  the  issues,  the  Department  concbides  that 
the  observed  experience  of  the  vehicles  on  the 
road  equipped  with  air  ba<rs  does  not  cast  doubt 
on  the  effectiveness  estimates  in  the  December 
1!)76  decision. 

It  has  been  ai'^iied  that  the  Department  should 
not  iss\ie  a  passive  restraint  standard  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statistically  sipidficant  real  world  data 
which  confirm  its  estinuites  of  etfectixeness. 
Statistical  "proof"  is  certainly  desiiable  in  dec'i- 
sionmakinji'.  but  it  is  often  not  available  to  lesolve 
public  policy  decisions.  It  is  also  cleai'  from  the 
le}::islati\-e  history  of  the  Act  that  the  Department 
was  not  supposed  to  wait  foi-  the  widespread 
introduction  of  a  technoloj^y  before  it  could  be 
mandated.  The  Senate  report  for  example  re- 
fers to  the  "'failure  of  safety  to  sell"  in  automo- 
biles, and  describes  how  the  Department  was 
intended  to  push  the  manufacturers  into  adopt- 
ing: new  safety  technoloj;y  that  would  not  be 
introduced  voluntarily  (S.  Rep.  IHOl.  S9th  Con-i. 
•2ui\  Sess.  4  (liXifi)).  The  f'/ni/s/,,-  case  found 
that  "The  explicit  pui'[)osi'  of  the  .\ct  is  to  enable 
the  Federal  (loveiument  to  impel  automobile 
manufacturers  to  dexidop  and  apply  new  tech- 
nolojiv  to  the  task  of  impi'o\inj;'  the  safety  desi<;n 
of  automobiles  as  readily  as  possible."  (47'J 
F.2d  at  671.) 

Coi^f  of  />ii.sx/r(  I  (  sfi'd'nitn.  Passive  belts  hax'c 
been  estimated  in  the  past  by  the  Department  to 
add  $25  to  the  price  of  an  automobile,  relative  to 
the  price  of  cars  with  present  acti\e  belt  systems. 


The  increased  operatinjr  cost  over  the  life  of  a 
\ehicle  with  passive  belts  is  estimated  to  be  $5. 
These  fi<rures  are  assumed  valid  for  purposes  of 
this  review,  and  were  not  contsted  in  the  com- 
ments received. 

This  Department,  (ieneral  Motors.  Ford,  De- 
Lorean,  and  Minicars  all  have  produced  estimates 
of  the  passenjrer  car  price  inciease  due  to  the  in- 
clusion of  air  baL^s.  These  are  sufficiently  detailed 
and  current  to  be  compared,  and  are  set  forth  in 
Table  III.  The  Department  estimate  has  been 
raised  somewhat  above  its  previous  ones  because 
of  the  $14  inciease  in  the  price  of  the  compo- 
nents of  an  air  ba<r  system  quoted  by  a  supplier. 

The  General  Motors  estimates  have  been  re- 
\ised  from  previous  estimates  in  several  respects. 
Kesearch  and  de\elopment,  enofineerinsr.  and  tool- 
in<r  ex[)enses  are  no  lonjrer  amortized  entirely  in 
the  first  year,  but  are  spread  over  8  years  (other 
estimates  spread  these  costs  over  '>  years).  The 
allowance  for  removal  of  active  belt  hai'dware 
lias  been  reduced  to  confoiiu  more  closely  to  the 
Department's  estimates.  The  newer  fijrures  re- 
flect a  somewhat  more  complex  system,  includinjr 
new  sensors.  Of  the  $fil  s[)rea(l  between  the 
Department  and  the  GM  estimates,  all  btit  $11 
can  be  attributed  to  differences  in  the  followinjr 
areas:  (i.M's  estimate  of  dealer  profit  which  is 
based  on  sticker  prices  (i-ather  than  actual  sale 
[)rice).  GM's  shorter  amortization  period,  added 
complexity  of  the  1977  system  over  the  1976  sys- 
tem, and  the  cost  of  major  modifications  of  the 
\ehicle  which  the  ajrency  (piestions.  The  remain- 
iui:'  $11  difference  uuist  be  considered  as  disafrree- 
ment  concerning:'  the  elements  of  cost  shown  in 
the  table. 

The  Ford  estimate  is  the  same  as  previously 
submitted.  Forty-two  dollars  of  the  difference 
from  the  Department  estimate  is  a  hifrher  profit 
tiLinre  arisinjr  from  Ford's  use  of  sticker  prices 
rather  than  actual  price  of  sale,  which  jrives  the 
dealer  less  mark-up.  A  substantial  amount  of 
ditlcrcnce  is  for  a  complex  electronic  dia;;nostic 
module,  extra  sensors  that  the  I)e[)artment  does 
not  \iew  as  necessary,  and  the  use  of  a  knee 
bolster  instead  of  a  cheaper  knee  air  bajr.  Thirty- 
nine  dollars  represents  unreconciled  differences. 

( )l)eratinj:'  costs  consist  mainly  of  the  cost  of 
replacin<;'  a  deployed  bafi'.  fuel  cost,  and  mainte- 
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nance.  Ford  also  includes  an  amount  for  periodic 
inspection.  The  Department  estimate  for  re- 
placement cost  dilfers  from  the  GM  and  Ford 
estimates  almost  entirely  as  a  result  of  the  lower 
estimate  for  the  first  cost  of  the  system.  The 
fuel  costs  ditfer  primarily  as  a  result  of  different 
weio;]it  figures  for  the  passive  systems,  which  may 
be  design  choices  of  the  manufacturers.  The 
Department's  evaluation  of  manufacturers*  cost 
objections  is  being  placed  in  the  public  docket  as 
required  by  §  113  of  the  Act. 

If,  as  projected,  passive  restraints  are  etl'ective 
in  saving  lives  and  reducing  injuries,  as  compared 
to  existing  belt  systems  at  present  use  rate,  the 
insurance  savings  that  will  result  will  offset  a 
major  portion,  and  possibly  all,  of  the  cost  to  the 
consumer  of  the  systems.  There  may  be  some 
doubt  on  this  point  that  arises  from  skepticism 
concerning  the  behavior  of  insurers. 

The  vast  majority  of  auto  occupant  injuries 
beyond  the  minor  level  result  in  automobile, 
health,  or  life  insurance  claims.  In  some  States, 
insurers  may  lack  a  degree  of  flexibility  in  the 
adjustment  of  premiums  because  of  pressures 
from  insurance  commissions.  However,  the  evi- 
dence indicates  that  premiums  are  fundamentally 
based  on  claims  experience. 

In  its  comments  to  the  docket.  Nationwide 
Mutual  Insurance  Companies  estimated  that  sav- 
ings in  insurance  premiums  should  average  $32..'i0 
per  insured  car  per  year,  if  all  cars  were  equipped 
with  air  bags.  Of  this  amount,  75  percent  is  the 
result  of  an  assumed  savings  of  '24.6  percent  in 
the  bodily  injury  portion  of  automobile  insurance 
premiums,  21  percent  from  a  l.."i  percent  reduc- 
tion in  health  insurance  premiums  (30  percent 
of  the  .")  percent  of  the  premiums  that  pay  for 
auto-related  injuries),  and  the  remainder  from 
savings  in  life  insurance  premiums.  Tlie  Ameri- 
can Mutual  Insurance  Alliance  and  Allstate  re- 
ferred to  existing  30  percent  discounts  in  tirst- 
party  coverage  and  concluded  that  comparable 
reductions  would  be  expected  to  follow  a  mandate 
of  passive  I'estraints. 

It  has  been  argued  that  these  saxings  would  l)e 
largely  otlset  l)y  the  increased  cost  of  collision 
and  property  damage  insurance  due  to  the  in- 
creased cost  of  repairing  a  car  with  a  deployed 
air  bag,     This  claim   a[)[>i'ais  to   be   largely   un- 


founded. Ivsing  figures  based  on  field  tests,  it  is 
estimated  that  each  year  300,000  automobiles  will 
be  in  accidents  of  sufficient  severity  to  deploy  the 
air  bag.  (Cooke,  "Usage  of  Occupant  Crash 
Protection  Systems,"  NHTSA,  July  1976,  #74- 
14-GK-30.  App.  A.)  Accepting  vehicle  manu- 
facturer estimates,  it  is  further  assumed  that  the 
cost  of  replacing  an  air  bag  will  l)e  2.5  times  the 
original  equipment  cost.  If  a  car  more  tiian  6 
years  old  is  involved  in  an  air-bag-deploying 
accident,  it  is  assumed  scrapped  rather  than  being 
repaired.  Combining  these  assumptions  with  the 
estimated  $112  cost  of  installing  a  full  front  air 
cushion  in  a  new  vehicle  gives  a  total  annual  cost 
of  replacement  of  $50.4  million,  or  a  per  car  cost 
of  less  than  51  cents  per  year.  Increases  in  col- 
lision premiums  should,  therefore,  not  exceed  $1 
per  car  per  year.  It  is  noted  that  deployment  in 
non-crash  cases  woidd  be  covered  by  "comprehen- 
sive" insurance  policies. 

The  $32.50  annual  insurance  savings  estimated 
by  Xationwide  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  for  the 
added  opeiating  cost  (around  $4  per  year)  of  an 
air-bag-equipped  car  with  enough  left  over  to 
more  than  pay  for  the  initial  cost  of  the  system. 
Discounting  at  the  axerage  interest  rate  on  new 
car  loans  measured  in  real  terms  (6  percent),  the 
air  bag  w<)ul<i  almost  recover  the  initial  cost  in 
4  years,  witii  a  savings  over  operating  cost  of 
$107. 

Economic  and  Science  Planning,  Inc.  (ESP) 
has  submitted  a  difl'ering  estimate,  that  insurance 
savings  with  full  implementation  of  passive  re- 
straints would  be  only  $3.60,  rather  than  $32.50 
per  year.  About  one-half  of  the  dirt'erence  ari.ses 
from  ESP's  assumption  that  seat  belt  usage 
would  \oluntarily  rise  to  the  44  percent  level  by 
19S4.  This  seems  highly  improbable,  based  on 
experience  to  date. 

^Ioreo\'er.  that  assumption  does  not  support 
the  deletion  of  projected  insurance  savings  re- 
sulting from  piissive  restraints,  but  suggests  that 
other  courses  of  action  (such  as  whatever  might 
be  done  to  increase  belt  usage  to  44  percent) 
might  also  produce  savings.  The  remaining  dif- 
fei'ences  are  based  on  such  factors  as  the  portion 
of  injury  costs  that  is  paid  for  by  insurance.  If 
the  iissinni)tions  of  ESP  arc  allowed  to  remain. 
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}  the.  savinjis  per  year  would  he  about  $lfi.  and  the 
j)i-escnt  \alue  of  auto-lifetiiue  sa\in<rs  wouhl  bo 
$120. 

Si/h>  effects  of  air  hog  'niHtaJI<itio)i.     Some  con- 

'  eei'iis  were  expi'osscd  in  tlie  coniiuents  about  air 
bajrs  tliat  iniifht  be  irroupcd  as  possilile  undesir- 
able si<k'  effects.  One  of  tiiese  was  injuries  tiiiit 
lui^dit    be   caused   l)y   desiiiii   dephnnient.     There 

i  is  no  i|nestion  tiiat  any  restraint  system  tliat 
must  decelerate  a  human  body  fi-om  HO  mph  or 
more  to  rest  within  ai)pioximately  2  feet  can 
cause  injury.  I'xdt  systems  oft(Mi  cause  bi'uises 
and  abrasions  in  protecting;'  occupants  from  mori' 
serious  injui'ies.  The  main  (|uestion  is  whether 
any  injuries  caused  by  air  bajis  are  jj:enerally 
within  acceptable  liunts,  and  are  sijrniticantly  less 
se\('re  than  those  that  would  have  been  sutfered 
had  the  occupants  in  (|uestion  not  been  restrained 
by  the  air  bajz's.  Tlic  evidence  from  the  \-eliicles 
on  the  road  indicates  that  this  is  indeed  the  case. 
The  injuries  cited  by  (tM  as  possibly  caused  oi' 
a;;<:ia\  ated  by  aii'  bair  deployment  are  in  the 
minor  to  moderate  (.\T.S-1  and  -1)  catejiory. 
From  this  it  can  be  conchided  that  injuries 
caused  by  desij.;'!!  deployment,  thou^rh  woi'thy  of 
careful  monitorin<r  witli  a  \iew  to  desifiu  im- 
provements by  manufacturers,  do  not  provide  a 
serious  ai'j;ument  atrainst  a  passixc  i-estraint  re- 
(|uirement. 

.\  closely  ivlated  ((uestion  that  has  caused  con- 
cern in  the  past  is  whether  air  ba>is  [)ose  an 
uiireasoiudile  danj^cr  to  occu|)ants  who  are  not  in 
a  normid  seatinii'  position,  such  as  children  stand- 
imr  in  front  of  a  dashboard  oi'  persons  who  have 
been  mo\'ed  foi'wiird  i)y  pai\ic  brakiiiii'.  -Much 
de\'elopment  work  has  been  <le\'ote(i  to  tliis  [irob- 
lein  in  the  past,  to  desiiin  systems  that  miinmi/.e 
the  danger  to  persons  who  are  clo>e  to  the  infla- 
tion source.  'I'h(>  most  important  ciianjie  in  tins 
area  has  probaiily  been  the  <reneral  shift  away 
from  inflation  systems  that  depend  on  stored 
hiirh-pressure  j:as.  in  favoi-  of  i)yrotec]inic  ^as 
jrenerators.  \\\\\\  these  systems  the  flow  of  i;as 
can  be  adjusted  to  maice  the  rate  slower  at  tlie 
be<rinnin<i-  of  inflation,  so  tliat  an  oiit-of-positioii 
occupant  is  pushed  moi'e  i;ently  out  of  the  way 
before  the  maximum  inflation  rate  occuis. 

AA'ith  one  exception,  there  ha\'e  lieen  no  cases 
where  out-of-position  occupants  liave  been  found 


to  be  seriously  injured  in  crashes  in  which  air 
bajrs  have  deployed.  Five  of  the  crashes  involv- 
in<r  GM  vehicles  have  involved  children  in  front 
seatin<r  positions  (althoitfrh  not  necessarily  out 
of  position),  and  others  have  involved  children 
unbelted  in  the  rear  seat. 

The  only  exception  has  been  the  death  of  an 
infant  that  was  lyin^-  laterally  on  the  front  seat 
unrestrained.  Apparently  dnrinfr  panic  brakin<r 
that  proceeded  the  crash,  the  infant  was  tluown 
from  the  seat.  While  this  constitutes  an  out-of- 
position  situation  technically,  it  is  not  the  type 
of  circumstance  in  which  the  air  bajr  contributes 
to  injury  of  the  out-of-position  occupant. 

Inadvertent  actuation  of  an  air  ba<i'  may  be  a 
particular  concern  to  the  public,  as  noted  by  both 
(General  Motors  and  Ford.  The  sudden  deploy- 
ment of  an  air  bajif  in  a  non-crash  situation  would 
irenerally  be  a  disconcertin<r  experience.  The 
exfierience  with  vehicles  on  the  road,  and  tests 
that  have  been  performed  on  40  subjects  who 
were  not  aware  that  there  were  air  l)a<rs  in  their 
\ehicles,  indicate  the  loss  of  control  in  such  sit- 
uations should  be  rare:  none  has  occurred  in  the 
incidents  up  to  now.  There  is  little  ([uestion. 
however,  that  inadvertent  actuation  could  cause 
loss  of  control  by  some  sejriiients  (a<ied.  inexperi- 
ciiceil.  distiacted)  of  the  drivin<r  population,  and 
it  must  be  \iewed  as  a  small  but  real  cost  f)f  air 
ba<^'  protection. 

'I'lie  freciuency  of  iiuuhcrtent  actuation  is 
therefore  of  special  concern.  The  Ford  fleet  of 
aii--ba<>-e(iuipped  cars  (about  SOO  vehicles  that 
have  been  on  the  road  since  late  l!>7-i.  with  around 
.">(l(l  now  taken  out  of  service)  has  experienced 
no  inadvertent  actuations  at  all.  The  (ieiieral 
Motors  fleet,  about  10.000  sold  mostly  to  private 
buyers  during:-  l!lT4  and  l!)";").  has  experienced 
three  inaiU'crteiit  actuations  on  the  road,  ."^ix 
otheis  ha\'e  occurred  in  the  hands  of  mechanics 
and  body  shop  i)ersonnel.  two  in  exteinally 
caused  flres  or  explosions,  and  one  from  tamper- 
ing- in  a  driveway.  The  \'ol\o  fleet  of  "■'>  vehicles 
has  experienced  none.  It  is  believed  that  the 
causes  of  the  (xM  inadvertent  de|)loymciits  are 
undeistood.  ami  that  the  means  of  elimimitiiii:-  or 
considei'ably  reduciufi-  the  likelihood  of  all  the 
known  causes  of  inad\'erteiit  deployments  liaxc 
been  found.  'I'hese  include  shieldini;-  of  the 
s(iuibs    (the   device   to   ii^nite   the   propellant    ma- 
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terial  in  the  bag'  inflators)  against  electromag- 
netic radiation,  automatically  disarming  the 
system  through  the  ignition  system  when  the  car 
is  not  in  operation,  and  routing  wiring  so  that  it 
is  less  accessible  to  tampering  or  degradation. 

If  the  figures  for  the  combined  fleets  are 
projected  onto  the  U.S.  vehicle  population,  they 
would  amount  to  around  7.000  on-the-road  in- 
advertent actuations  annually,  or  one  foi'  every 
15,000  vehicles.  The  chances  of  an  indi\idual 
experiencing  one  as  a  vehicle  occupant  during 
his  or  hei'  lifetime  would  be  on  the  order  of  1  in 
200.  This  estimate  probably  overstates  the  like- 
lihood of  occurrence  since  the  inadvertent  actua- 
tions in  the  GM  cars  to  date  are  believed  to  be 
due  to  design  deficiencies  that  are  correctable. 
Thus,  although  it  will  probably  continue  to  be  & 
public  concern,  the  infrequency  with  which  in- 
advertent actuation  occurs  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  does  not  constitute  a  weighty  argument 
against  a  passive  restraint  requirement. 

Some  private  individuals  expressed,  in  their 
comments,  concern  over  possible  ear  damage,  or 
injuries  that  might  be  caused  to  persons  with 
smoking  materials  in  their  mouths,  or  wearing- 
eyeglasses.  Although  some  early  tests  with  over- 
sized cushions  of  prototype  design  produced 
some  temporary  hearing  losses,  later  designs  have 
reduced  the  sound  pressures  to  the  point  where 
ear  damage  is  no  longer  a  significant  possiliility. 
"With  respect  to  eyeglasses  and  smoking  materials. 
the  results  from  the  vehicles  on  the  road  iiave 
been  favorable.  Of  the  occupants  that  had  been 
involved  in  air  cushion  deployments  as  of  a  re- 
cent date.  71  had  l)een  smoking  pipes  or  wearing 
eyeglasses  or  othei'  facial  accessories.  Xone  of 
these  received  injuries  beyond  the  minor  (AIS-1) 
level.  From  this  it  can  lie  concluded  that  these 
circumstances  do  not  create  particular  hazards  to 
occupants  of  air-bag-eciuipped  \eliicles. 

Toyo  Kogyo  and  some  private  individuals 
questioned  whether  air  bags  might  experience 
reliability  problems  in  high-mileage  and  older 
vehicles.  The  fact  that  air  bags  have  only  one 
moving  part,  and  most  of  the  critical  components 
rest  in  sealed  containers  during  their  non-deploy- 
ment life,  indicates  that  they  shotild  perform 
well  in  this  regaiil.  The  systems  in  the  vehicles 
in  the  field,  some  of  which  ha\e  been  in  use  for 
almost  o  vears,  have  demonstrated  extremelv  good 


I 


durability,  with  no  apparent  flaws.  Manufac- 
turers use  sophisticated  techniques  such  as  ac- 
celerated test  cycles  to  assure  a  high  level  of 
reliability. 

Reliability  of  restraint  systems  is.  of  course, 
absolutely  necessary.  Unlike  the  failure  of  acci- 
dent prevention  systems  such  as  lights  and  brakes 
where  failure  does  not  necessarily  result  in  harm 
to  occupants,  the  failure  of  a  restraint  system 
when  needed  in  a  serious  ciash  almost  certainly 
means  injury  will  result,  ^'ehicle  and  component 
uuxnufacturers  are  fully  aware  of  this  and  take 
the  special  precautions  to  ensure  reliability  which 
might  not  be  taken  for  less  critical  systems.  The 
Department  is  ecpially  aware  of  it  and  has  moni- 
tored manufacturer  eti'orts  to  date  to  ensure  fail- 
safe perfoi'mance  of  crash-deployed  systems.  As 
an  example,  copies  of  reliability  information  re- 
([uest  letters  from  the  Department  to  nuanufac- 
tui'ers  preparing  for  the  demonstration  program 
or  otherwise  involved  in  air  bag  systems  have 
been  made  public  in  the  docket. 

The  projections  of  relial)ility  to  date  are.  of 
necessity,  based  on  pilot  [iroduction  volumes,  and 
cannot  demonstrate  fully  that  reliability  prob- 
lems associated  with  nuiss  production  will  never 
occur.  So  that  manufactureis  can  avoid  these 
types  of  reliability  problems,  the  Department  has 
settled  on  a  phase-in  of  the  re(juirements  which 
is  described  later  in  greater  detail. 

(Tcneral  Motors  and  the  National  Automobile 
Dealers  Association  couunented  that  product  lia- 
bility ai'ising  from  air  bag  jierfoiinance  would 
be  a  major  exjieiise.  The  insurance  company 
commenters.  on  the  other  hand,  suggested  that 
the  pi'esence  of  air  bags  in  vehicles  could  reduce 
auto  companies"  product  liability. 

The  new  risk  of  liability,  attached  to  a  recpiire- 
ment  for  passive  restraints,  does  not  differ  from 
the  risk  attached  to  the  advent  of  any  device  or 
product  whether  mandated  by  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment or  installed  by  a  manufactui'ei'  by  its 
own  choice.  Just  as  liability  might  arise  because 
of  the  malfunctioning  of  a  seat  belt  system  or 
braking  system,  liability  may  also  arise  because 
of  tlie  malfunctioning  of  a  passive  restraint  sys- 
tem. The  mandating  of  a  re(|uirement  by  the 
Fedeial  government  has,  in  fact,  often  served  to 
limit    liability,    since    most    jurisdictions   accord 
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"Teat  ■\vei<rht  to  evidenre  showinjr  that  a  device 
has  met  Fedeial  standards. 

There  is  little  evidence  tiiat  tlie  nian(latin<r  of 
passive  I'cstraints  will  lead  to  inci-eases  in  pi-fidiict 
liahility  insiiiance  preiniiinis.  Althoiijih  the  ad- 
vent of  new  technolofiiy  has  often  been  acconi- 
|)anied  by  an  increase  in  products  lialnlity 
insurance,  it  is  unclear  how  much  of  the  increase 
is  attriliutal)le  to  increased  risk  and  how  much 
to  inflation.  Officials  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
nieice  and  at  least  two  major  insurance  companies 
doubt  that  Federal  passive  restraint  i-e(|uirements 
will  lead  to  incieased  risk  and  insuiance  pre- 
iiiiuins.  They  point  out  that  Federal  require- 
ments are  imposed  to  make  products  safer,  and 
safe  j)i-o(liicts  are  less  likely  to  cause  injury. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  Allstate  In>urance 
Company  a;;reed  to  sell  product  lialiility  insui- 
ance for  the  GM  cais  which  were  to  be  e(|uii)i)e<l 
with  passive  lestiaint  systems  puisuant  to  the 
(lemonstiation  proj^ram.  at  a  rat(>  no  jrreater  than 
the  product  liability  insurance  rate  for  cai>  not 
e(|uipped  with  passive  restraint  systems. 

'S'?H^///  cars.  An  imi)ortaut  consideration  in  the 
decision  concern iui:-  passive  restraints  is  their 
suitability  and  axailability  for  small  cars,  which 
because  of  the  ener<iv  shoita^c  will  comprise  an 
increasing!'  sejiinent  of  the  \'ehicle  poi)ulation  in 
future  years.  I'assixc  belts  ha\"e  been  sold  as 
standard  ('(|uipment  in  over  (i.'i.OOO  Volkswajien 
cars,  and  must  be  \iewed  as  a  provi'u  means  of 
meetinjr  a  passive  restraint  re(|uirement.  Some 
\ehicle  body  desiiiiis  may  re(|uire  some  modifica- 
tion for  their  installation,  but  |)assive  belts  could 
lie  use<l  as  restraints  for  most  bucket-seat  ar- 
ranj;euients  at  moderate  cost  with  present  tech- 
noloj^v. 

Some  uianufacturers  iia\e  expi'essed  doubt  that 
a  lar;:e  proportion  of  their  customers  would  find 
passive  belts  acceptable,  because  of  theii-  rela- 
tively obtrusi\e  nature  and  the  resistance  shown 
by  the  U.S.  public  to  wearinj!'  >eat  belt  systems, 
i.e.,  belts  that  occupants  must  buckle  and  un- 
liuckle.  Tiicse  manufacturers  sulimitted  no  >ui)- 
l)ortin<!:  market  sui\eys.  Further,  there  is  reason 
to  believe  that  the  experience  with  active  belt 
systems  is  not  an  accurate  indicator  of  the  ex- 
perience to  be  expected  with  passive  belts.  The 
Depaitment  anticipates  that  some  manufactuiers 


will  install  passive  belts  in  the  front  seats  of 
small  cars  havinjr  only  two  front  seats.  Passive 
belts  would  not  confront  the  occupants  of  tho.se 
seats  with  the  current  inconvenience  of  havinp 
to  buckle  a  belt  system  to  jrain  its  protection  or 
of  having  to  unbuckle  that  system  to  get  out  of 
their  cars.  Unlike  the  interlock  active  belt  sys- 
tems of  several  years  a<ro,  the  passive  belt  systems 
will  have  no  effect  on  the  ability  of  drivers  to 
start  their  cars. 

Nevertheless,  the  question  of  the  acceptability 
of  passive  belts  may  make  the  suitability  of  air 
bags  for  small  cars  an  important  one.  Although 
the  shorter  crush  distance  of  small  cai-s  may  im- 
pose more  stringent  limits  on  air  bag  deployment 
time,  the  evidence  from  studies  conducted  by  the 
Department  with  air  bags  in  small  cars  is  that 
thei'e  are  no  insuperable  difficulties  in  meeting 
the  8()-mph  crash  re(|iiirements  of  Standard  208 
in  cars  as  small  as  2000  pounds  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  with  existing  air  bag  designs  (see. 
for  example.  ".Small  Car  Drivei-  Inflatable  Re- 
stiaint  -System  Evaluation  Program."  Contract 
I)()T-HS-fi-01412,  Status  Report  April  15, 
1977). 

The  "i)ackaging"  prf)blems  of  installing  air  bag 
systems  are  greater  for  small  cars  than  for  largei- 
ones.  'I'hey  occupy  s])iice  in  the  instrument  panel 
area  that  might  otherwise  be  utilized  by  other 
items  sucli  as  ail'  conditioning  ducts,  glo\e  com- 
partment, or  controls  and  displays.  Toyo  Kogyo 
(^fazda)  and  Honda  indicated  that  their  instru- 
ment |)anels  might  have  to  be  displaced  4  inches 
rearward,  that  some  engine  compartment  and 
wheelbase  changes  might  be  needed,  and  that 
some  dash-mounted  accessories  might  ha\"e  to  be 
deleted  or  mounted  elsewhere.  This  type  of  pi-ob- 
lem  is  expected  to  be  important  to  the  existing 
choice  between  air  bag  and  passive  belt  systems. 

It  is  not  the  role  of  the  government  to  resolve 
tliese  problems  since,  in  the  Dei)artment's  judg- 
ment, they  reflect  design  choices  of  the  manufac- 
turers. No  numufacturer  has  claimed,  uuich  less 
demonstrated,  that  it  would  be  impracticable  to 
install  air  bags  in  small  cars  without  increasing 
vehicle  size.  Occupation  of  instiument  panel 
si)ace  is  certainly  one  of  the  uiKiuautified  costs 
of  air  bags,  however,  and  the  cost  is  moiv  onerous 
in  a  small  car  than  in  a  large  one.  At  the  same 
time,  small  car  iiiakeis  uuiv  choose  to  use  the  less 
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costly  passive  belt  system.  The  evidence  pre- 
sented to  date  indicates  that  small-car  manufac- 
turers would  be  able  to  meet  a  passive  restraint 
requirement  by  making  reasonable  desipn  com- 
promises without  increasino-  vehicle  size. 

Lead  time  and  pvoduct'ion  rcadhwHS.  There 
was  considerable  discussion  in  the  comments  to 
the  docket  about  the  ability  of  the  automobile 
industry  to  develop  the  production  readiness  to 
provide  passive  restraint  systems  for  all  passen- 
ger cars.  The  installation  of  passive  restraint 
systems  requires  the  addition  of  new  hardware 
and  modification  of  vehicle  structures  in  such  a 
way  that  the  system  provides  performance  ade- 
quate to  meet  the  standard  and  a  high  level  of 
safety  and  reliability  on  the  road.  A  new  in- 
dustrial capacity  will  have  to  be  generated  to 
supply  components  for  air  bag  systems.  Major 
capital  expenditures  will  have  to  be  made  by  the 
vehicle  industry  to  incorporate  air  bag  systems 
into  production  models.  The  Department  esti- 
mates that  the  total  capital  required  for  tooling 
and  equipment  for  the  production  of  passive  re- 
straint systems  in  new  cars  is  approximately  $500 
million. 

Establishment  of  an  industry  to  produce  com- 
ponents for  air  bag  systems  centers  on  the  pro- 
duction of  the  inflator  component.  Five  major 
companies  have  indicated  an  interest  in  produc- 
ing inflators  for  air  bags.  Tlie  propellant  pres- 
ently being  considered  for  use  is  sodium  azide. 
The  primary  source  of  sodium  azide.  Canadian 
Industries  Ltd.,  has  a  capacity  of  around  1  nul- 
lion  pounds  per  year,  sufficient  for  only  about 
800,000  full  front  seat  air  bag  systems.  Thus, 
additional  capacity  of  10  million  pounds  or  more 
of  sodium  azide  will  have  to  be  generated,  or 
alternative  propellants  would  have  to  be  used. 
The  Department's  analysis  of  the  capital  retpiire- 
nients  and  lead  time  to  develop  sufficient  capacity 
indicates  that  adequate  propellant  can  be  avail- 
able for  annual  production  levels  of  several  mil- 
lion units  in  less  than  three  years.  The  pi-oduction 
of  inflators  (from  sevei'al  sources)  can  reach  sev- 
eral million  units  within  two  to  three  years  of 
the  receipt  of  fiiiii  orders,  including  design  speci- 
fications, from  the  automobile  manufacturers.  A 
new  capacity  has  already  been  generated  to  sup- 
ply the  demonstration  i)rogram  whicli  is  being 
pursued  at  this  tune. 


The  vehicle  manufacturers  face  substantial 
work  to  incorporate  air  bags  in  their  production. 
In  the  case  of  domestic  manufacturers  alone,  the 
instrument  panels  of  approximately  half  of  the 
new  cars  that  will  be  manufactured  in  the  early 
1980's  will  liave  to  be  completely  redesigned  to 
provide  space  for  the  passenger  bag  and  structure 
to  accept  the  loading  on  the  passenger  bag.  In 
some  cases,  relocati(m  of  the  instniment  cluster 
is  needed  to  facilitate  visibility  over  tlie  bag 
module  in  the  steering  hub. 

The  burden  placed  on  the  veliicle  manufactur- 
ers to  redesign  the  instrument  panel  and  related 
components  to  accept  air  l)ags  can  be  reduced 
considerably  by  phasing  in  the  passive  restraint 
requirements  over  several  years.  "With  phased 
introduction,  the  redesigning  of  instrument  panels 
and  other  components  can  be  done  at  roughly  the 
same  pace  that  these  components  would  ordinarily 
be  redesigned,  although  perhaps  not  witiiin  the 
manufacturer's  preferred  schedule. 

The  rulemaking  docket  contained  a  number  of 
references  to  additional  reasons  for  phased  intro- 
duction of  new  systems  like  passive  restraints: 
to  establisli  quality  systems  in  production,  to  ob- 
tain experience  with  these  systems  in  the  hands 
of  a  more  limited  segment  of  the  public,  and  to 
ol)tain  feedback  on  the  perforuiance  and  reliabil- 
ity of  the  systems.  If  production  le\els  are  rela- 
tively small  at  the  beginning  of  a  mandated 
requirement,  any  unforeseen  issues  tliat  arise  are 
made  more  manageable  by  the  limited  number  of 
vehicles  atfected.  A  major  automotive  supplier, 
Eaton  Corporation,  stressed  this  aspect  of  pro- 
duction feasil)ility  over  all  others. 

Based  on  its  evaluation,  the  Department  has 
determined  that  a  lead  time  of  four  full  years 
should  precede  the  requirement  for  the  produc- 
tion of  the  first  passive-equipped  passenger  cars. 
This  lead  time  accords  with  General  Motors'  re- 
tpiested  lead  time  to  accomplish  the  change  for 
all  model  lines.  E<iually  important,  the  4-year 
lead  time  represents  a  continuation  to  its  logical 
conclusion  of  the  early  voluntary  production  of 
passive  restraints  represented  i)y  the  December 
1976  decision.  The  continued  opportmiity  for 
early,  gradual,  and  voluntary  inti-oduction  of 
passive  lestraints  to  the  public  in  relatively  small 
numbers  offers  a  great  deal  of  benefit  in  assuring 
the    orderly    implementation    of    a    mandatory 
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passive  restraint  rerinireinent.  Experience  with 
the  limited  fpiantities  of  early  passive-restraint- 
equipped  vehicles  can  confirm  in  the  piililic's 
mind  the  value  of  these  systems  prior  to  manda- 
tory production.  Because  of  the  value  of  such  a 
voluntary  phase-in  appioach  to  both  the  manii- 
facturei-  and  tlie  puhlic.  the  Depart iiicnt  antici- 
pates that  the  manufacturers  which  were  parties 
to  the  earlier  demonstration  proi^iam  agreements 
will  continue  their  current  prepai'ations  for  \ol- 
untary  production  of  passive  restraints.  The 
Depai'tmcnt  also  expects  that  other  manufactur- 
ers will  undertake  to  produce  limited  quantities 
prior  to  the  effectivity  of  the  mandate.  The 
Oepaitment  intends  to  vi<roi-onsly  support  the 
efforts  of  manufacturers  to  foster  sales  on  a  \-ol- 
iintary  basis,  both  throiijih  major  public  infor- 
mation pi'ojirams  and  throufrh  efforts  to  encourajre 
their  pui'chase  by  Federal,  other  <rovernment 
a.irencies,  and  private-fleet  users. 

The  Department  also  intends  to  initiate  an 
intensi\e  monitorinji'  profrram  to  oversee  the  im- 
plementation plans  of  both  \ehicle  manufacturers 
and  their  suppliers.  The  jnirpose  of  the  moni- 
torinfi'  [)roj;ram  will  be  not  only  to  confirm  that 
adequate  levels  of  reliability  and  (|uality  are 
bein<r  achieved  in  implementinji'  desifrns  to  com- 
ply with  the  standard,  but  also  to  provide  assur- 
ance to  the  public  that  the  issues  that  lia\i'  been 
raised  on  passive  restraint  reliability  are  beinjr 
resolved  under  the  auspices  of  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation. 

In  addition  to  a  lon<:-  lead  time,  the  Depart- 
ment considers  that  the  mandate  should  be  ac- 
coiMi)lished  in  three  stajies.  with  new  standard- 
and  luxury-size  cars  (a  wheelbase  of  moie  than 
114  inches)  meetin<r  the  reipiirement  on  and  after 
September  1.  lOSl.  new  intermediate-  and  com- 
})act-size  cai's  (a  wheelbase  of  more  than  lOd 
inches)  also  meetinji'  the  re(|uirements  on  and 
after  Sei)tember  1,  lflS2.  and  all  new  passenger 
cars  nicetin<r  the  reciuirement  on  and  after  Sep- 
tember 1.  loss. 

Wheelbase  was  chosen  as  a  measure  to  delineate 
the  phasinjr  re(|uiiements  because  it  is  a  well- 
defined  ([uantity  that  does  not  \ary  si;rnificantly 
within  a  ^iven  car  line.  A\'ith  the  downsizini^-  of 
most  automobiles  made  in  the  United  States, 
wheelbases  are  beinj:'  reduced  by  four  to  six 
inches  on  most  standard-intermediate-  and  com- 


pact-size cars.  As  a  result,  in  the  period  of 
phased  implementation  (the  1982  through  1984 
model  years)  standard-size  cars  will  generally 
have  wheelbases  in  a  range  of  11.")"  to  120". 
intermediate-size  cars  will  have  wheelbases  in  a 
range  of  107"  to  113".  and  compact-cars  will 
generally  ha\e  wheelbases  in  a  range  of  102"  to 
lOS".  Subcompact-size  cars  will  continue  to  have 
wheelbases  below  100". 

The  determination  of  which  car  sizes  to  in- 
clude in  each  year  of  the  phased  implementation 
was  made  in  consideration  of  the  effect  on  each 
manufacturer  and  the  difficulty  involved  in  engi- 
neering passive  restraints  into  each  size  class  of 
automobile.  Because  of  the  extensive  experience 
with  passive  restraints  in  full-size  cars,  and  the 
space  available  in  the  instrument  panels  of  these 
cars  to  receive  air  bag  systems,  this  size  car  was 
deemed  to  be  most  susceptible  to  early  imple- 
mentation. 

The  gradual  phase-in  scliedule  is  intended  to 
permit  manufacturers  to  absorb  the  impact  of 
introducing  passive  restraint  systems  without  un- 
due technological  or  economic  risk  at  the  same 
time  they  undertake  efforts  to  meet  the  challeng- 
ing re([uirements  imposed  by  emissions  and  fuel 
cconomv  standards  for  automobiles  in  the  early 
19S0*s. 

OTHER  COXSIDERATTOXS 

Section  104(b)  of  the  Act  directs  that  the 
Secretary  consult  with  the  National  ilotor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Advisory  Council  on  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards.  The  Council  has  announced  in 
an  April  26.  1977.  letter  to  the  Department  that 
"The  Council  feels  that  the  time  has  come  to 
move  ahead  with  a  fully  passive  restraint  stand- 
ard." The  Council  stated  that  it  was  recom- 
mending passive  protection  in  the  lateral  and 
i-ollover  modes  as  well  as  the  frontal  mode  pro- 
posed by  the  Department.  The  Department 
therefore  will  take  under  consideration  the  Coun- 
cil recommendation,  with  a  view  to  expanding 
the  passive  restraint  reciuirement  as  new  tech- 
nology is  advanced.  The  Coimcil  also  recom- 
mended that  mandatory  seat  belt  use  laws  should 
also  be  promoted  until  the  entire  vehicle  fleet  is 
e<iuipped  with  passive  restraints.  As  noted,  the 
Department  intends  to  encourage  States  to  enact 
such  laws  in  their  jurisdictions. 
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It  is  noted  that  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  supported  the  mandate  of  passive 
restraints,  witli  a  cautionary  note  to  preserve  the 
present  performance  specification  that  permits 
meeting  the  requirement  by  means  of  passive 
belts  as  well  as  inflatable  passive  resti'aints. 

The  United  Auto  "Workers  Union,  which  rep- 
resents the  vast  majority  of  the  workers  whose 
industry  is  aft'ected  by  the  mandate,  lias  also 
advocated  mandatory  passive  restraints  to  the 
Department. 

The  Council  on  AVajic  and  Price  Stability  (the 
Council)  supported  the  mandate  of  passive  re- 
straints, based  on  the  assumptions  that  no  serious 
technical  problems  exist  with  either  the  air  bag 
or  tlie  passive  belt  system  concept  and  that  the 
Department's  cost  estimates  are  substantially  cor- 
rect. The  Coimcil  based  its  support  cm  the  com- 
parative costs  of  achieving  benefits  under  the 
three  approaches,  finding  passive  restraints  to  be 
the  most  cost  effective. 

The  Council  urged  that  passive  belt  systems 
continue  to  be  permitted  as  meeting  the  perform- 
ance requirements  of  the  standard,  because  they 
represent  the  least  costly  pa.ssive  restraint  system 
currently  commercially  available.  Standard  No. 
208  has  always  l)een  and  continues  to  be  a  per- 
formance standard,  and  any  device  that  pro\ides 
the  performance  specified  may  be  used  to  comply 
with  the  standards.  With  regard  to  passive  belt 
systems,  it  is  important  that  they  remain  avail- 
able, particularly  in  the  case  of  smaller-volume 
manufacturers  who  may  not  care  to  provide  air 
bag  type  protection  because  of  its  engineering 
and  tooling  costs  relative  to  production  volume. 

In  accordance  with  S  102(2)  (C)  of  the  Na- 
tional Environmental  Policy  Act  of  196!)  (42 
U.S.C.  -1332(2)  ((^)).  as  implemented  by  Execu- 
tive Order  11514  (3  CFK,  1966-1970  Comp..  p. 
902)  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
Guidelines  of  April  23,  1971  (36  FR  7724),  the 
Department  has  carefully  considei'ed  all  environ- 
mental aspects  of  its  three  proposed  approaches. 
A  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  was  pui)lished  March  2."),  1977,  and  com- 
ments have  been  leceived  and  analyzed.  The 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FP]IS) 
is  released  todav.     Petitions  for  leconsidei-ation 


based  on  issues  and  information  raised  in  the 
FEIS  nuiy  be  filed  for  the  next  30  days  (49  CFR 
Part  .553.35). 

There  was  substantial  agreement  by  comment- 
ers  with  the  agency's  conclusions  about  impacts 
on  the  consumption  of  additional  natural  i-e- 
sources,  the  generation  of  pollutants  in  the  manu- 
facturing process  and  in  transporting  the  system 
throughout  the  vehicle's  life,  and  on  solid  M'aste 
disposal  problems.  In  response  to  the  connnents 
of  General  Motors  and  others  on  the  DEIS,  sev- 
eral estimates  were  revised.  In  the  Department's 
view,  the  two  most  significant  consequences  of 
a  passive  restraint  mandate  are  the  use  of  large 
amounts  of  sodium  azide  as  the  generatoi-  of  gas 
for  air  bags,  and  the  increased  consumption  of 
petroleum  fuel  by  automobiles  because  of  the 
added  weight  of  air  bags. 

Sodium  azide  is  a  substance  that  is  toxic  and 
that  can  burn  extremely  rapidly.  The  agency  is 
satisfied  that  the  material  can  be  used  safety  both 
in  an  industrial  setting  and  in  motor  vehicles 
during  its  lifetime,  due  to  inaccessibility  and 
strength  of  the  sealed  canisters  in  which  it  is 
packed.  The  problem  is  to  assure  a  proper  means 
of  disposal.  Junked  vehicles  that  are  shredded 
have  batteries  and  gas  tanks  removed  routinely, 
and  the  aii'  bag  could  be  easily  deployed  by  an 
electric  charge  at  the  same  time.  A  hazard  re- 
mains. howe\-er,  for  those  vehicles  that  are  simply 
abandoned.  However,  the  agency  judges  that  the 
chemical's  relative  inaccessibility  will  discourage 
attempts  to  tamper  with  it.  The  proportion  of 
abandoned  cars  is  less  than  15  percent  of  those 
manufactured.  The  Department  will  work  with 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  develop 
appiopriate  ccmtrols  for  the  disposal  of  air  bag 
systems  employing  sodium  azide. 

The  additional  weight  of  inflatable  passive  le- 
straints  was  judged  to  increase  the  annual  con- 
sumption of  fuel  by  automobiles  by  0.71  percent 
(about  521  million  gallons  annually).  A\'hile  this 
increase  is  not  insignificant,  the  Department  be- 
lieves that  it  is  fully  justified  by  the  prospective 
societal  benefits  of  passive  restraints.  The  De- 
l)artment  took  full  account  of  the  impact  of  a 
passive  restraint  standard  in  its  recent  proceed- 
ing to  set  fuel  economy  standards  for  1981-1984 
passenger  automobiles. 


PART  571;  S  208— PRE  96 


Effective:    September    1,    1981 


In  accordance  with  Department  policy  encoui- 
ajrin":  adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of 
lepulatory  action  (41  FR  16200,  April  16.  1976). 
the  Department  has  evaluated  the  economic  and 
other  consequences  of  this  amendment  on  the 
public  and  private  sectors.  The  hasic  evaluation 
is  contained  in  a  document  ("Supplemental  In- 
flation Impact  Evaluation"')  that  was  developed 
in  conjunction  with  the  Depaitment's  June  1976 
proposal  of  mandatory  passive  restraints.  That 
evaluation  has  been  reviewed  and  a  supplement 
to  it  represents  the  Depai'tment's  position  on  the 
effect  of  this  i'ulemakin<r  on  the  nation's  economy. 

The  standard,  as  set  forth  below,  allows  manu- 
facturers two  options  for  compliance.  First,  a 
manufacture!'  may  provide  passive  occupant 
crash  protection  in  frontal  modes  only.  If  this 
option  is  chosen,  the  manufacturer  must  also  pro- 
vide lap  belts  at  all  seatin<r  positions  in  the  auto- 
mobile. The  lap  belts  are  provided  to  <:ive  crash 
protection  in  side  and  rollover  crashes,  and  have 
a  demonstrated  effectiveness  in  these  crash  modes. 

A  second  option  for  manufactuiers  is  to  prf)- 
vide  full  passive  protection  for  front  seat  occu- 
pants in  three  crash  modes:  frontal,  side  and 
rollover.  If  a  manufacturei-  can  achieve  this 
performance,  it  would  not  ]ia\e  to  provide  seat 
belts  in  the  front  seat.  Under  this  option,  lap 
belts  would  continue  to  be  re(|uired  for  all  rear 
seatini;'  positions. 

The  Department  has  found  that  use  of  any 
seat  l)elt  installed  in  accordance  with  the  stand- 
ard is  necessary  to  enhance  the  safety  of  vehicle 
occupants.  Thus,  the  Department  continues  to 
advocate  the  use  of  all  seat  belts  installed  at  all 
seating;'  positions  in  motor  vehicles.  rej:ardless  of 
whether  the  vehicle  is  also  equipped  with  passive 
restraints. 

In  consideration  of  the  forefi()in<r.  Staiulard 
Xo.  208  (49  (^FK  .-.71.208)  is  amended.  .  .  . 


E^ecfire  rhitr  fitfling :  Under  §  125  of  the  Act. 
an  amendment  of  Standard  Xo.  208  that  specifies 
occupant  restraint  other  than  belt  systems  shall 
not  become  effective  under  any  ciicumstances 
until  the  expiration  of  the  60-day  review  period 
provided  for  by  Con<rress  under  that  section 
"unless  the  standard  specifies  a  later  date."  Sec- 
tion 125  also  provides  that  the  standard  does  not 
become  effective  at  all  if  a  concurrent  resolution 
of  disapproval  is  passed  by  Congress  during  the 
leview  period.  The  Department's  view  of  this 
section  is  that  a  "later  date"  can  be  established 
at  the  time  of  promulcration  of  the  rule,  subject 
to  the  possibility  of  reversal  by  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

The  amendment  is  therefore  issued,  to  become 
effective  beginning  September  1.  1981.  for  those 
passenger  cars  first  subject  to  the  new  recpiire- 
ments.  The  reasons  underlying  the  effective 
dates  set  forth  in  the  standard  have  been  dis- 
cussed above.  The  establishment  of  the  effective 
dates  is  accomplished  at  this  time  to  provide  the 
ma.ximuin  time  available  for  preparations  to  meet 
the  requirements.  The  Congressional  review 
period  will  lie  completed  prior  to  the  conunitment 
of  significant  new  resources  by  manufacturers  to 
meet  the  upcoming  requirements  of  the  standard. 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  princii)ally 
responsil)le  for  the  development  of  this  ndemak- 
ing  document  are  Cail  X'ash  and  Tad  Herlihy. 
res[)ectively. 

(Sees.  103.  119.  Pub.  L.  89-563.  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392.  1407)) 

Issued  on  June  30.  1977. 

Brock  Adams 

Secretary  of  Tiansportation 

42   F.R.   34299 
July   5,    1977 


PART  571;  S  208— PRE  97-98 


II 


i 


i 


Effective:   November   13,    1978 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   208 

Occupant  Restraint  Systems 

(Docket  No.  74-14;   Notice    14) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Safety 
Standard  No.  208,  Occu-pant  Crash  Protection, 
to  provide  for  the  optional  use  l)y  motor  vehicle 
manufacturers  of  alternatives  to  latches  for  re- 
leasing occupants  from  passive  seat  belt  systems 
in  emergencies  and  to  allow  means  other  than 
push  buttons  to  operate  the  emergency  release 
mechanisms  of  passive  belt  systems.  The  amend- 
ment is  based  on  a  proposal  issued  in  response 
to  a  petition  fi'om  General  Motors  Corporation 
to  allow  manufacturers  greater  latitude  in  de- 
signing emergency  release  mechanisms  for  pas- 
sive belt  system.  The  amendment  will  allow 
manufacturers  to  experiment  with  various  emer- 
gency release  mechanisms  aimed  at  encouraging 
passive  belt  use  by  motorists,  prior  to  the  effec- 
tive date  of  passive  restraint  requirements  speci- 
fied in  this  standard. 

Effective  date :  date  of  publication. 

Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice  number 
and  be  submitted  to: 

Docket  Section,  Room  5108 — Nassif  Build- 
ing, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  "Washington, 
D.C.  20590. 
For  further  information  contact: 

Guy  Hunter,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ards, National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C.  20590 
(202-426-2265). 

Supplementary  information :  Safety  Standard 
No.  208,  49  CFR  571.208,  currently  specifies  that 
a  seat  belt  assembly  installed  in  a  passenger  car 
shall  have  a  latch  mechanism  that  releases  at  a 
single  point  by  push-button  action.  General 
Motors  petitioned  for  relief  from  this  require- 
ment for  passive  belts,  following  the  issuance 
of  the  final  rale  requiring  passenger  cars  to  be 
equipped  with  passive  restraints  (air  bags,  pas- 


sive belts  or  other  means  of  passive,  i.e.,  auto- 
matic, protection)  (42  F.R.  34289;  July  5,  1977). 
The  petition  described  a  "spool  release"  design 
General  Motors  would  like  to  use  on  one  of  its 
l^assive  belt  systems.  The  system  would  include 
a  shoulder  belt  that  would  not  detach  at  either 
end.  Rather,  the  design  would  allow  the  belt 
to  "play  out"  or  unwind  from  the  retractor  in 
an  emergency,  allowing  sufficient  slack  for  the 
door  to  be  opened  and  the  occupant  to  exit  from 
the  vehicle.  The  purpose  of  such  a  "spool  re- 
lease" design  is  to  minimize  the  disconnection  of 
the  passive  belt  system  by  motorists.  Under  the 
current  latch  mechanism  and  push-button  require- 
ments for  belts,  a  passive  belt  system  could  be 
easily  disconnected  by  a  buckle  release  identical 
to  buckles  on  current  activ-e  belt  systems  (i.e., 
belts  that  motorists  must  manually  put  into 
place).  As  long  as  the  belt  remains  disconnected, 
the  "passivity"  of  the  system  would  be  destroyed 
for  future  use. 

In  response  to  the  GM  petition,  the  NHTSA 
issued  a  proposal  to  amend  Standard  208  to 
allow  alternative  release  mechansims  for  passive 
belts  (43  F.R.  21912,  May  22,  1978).  As  noted 
in  that  proposal,  the  NHTSA  is  very  concerned 
about  the  usage  rate  of  passive  belts  by  motorists 
since  it  appears  that  there  may  be  many  new 
cars  in  the  1980's  equipped  with  these  systems. 
If  motorists  who  would  prefer  air  bags  in  a 
particular  car  line  can  only  obtain  passive  belts 
from  the  manufacturer,  the  defeat  rate  of  the 
belts  could  be  high.  The  agency  is,  therefore, 
interested  in  fostering  any  passive  belt  design 
that  is  effective  and  that  minimizes  the  rate  of 
disconnection.  The  notice  pointed  out,  however, 
that  there  are  other  factors  to  be  considered  in 
the  proposed  change. 

The  original  purpose  of  the  latch  mechanism 
and   push-button   requirements  of  Standard  208 
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was  to  ensure  uniformity  of  buckle  design  for 
the  purpose  of  facilitating  routine  fastening  and 
unfastening  of  active  belts,  encouraging  belt  use 
by  making  tlie  belts  as  convenient  as  possible  and 
facilitating  the  exiting  of  vehicle  occupants  in 
emergency  situations.  Since  the  proposed  amend- 
ment would  allow  various  types  of  release 
mechanisms,  the  agency  was  concerned  that  the 
resulting  nonuniformity  might  have  adverse  con- 
sequences in  emergency  egress  situations  from 
passive  belts.  In  order  to  examine  the  implica- 
tions of  the  General  Motors  petition  thoroughly, 
tlie  proposal  sought  public  comments  on  four 
specific  questions  concerning  the  efficacy  and  ad- 
visability of  allowing  alternative  mechanisms  to 
latches  for  passive  belt  systems.  The  four  ques- 
tions were  as  follows: 

(1)  "How  should  the  NHTSA  or  the  vehicle 
manufacturers  monitor  the  efficacy  of  and  public 
reaction  to  various  systems  for  discouraging  dis- 
connection of  passive  belts  (such  as  the  latch 
mechanism  with  a  4-  to  8-second  audible/visible 
warning  system  that  operates  if  the  belt  is  not 
connected  when  the  ignition  is  turned  on,  a  latch 
mechanism  with  additional  warning  or  interlock 
systems  voluntarily  installed  by  a  vehicle  manu- 
facturer, or  a  lever  operated  spool  release  as  re- 
quested by  General  Motors  ?" 

(2)  "Are  there  safety  or  other  considerations 
that  would  make  it  inadvisable  to  allow  the  spool 
release  at  this  time  as  an  option  to  vehicle  manu- 
facturers which  install  passive  belts?" 

(3)  "Compared  with  a  passive  belt  system 
equipped  with  the  currently  required  latch  mech- 
anism, would  a  passive  belt  system  equipped  with 
a  spool  release  whose  actuation  lever  is  located 
between  the  seats  have  substantial  disadvantages 
for  emergency  exit  or  extraction  from  a  vehicle 
that  would  offset  any  possible  increase  in  usage 
in  the  passive  belts?" 

(4)  "If  the  NHTSA  decides  to  permit  the  use 
of  alternative  occupant  release  mechanisms, 
should  such  use  be  permitted  indefinitely  or  only 
for  a  finite  period,  e.g.,  several  years,  to  allow 
field  testing  of  the  various  systems?  If  a  finite 
period  were  to  be  established,  when  should  it 
begin  and  end?" 

All  fifteen  comments  to  the  May  22,  1978,  notice 
supported  the  intent  of  the  proposed  change  to 
allow  alternative  release  mechanisms  for  passive 


belts.  Most  commenters  agreed  that  a  nonsepa- 
rable  passive  belt  should  discourage  disconnection 
bv  motorists  and  that  this  should  be  friven  higher 
priority  consideration  than  possible  adverse 
effects  such  a  belt  might  have  on  emergency  oc- 
cupant egress.  Volkswagen  did  express  some 
concern  that  the  benefits  achieved  by  increased 
belt  usage  might  be  somewhat  offset  if  problems 
with  emergency  exiting  arise,  but  agreed  that 
more  flexibility  in  passive  belt  design  should  be 
allowed  to  encourage  belt  use. 

Volkswagen  urged  the  use  of  the  passive  belt 
system  utilized  on  its  Deluxe  Rabbit — a  push- 
button release  latch  mechanism  guarded  by  an 
ignition  interlock.  The  company  stated  that  this 
type  system  is  simple  and  works  well  in  emer- 
gency situations  regardless  of  the  condition  of 
the  retractor  or  the  positioning  of  the  webbing 
(potential  problems  of  a  "spool  release"  type 
design).  Volkswagen  point-ed  out  that  a  system 
that  is  too  complex  will  require  close  monitoring 
to  ensure  effectiveness. 

While  the  Volkswagen  system  has  shown  high 
use  rates  in  the  field,  there  is  a  possibility  that 
widespread  use  of  this  type  system  could  lead 
to  adverse  public  reaction  because  of  the  inter- 
lock feature.  As  pointed  out  by  the  Alliance  of 
American  Insurers  in  its  support  of  the  proposed 
amendment,  there  could  be  a  second  public  "back- 
lash" from  a  return  to  the  use  of  starter  inter- 
locks, even  if  placed  on  the  vehicle  voluntiirily 
by  the  manufacturer.  Alliance  stated  that  the 
"spool  release"  system  proposed  by  General 
Motors  should  be  preferable  to  the  interlock  from 
a  public  acceptance  standpoint. 

The  Center  for  Auto  Safety  and  the  Prudential 
Property  and  Casualty  Insurance  Company  both 
commented  that  "spool  release"  type  mechanisms 
should  be  self-restoring  to  ensure  that  in  sub- 
sequent uses  of  the  veliicle  the  passive  belt  is 
ready  to  provide  the  automatic  protection  for 
whicli  it  was  designed.  The  self-restoring  feature 
would  automatically  retract  the  belt  after  the 
manual  release  has  been  activated  to  allow  the 
belt  to  "play-out."  The  NHTSA  believes  that 
both  self-storing  "spool  release"  designs  and 
manual  restoration  designs  have  distinct  ad- 
vantages. The  automatic  restoration  does  not 
require  tlie  vehicle  user  to  have  any  knowledge 
of  the  system  to  reactivate  the  passive  belt.    How- 
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ever,  a  manual  restoration  design  would  be  less 
complex  and  would  probably  be  more  reliable. 
The  manual  design  could  be  coupled  with  audible 
and  visible  warnings  to  indicate  when  tlie  lock- 
up portion  of  the  retractor  is  inoperative.  The 
amendment  set  forth  in  this  notice  allows  both 
types  of  restoration  systems  for  "spool  release" 
passive  belt  designs. 

The  majority  of  commenters  argued  that  the 
l)roposed  amendment  should  be  effective  indefin- 
itely, and  not  merely  during  the  interim  period 
until  the  passive  restraint  requirements  become 
effective.  The  comments  stated  that  manufac- 
turers sliould  be  given  the.  greatest  possible  design 
latitude  to  encourage  the  early  introduction  of 
innovative  passive  belt  systems  that  are  designed 
to  minimize  disconnection  by  motorists.  The  in- 
dustry noted  that  manufacturers  will  be  hesitant 
to  initiate  sucli  new  programs  and  passive  belt 
designs  if  altei'native  release  designs  are  allowed 
only  for  an  interim  period.  Further,  the  com- 
menters stated  that  an  interim  rule  would  not 
allow  time  for  an  adequate  examination  of  the 
effectiveness  of  the  various  new  designs  that 
might  be  developed.  The  agency  has  concluded 
that  these  arguments  have  merit.  Accordingly, 
this  amendment  is  effective  indefinitely. 

Several  comments  stated  that  the  new  passive 
belt  designs  should  be  standardized,  so  that  the 
public  will  understand  their  use  and  problems 
of  emergency  occupant  egress  will  be  minimized. 
AVliile  the  agency  agrees  that  uniformity  in  re- 
lease design  is  advantageous,  it  is  not  practical 
to  standardize  systems  that  are  only  in  the  de- 
velopment stage.  Further,  if  manufacturers  are 
not  given  latitude  in  their  passive  V)elt  designs, 
the  purpose  of  tliis  amendment  would  be  defeated. 
It  is  unclear  at  this  time  which  passive  belt  sys- 
tems will  1)0  the  most  effective  in  encouraging 
belt  use  and  at  the  same  time  be  accepted  by  the 
public.  The  agency  will,  of  course,  monitor  all 
new  passive  belt  systems  as  closely  as  possible, 
and  efforts  to  standardize  systems  could  be  made 
in  the  future. 

Ford  Motor  Company  commented  that  the  re- 
vision of  Standard  Xo.  20S  as  requested  in  the 
General  Motors  petition  would  provide  greater 
latitude  than  presently  exists.  Ijut  tliat  the  re- 
quested wording  is  restrictive  in  that  it  would 
inhibit  the   development  of   methods  of   i-elease 


other  than  those  specifically  related  to  the  re- 
tractor. Ford  requested  that  the  proposed  revi- 
sion include  language  permitting  manufacturers 
the  greatest  possible  design  latitude.  The  agency 
emphasized  in  the  previous  notice  that  the  pro- 
posal was  tentative  as  to  the  language  and  sub- 
stance of  an  amendment  that  might  be  adopted 
in  response  to  the  General  Motors  petition. 
Accordingly,  this  amendment  is  broader  than  that 
proposed  in  the  General  Motors  petition  and  does 
not  limit  the  types  of  passive  belt  designs  that 
may  be  developed. 

In  order  to  ensure  that  vehicle  occupants  are 
aware  if  their  passive  belts  are  inoperable  because 
a  release  mechanism  has  been  activated,  this 
amendment  specifies  that  the  warning  light, 
"Fasten  Belt,"  remain  illuminated  until  the  belt 
latch  mechanism  has  been  fastened  or  the  release 
mechanism  has  been  deactivated.  This  warning 
light  of  indefinite  duration  is  in  addition  to  the 
i-  to  8-second  audible  warning  signal  currently 
required  by  the  standard.  The  agency  believes 
a  continuous  warning  light  is  essential,  since  this 
amendment  will  allow  various  types  of  un- 
familiar release  systems  for  passive  belts. 

In  summary,  the  agency  has  concluded  that 
manufacturers  should  be  given  considerable  lati- 
tude in  designing  emergency  release  mechanisms 
for  passive  belt  systems.  This  will  permit  the 
development  of  innovative  systems  aimed  at 
limiting  passive  belt  disconnection  by  motorists. 
Otherwise,  the  use  rate  of  passive  belt  systems 
could  be  as  low  as  the  current  use  rate  for  active 
belt  systems.  This  amendment  will  allow  manu- 
facturers to  experiment  with  various  passive  belt 
designs  before  the  effective  date  of  the  passive 
restraint  requirements  and  determine  which  de- 
signs are  the  most  effective  and  at  the  same  time 
acceptable  to  the  public. 

The  agency  does  not  believe  that  the  use  of 
alternative  release  mechanisms  will  cause  serious 
occupant  egress  problems  if  manufacturers  take 
precautions  to  instruct  vehicle  owners  how  the 
systems  work  through  the  owner's  manual  and 
tlirough  their  dealers.  While  uniformity  in 
release  mechanisms  is  certainly  important  for 
purposes  of  emergency  occupant  egress,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  this  consideration  is 
at  least  temporarily  outweighed  by  the  impor- 
tance of  ensuring  passive  belts  are  not  discon- 
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nected.     The  agency  will,  however,  monitor  all  In  consideration  of  the  above,  Standard  No      1^ 

new  passive  belt  designs  to  assure  that  the  release  208   (49  CFR  571.208)  is  amended                              ii 

mechanisms  are  simple  to  understand   and   op-  /o       mo    i,n  t,  ,    t    „                   '  '  '                     M 

erate.    If  the  methods  of  operation  of  the  various  ,,  ^^^%!,'''  VivT"^' ,  "  ''"''''  ''  ^'^'-  '''  ^''      !^ 

release  mechanisms  are  self-evident,  the  problem  '        ^'  f'^legation  of  authority  at  49 

of  lack  of  uniformity  in  design  will  be  less  im-  ^^^  ^'^^'^ 

portant  in  terms  of  emergency  occupant  egress.  Issued  on  November  1,  1978. 

The  agency  has  concluded  that  this  amendment 

will  have  no  adverse  economic  or  environmental  Joan  Claybrook 

impacts.  Administrator 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 

for  the  development  of  this  rule  are  Guy  Hunter  43  F  r    53493  52494 

and  Hugh  Gates,  respectively.  November  13,   1978 
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48  months  of  lead  time  is  justified.  This  is  par- 
ticularly true  for  smaller-volume  manufacturers 
who  have  done  little  passive  restraint  develop- 
ment work  and  are  only  now  studying  specific 
designs  for  their  1982  and  1983  model  year 
products. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  lead  time  author- 
ized is  required  by  tlie  facts  and  circumstances 
presented  in  this  particular  and  complex  rule- 
making and  in  no  way  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
precedent  for  the  calculation  of  lead  time  in  any 
other  standard  which  may  later  be  promulgated 
by  the  agency. 

The  Center  also  advocated  that  the  changes 
necessary  to  install  passive  restraints  should  oc- 
cur at  the  same  time  instead  of  being  phased-in 
over  three  years.  The  Center  suggested  that  ac- 
commodation of  the  manufacturers'  preferences, 
specifically  their  plans  to  meet  future  emissions 
and  fuel  economy  requirements,  had  dictated  the 
3-phase  implementation.  This  is  not  the  case. 
The  major  vehicle  redesign  and  retooling  for 
materials  conservation,  fuel  economy,  and  emis- 
sions that  has  Ise^n  and  will  occur  through  the 
early  1980's  must  be  considered  in  reaching  any 
determination  about  the  technical  and  economic 
feasibility  of  automotive  regulatory  actions  of 
DOT.  A  thorough  evaluation  of  the  consequences 
of  this  passive  restraint  decision  requires  no  less. 

However,  the  requirements  for  improved  occu- 
pant restraints  were  not  subordinated  to  the 
attainment  of  fuel  economy  or  emissions  require- 
ments. The  preamble  to  DOT's  fuel  economy 
rulemaking  makes  clear  that  downward  adjust- 
ment in  the  fuel  economy  levels  was  made  to 
accommodate  the  weight  of  passive  restraints. 
As  earlier  explained,  a  4-year  lead  time  was 
judged  to  be  reasonable  and  appropriate  to  assure 
that  a  satisfactory  product  could  be  developed 
by  most  manufacturers  in  the  United  States 
market  for  most  of  their  products. 

The  decision  to  require  only  a  portion  of  pro- 
duction to  comply  in  the  first  year  further  rec- 
ognizes the  limit  on  the  available  tooling  industiy 
capacity  to  accomplish  major  changes,  and  the 
demands  this  industry  will  face  within  the  next 
several  years  because  of  an  unprecedented  com- 
bination of  regidatoiT  requirements  and  commer- 
cial   pressures.      A    manufacturer    with    several 


vehicle  offering  s  ordinarily  undertakes  major 
product  changes  in  only  a  portion  of  its  produc- 
tion at  one  time.  Assuming  a  4-year  cycle  within 
the  industry  for  substantial  changes,  for  example, 
it  is  evident  that  only  about  one-fourth  of  the 
engineering  and  tooling  capacity  resources  neces- 
sary to  change  the  entire  production  are  in  place 
and  available  for  use  in  any  one  year.  The  lead 
times  provided  are  based  on  reasonable  utilization 
of  available  tooling  and  the  objective  that  reliable 
and  effective  passive  restraint  systems  be  devel- 
oped. 

The  longer  lead  time  allowed  for  smaller  cars 
is  also  intended  to  provide  the  alternatives  to 
small-car  manufacturers  for  the  installation  of 
air  bag  systems  in  lieu  of  tlie  simpler  jiassive  belt 
systems.  The  development  of  either  type  of  oc- 
cupant crash  protection  for  smaller  cai-s  presents 
a  greater  engineering  challenge  than  for  large 
cars,  and  some  makers  of  smaller  cars  have  sig- 
nificantly smaller  engineering  resources  than  do 
the  makers  of  the  majority  of  larger  cars.  The 
Department  intended  to  provide  sufficient  lead 
time  so  that  the  most  effective  designs  can  be 
fully  considered  and  tested  before  production 
decisions  must  be  reached.  The  agency  considers 
that  its  analysis,  reported  in  the  "Explanation 
of  Rule  Making  Action."  provides  ample  justifi- 
cation for  a  phase-in  as  the  practicable  approach 
to  meeting  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety  in 
upgrading  automobile  occupant  crash  protection. 

The  Center  argued  that  a  phase-in  of  require- 
ments in  stages  that  distinguish  among  vehicles 
on  the  basis  of  a  design  chaiacteristic  (wheelbase 
length)  is  not  authorized  by  the  Act.  The  Cen- 
ter argued  that  "type"  distinction  does  not  in- 
clude wlieelbase  distinctions.  The  Center  also 
asserts  that  the  DOT  believes  it  lias  only  "across- 
the-board"'  authority  to  implement  standards,  and 
that  Congress  acquiesed  in  this  view  by  not  pro- 
viding DOT  additional  phase-in  autliority  in  the 
1974  amendments  to  the  Act. 

The  Department  has  repeatedly  utilized  "type" 
distinctions  based  on  design  in  carrying  out  the 
Act.  The  basic  vehicle  type  distinctions  used  to 
distinguish  the  phasing  of  requirements  among 
passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
and  light  trucks  are  not  expressly  authorized  by 
the  Act.     DOT  established  the  distinction  to  ra- 


PART  571;  S  208-PRE  103 


tionally  implement  the  Act.  Tlie  wheelbase  dis- 
tinction has  been  used  in  the  bumper  safety 
standard  No.  215,  Exterior  Protection,  to  imple- 
ment upgraded  requirements  as  expeditiously  as 
possible.  This  rep;ular  practice  contradicts  the 
assertion  that  DOT  itself  believes  it  has  "across- 
the-board"  authority  only.  The  DOT  1974  re- 
quest for  "percentage  of  production"  phase-in 
authority  in  no  way  applies  to  the  question  of 
phase-in  authority  based  on  design  distinctions 
such  as  wheelbase  length,  weight,  or  chassis  type, 
that  the  Department  already  had. 

Congress  has  in  fact  implicitly  approved 
phase-in  based  on  design  distinction  by  its  1974 
ratification  of  Standard  No.  301-75,  Fuel  iSystem 
Integrity,  in  a  form  that  contains  a  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  (GVWE)  phase-in  criterion.  Such 
design  distinctions  have  been  relied  on  by  DOT 
and  acquiesed  in  by  Congress,  the  industry,  and 
the  public  since  the  Act's  inception. 

Finally,  the  agency  does  not  agree  that  the 
legislative  history  cited  by  the  Center  supports 
the  proposition  that  phase-ins  are  illegal.  The 
quoted  statement  by  Senator  Magnuson  states 
that  standards  will  apply  to  every  vehicle,  but 
does  not  address  the  question  of  when  they  would. 
The  refusal  by  Congress  to  authorize  phase-in 
by  "customary  model  change"  criteria  in  no  way 
excludes  tlie  autiiority  to  phase-in  by  design  dis- 
tinction. The  Senate  Kepoil  language  addresses 
particular  vehicle  changes  that  take  more  than  a 
year  to  implement,  and  simply  notes  tliat  the 
DOT  is  authorized  to  set  later  dates  for  those 
changes.  This  passage  does  not  address  the  ques- 
tion of  later  dates  for  a  particular  category  of 
vehicle. 

The  Center  asserted  that  inadequate  notice  of 
the  implementation  schedule  had  been  provided 
by  the  Department,  liecause  the  September  1981 
tlate  was  adopted  in  place  of  the  proposed  1980 
date,  and  because  the  wheelbase  phase-in  was 
adopted  in  place  of  the  proposed  phase-in  by 
occupant  position.  AVhile  conceding  that  "every 
precise  change  ultimately  adopted  need  not  be 
published",  the  Center  believed  that  inadequate 
opportunity  was  made  available  to  tlie  public  to 
address  the  implementation  scheilule. 

The  Department  lias  fully  considered  the  Cen- 
ter's objection  in  tiie  liglit  of  its  pul)lic  notices. 


hearings,  and  the  rulemaking  record  on  Standard 
208.  The  cjuestion  is  whether  the  pul)lic  has  had 
sufficient  notice  of  the  issue  (the  timing  of  man- 
datory passive  restraint  installation).  As  a  gen- 
eral matter,  some  changes  from  the  proposal  are 
inherent  in  the  notice  and  comment  process  so 
that  the  nilemaker  can  benefit  from  comments 
and  modify  the  inilemaking  without  having  to 
repropose  every  time  new  information  is  learned. 
In  this  case,  the  notice  proposed  a  timing 
schedule,  and  the  notice  indicated  that  the  im- 
plementation was  tentative,  even  suggesting  a 
phase-in  at  occupant  positions  as  an  alternative 
timing  approach.  The  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  descril^ed  phase-in  alternatives, 
and  many  parties  in  their  written  and  oral  com- 
ments raised  the  issue  of  the  timing  for  the 
mandate.  The  Center  itself  commented  on  tim- 
ing which  demonstrates  that  they  were  sufficiently 
aware  of  the  issue  to  comment  on  it. 

Implementation  of  the  Standard 

An  important  element  in  implementing  the 
passive  restraint  requirements  is  to  ensure  that 
they  are  introduced  in  significant  numbers  prior 
to  the  time  they  are  required  by  mandate.  While 
passive  belt  systems  are  already  in  use  in  sub- 
stantial numbers  on  the  Volkswagen  Rabbit 
(about  80,000  cars),  relatively  few  air  bag  sys- 
tems are  in  highway  service.  The  two  major 
reasons  to  have  passive  restraints  voluntarily 
produced  prior  to  the  mandate  are  to  familiarize 
the  public  with  passive  restraint  technology  and 
to  work  out  early  problems  in  production  systems 
that  could  interfere  with  orderly  implementation 
of  the  mandate  and  jeopardize  success  of  the 
program. 

The  Department  is  taking  steps  to  provide  for 
voluntary  early  introduction.  In  addition  to 
^'olkswagen.  GM  and  Ford  have  indicated  plans 
to  introduce  passive  belts  as  an  option  as  early 
as  tlie  1979  and  1980  model  years,  respectively. 
Ford  and  G^I  have  also  announced  the  intention 
of  making  an  air  bag  option  available  in  one  or 
more  models  in  the  1981  motlel  year,  one  year 
before  the  mandate.  The  Department  commends 
this  initiative  and  is  encouraging  these  companies 
to  expand  this  commitment  to  introduce  air  bags 
\()luntarilv  in  the  19,s()  model  vear  and  in  other 


PART  571;  S  208-PRE  104 


than  full-size  cars.  The,  Department  will  con- 
tinue to  monitor  the  performance  of  voluntarily 
introduced  systems,  both  air  bags  and  passive 
belts,  as  it  has  to  date. 

In  support  of  manufacturers"  efforts  to  market 
air  bags  earlier  than  the  mandate,  the  Depart- 
ment has  contacted  the  General  Services  Admin- 
istration, State  and  local  govermnent  operators 
of  fleet  vehicles,  the  insurance  companies,  rental 
fleet  owners,  taxi  operators,  and  other  institutional 
users  of  passenger  cars  to  encourage  the  purchase 
of  air  bag  cars.  This  is  the  most  direct  induce- 
ment to  the  manufacturers  to  make  air  bags 
available  earlier  than  the  initial  September  1981 
effective  date.  Complementary  activities  to  assist 
the  early  introduction  of  the  systems  are:  (1)  a 
DOT  public  education  campaign  that  is  already 
underway  throughout  the  country,  (2)  monitor- 
ing component  and  vehicle  manufacturers'  im- 
plementation programs  to  assure  proper  attention 
is  given  to  cost,  reliability,  and  effectiveness,  and 
(3)  continued  research,  development,  and  eAalua- 
tion  of  passive  restraint  systems  to  insure  that 
the  best  overall  passive  restraint  technology  is 
av^ailable  to  manufacturers  and  the  public,  both 
now  and  in  the  future. 

Other  Issues 

The  Pacific  Legal  Foundation  filed  a  petition 
for  review  of  the  rule  in  the  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  District  of  Columbia.  It  then  asked  the 
Department  to  stay  the  effective  date  of  the  rule 
for  a  period  of  time  equal  to  the  length  of  ju- 
dicial review. 

The  Foundation,  in  its  application  for  a  stay, 
listed  in  genei'al  terms  a  number  of  items  it  said 
the  Department  failed  to  consider  or  evaluate 
appropriately.  The  Department  did,  however, 
review  and  assess  all  of  those  items  before  an- 
nouncing the  rule.  It  discussed  many  of  them 
extensively  in  the  preamble  to  the  rule  and  the 
accompanying  "Explanation  of  Rule  Making 
Action".  Upon  receiving  the  application  for  a 
stay  the  Department  reconsidered  all  of  those 
items  and  it  finds  that  the  Pacific  Legal  Founda- 
tion's list  of  objections  has  no  merit. 

The  Foundation  argued  that  the  Department 
should  stay  the  rule  pending  judicial  review 
because  manufacturers  will  make  capital  ex- 
penditures  preparing   to  comply   with   tiie   rule 


in  mcKlel  year  1982  and  if  the  Court  then  over- 
turns the  rule,  manufacturers  may  abandon  the 
passive  restraint  progi'am  and  pass  on  these 
preparation  expenses  to  new  car  buyers.  The 
Foundation  thus  asks  the  Department  to  balance 
a  possible  loss  of  a  relatively  small  amount  of 
money  against  a  certain  loss  of  lives  and  increase 
in  injuries.  The  Department  does  not  know 
how  nuich  time  the  Court  will  need  to  review 
the  rule,  but  each  year's  continuance  of  the  rule 
will  add  only  a  few  dollars  to  the  price  of  a  new 
car  while  each  year's  delay  of  the  rule  will 
ultimately  cost  the  public  thousands  of  prevent- 
able fatalities  antl  many  more  thousands  of  pre- 
ventable serious  injuries.  The  potential  harm 
the  Pacific  Legal  Foundation  seeks  to  avoid 
through  a  stay  is  trival  compared  to  the  cost  of 
a  stay  in  lives  that  cannot  be  restored,  injui-y 
that  cannot  be  repaired,  and  suffering  that  can- 
not be  erased.  This  rule  has  already  remained 
unresolved  for  too  long.  The  Department  denies 
Pacific  Legal  Foundation's  application  for  a  stay. 

Some  manufacturers  repeated  many  of  their 
earlier  objections,  all  of  which  were  extensively 
addressed  in  the  preamble  that  accompanied  the 
decision  and  the  supplementary  "Explanation 
of  Rule  Making  Action".  Not  only  were  these 
issues  fully  ventilated  in  the  rulemaking  action, 
but  they  were  also  extensively  treated  in  the 
hearings  and  subsequent  reports  of  the  Senate 
and  House  Commerce  Committees  as  a  part  of 
their  review  of  the  standard.  The  Department 
does  not  consider  repetitious  petitions  as  a  part, 
of  the  reconsideration  process  (49  CFR  §553.21) 
and  accordingly  denies  them. 

One  new  issue  raised  was  Ford's  complaint 
that  the  XHTSA  response  on  test  dummy  ob- 
jectivity had  misinterpreted  Ford  data  on  testing 
conducted  in  1973.  While  the  Ford  dummy  test 
program  performetl  in  1073  may  have  been  an 
anibitious  attempt  to  investigate  all  of  the  var- 
iables ui\olved  in  a  vehicle  crash  test,  subse- 
(juent  development  and  test  programs  to  reduce 
sources  of  test  variability  have  made  the  Ford 
test  series  obsolete.  As  noted  in  the  preamble 
to  Xotice  11,  duunny  manufacturei-s  have  gained 
experience  in  the  manufacture  of  dunmiies,  the 
Part  572  specifications  and  test  procedures  have 
been  fuilher  defined,  and  the  dummy  positioning 
procedures  in  Standard  No.  208  have  been  modi- 
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fied  for  bench-seat  cars  to  eliminate  the  problem 
noted  in  the  Ford  tests  of  fitting  3  dummies  side- 
by-side  in  the  test. 

Ford  did  not  contest  the  more  recent  findings 
(DOT-HS-6-01514)  of  hard-seat  sled  tests  of 
paire  of  dummies  with  belts,  air  bags,  and  unre- 
strained, showing  coefficients  of  variation  on  the 
pooled  data  basis  for  head  accelerations  from 
1.2  percent  to  10.7  percent,  for  chest  acceleration 
from  1.6  percent  to  8. .5  percent,  and  for  femur 
compressive  force  from  3.51  percent  to  24.2  per- 
cent. Similar  results  were  obtained  in  sled  test 
oblique  impacts  (DOT-HS-802-570).  In  tlie 
face  of  this  unrebuttcd  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
repeatability  of  current  commercial  dununy  pro- 
duction, the  agency  finds  the  test  instiiinient  and 
a-ssociated  procedure  to  be  objective. 

It  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Department  that  tlie  XHTSA's  decision  to  con- 
tinue indefinitely  the  existing  requirements  for 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  and  light  trucks 
was  imperfectly  stated.  A  corrective  amendment 
of  S4.2.2  is  accomplished  by  this  notice. 

Volkswagen  petitioned  to  have  a  longer  transi- 
tion period  between  the  existing  requirements 
for  dummy  positioning  and  the  upcoming  ones 
published  "in  Notice  11  (42  FK  34299.  July  5. 
1977),  because  the  company  will  not  be  able  to 
evaluate  the  new  requirements  by  July  5,  1978, 
yet  must  continue  to  certify  its  pa.ssive-belt- 
equipped  Rabbit  model.  The  Automobile  Im- 
porters Association  and  General  ilotors  sug- 
gested that  compliance  with  either  the  old  or  new 
requirements,  at  tlic  manufacturer's  option,  be 
permitted  inunediately.  The  XHTSA  considers 
optional  procedures  more  desirable  than  specify- 
ing the  old  procedures  longer  than  one  year  as 
suggested  by  Volkswagen.  Under  optional  pro- 
cedures, Volkswagen  can  continue  its  certification 
of  the  Rabbit  model,  effecting  a  transition  at  any 
time,  while  the  manufacturers  undertalcing  new 
development  efforts  can  inunediately  utilize  the 
new  procedures.  To  accomplish  this,  the  effec- 
tive dates  of  the  requirements  of  Xotices  10  and 
11  are  changed  to  become  effective  immediately. 


with  modifications  of  the  language  as  necessary 
to  preserve  the  old  procedures  as  an  option  until 
September  1,  1981.  These  minor  adjustments 
are  accomplished  in  this  notice. 

Ford  noted  that  the  dummy  head  adjustment 
procedure  of  S10.4  was  not  consistent  with 
dummy  construction,  which  positions  the  head 
automatically.  The  XHTSA  had  intended  that 
the  dummy  head  and  neck  system  be  shimmed 
to  compensate  for  different  seat  back  angles  in 
vehicles  being  tested.  Because  of  the  relative 
difficulty  in  accomplishing  this  in  relation  to 
the  amount  of  specificity  gained  thereby,  the 
XHTSA  hereby  deletes  S10.4  as  reque,sted  by 
Ford. 

For  the  reasons  stated  above  and  after  full 
consideration  of  the  petitions  by  all  parties  sub- 
mitted, the  Department  of  Transportation  denies 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  its  June  30.  1977, 
decision  to  requii'e  the  installation  of  automatic 
ci'ash  protection  in  future  passenger  cars.  The 
re(iuirements  set  forth  at  42  FR  34289  and  42  FR 
34299  (July  5,  1977)  are  final  for  purposes  of 
review  in  accordance  with  §  105(a)  of  the  Act. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Standard 
Xo.  28    (49  CFR  571.208)    is  amended.  .  .  . 

Efective  date  finding:  Because  the  amend- 
ments provide  an  option  and  do  not  create  addi- 
tional requirements  for  any  person,  it  is  found 
that  an  immediate  effective  date  is  in  the  public 
interest  so  that  manufacturers  may  take  advan- 
tage of  the  new  option  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  rule- 
making document  are  Ralph  Hitchcock  and  Tad 
Herlihy,   respectively. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392.  1407) 

Issued  on  December  5.  1977. 

Brock  Adams 

Secretary  of  Transportation 

42    F.R.   61466 

December  5,    1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO 
FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO. 


208 


Occupant  Crash  Protection  in  Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger 

Vehicles,  Trucks  and   Buses 


(Docket  No.  74-14;   Notice   14) 


Action:  Final  rule. 


Summary:  The  purpose  of  tliis  notice  is  to 
amend  Safety  Standard  Xo.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  to  provide  for  the  optional  use  by 
motor  vehicle  manufacturers  of  altenratives  to 
latches  for  releasing:  occupants  from  passive  seat- 
belt  systems  in  emergencies  and  to  allow  means 
other  than  pushbuttons  to  operate  the  emergency 
release  mechanisms  of  passive  belt  systems.  The 
amendment  is  based  on  a  proposal  issued  in  re- 
sponse to  a  petition  from  General  Motors  Corp. 
to  allow  manufacturers  greater  latitude  in  de- 
signing emergency  release  mechanisms  for  passive 
belt  systems.  The  amendment  will  allow  manu- 
facturers to  expeiiment  with  various  emergency 
release  mechanisms  aimed  at  encouraging  passive 
belt  use  by  motorists,  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  passive  restraint  requirements  specified  in  this 
standard. 

Effective  date :  November  13,  1978. 

Address:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice  niunber 
and  be  submitted  to :  Docket  Section,  Room  5108, 
Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh  Street  SW.,  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  20590. 

Fo)-  further  infcmnation  contact: 

Guy  Hunter,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ards, National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C.  20590, 
202-426-2265. 

Sup-plementaty  information:  Safety  Standard 
Xo.  208,  49  CFR  571.208,  currently  specifies  that 
a  seatbelt  assembly  installed  in  a  passenger 
car    shall    have    a    latch    mechanism    tliat    re- 


leases at  a  single  point  bj'  pushbutton  action. 
General  Motors  petitioned  for  relief  from  tliis 
i-equirement  for  passive  belts,  following  the  issu- 
ance of  the  final  rule  requiring  passenger  cars  to 
be  equipped  with  passive  restraints  (air  bags, 
passive  belts,  or  other  means  of  passive,  i.e.. 
automatic,  protection)  (42  FR  34289,  July  5, 
1977).  The  petition  described  a  ''spool  release" 
design  General  Motors  would  like  to  use  on  one 
of  its  passive  belt  systems.  The  system  would 
include  a  shoulder  belt  that  would  not  detach  at 
either  end.  Rather,  the  design  would  allow  the 
belt  to  "play  out"  or  unwind  from  the  retractor 
in  an  emergency,  allowing  sufficient  slack  for  the 
door  to  be  opened  and  the  occupant  to  exit  from 
the  vehicle.  The  purpose  of  such  a  "spool  re- 
lease" design  is  to  minimize  the  disconnection  of 
the  passive  belt  system  by  motorists.  Under  the 
current  latch  mechanism  and  pushbutton  require- 
ments for  belts,  a  passive  belt  system  could  be 
easily  disconnected  by  a  buckle  release  identical 
to  buckles  on  current  active  belt  systems  (i.e., 
belts  that  motorists  must  manually  put  into 
place).  As  long  as  the  belt  remains  disconnected, 
the  "passivity"  of  the  system  would  be  destroyed 
for  future  use. 

In  response  to  the  GM  petition,  the  XHTSA 
issued  a  proposal  to  amend  standard  208  to  allow 
alternative  release  mechanisms  for  passive  belts 
(43  FR  21912,  May  22,  1978).  As  noted  in  that 
proposal,  tlie  XHTSA  is  very  concerned  about 
the  usage  rate  of  passive  belts  by  motorists  since 
it  appears  that  there  may  be  many  new  cars  in 
the  1980's  equipped  with  these  systems.  If  mo- 
torists who  would  prefer  air  bags  in  a  particular 
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car  line  can  only  obtain  passive  belts  from  the 
manufacturer  the  defeat  rate  of  the  belts  could 
be  hitrh.  The  af^ency  is,  therefore,  interested  in 
fostering  any  passive  belt  design  that  is  effective 
and  that  minimizes  the  rate  of  disconnection. 
The  notice  pointed  out,  however,  that  there  are 
other  fac(x)rs  to  be  considered  in  the  proposed 
change. 

The  original  purpose  of  the  latch  mechanism 
and  pushbutton  requirements  of  standard  208  was 
to  insure  uniformity  of  buckle  design  for  the 
purpose  of  facilitating  routine  fastening  and  un- 
fastening of  active  belts,  encouraging  belt  use  by 
making  the  belts  as  convenient  as  possible  and 
facilitating  the  exiting  of  vehicle  occupants  in 
emergency  situations.  Since  the  proposed  amend- 
ment would  allow  various  types  of  release  mech- 
anisms, the  agency  was  concerned  that  the 
resulting  nonunifoi'mity  might  have  adveree  con- 
sequences in  emergency  egress  situations  from 
passive  belts.  In  order  to  examine  the  implica- 
tions of  the  General  Motors  petition  thoroughly, 
the  proposal  sought  public  comments  on  four 
specific  questions  concerning  the  efficacy  and  ad- 
visability of  allowing  alternative  release  mech- 
anisms to  latches  for  passive  belt  systems.  The 
four  questions  were  as  follows : 

1.  "How  should  the  NHTSA  or  the  vehicle 
manufacturers  monitor  the  efficacy  of  and  public 
reaction  to  various  systems  for  discouraging  dis- 
connection of  passive  belts  (such  as  the  latch 
mechanism  with  a  4-8  second  audible/visible 
warning  system  that  operates  if  the  l)elt  is  not 
connected  when  the  ignition  is  turned  on,  a  latch 
mechanism  with  additional  warning  or  interlock 
systems  voluntarily  installed  by  a  vehicle  manu- 
facturer, or  a  lever  operated  spool  i-elease  as 
requested  by  General  Motors)  ?'" 

2.  "Are  there  safety  or  other  considerations 
that  would  make  it  inadvisable  to  allow  tlie  spool 
release  at  this  time  as  an  optiori  to  vehicle  manu- 
facturers wliich  install  passive  belts?" 

3.  "Compared  with  a  passive  belt  system 
equipped  with  the  currently  required  latch  mech- 
anism, would  a  passive  belt  system  equipped  with 
a  spool  release  whose  actuation  lever  is  hK'atcd 
between  the  seats  have  substantial  disa<lvantages 
for  emergency  e.xit  or  extraction  from  a  veliiclc 


that  would  offset  any  possible  inci'ease  in  usage 
in  the  passive  belts?" 

4.  "If  the  NHTSA  decides  to  permit  the  use  of 
alternative  occupant  release  mechanisms,  should 
such  use  be  permitted  indefinitely  or  only  for  a 
finite  period,  e.g.,  several  years,  to  allow  field 
testing  of  the  various  systems  ?  If  a  finite  period 
were  to  be  established,  when  should  it  begin  and 
end?" 

All  15  comments  to  the  May  22,  1978,  notice 
supported  the  intent  of  the  proposed  change  to 
allow  alternative  release  mechanisms  for  passive 
belts.  Most  commenters  agreed  that  a  nonsep- 
arable  passive  belt  should  discourage  disconnec- 
tion by  motoi'ists  and  that  this  should  be  given 
higher  priority  consideration  than  possible  ad- 
verse effects  such  a  belt  might  have  on  emergency 
occupant  egress.  Volkswagen  did  expiess  some 
concern  that  the  benefits  achieved  by  increased 
belt  usage  might  be  somewhat  offset  if  problems 
with  emergency  exiting  arise,  but  agreed  that 
more  flexibility  in  passive  belt  design  should  be 
allowed  to  encourage  belt  use. 

Volkswagen  urged  the  use  of  the  passive  belt 
system  utilized  on  its  Deluxe  Rabbit — a  pushbut- 
ton release  latch  mechanism  gtiarded  by  an  igni- 
tion interlock.  The  company  stated  that  this 
type  system  is  simple  and  works  well  in  emer- 
gency situations  regardless  of  the  condition  of 
the  retractor  or  the  positioning  of  the  webbing 
(potential  problems  of  a  "spool  release"  type 
design).  Volkswagen  pointed  out  that  a  system 
that  is  too  complex  will  recjuire  close  monitoring 
to  insure  efi'ectiveness. 

While  the  Volkswagen  system  has  shown  high 
use  rates  in  the  field,  there  is  a  possibility  that 
widespread  use  of  this  type  system  could  lead  to 
adverse  public  reaction  because  of  the  interlock 
feature.  As  pointed  out  by  the  Alliance  of 
American  Insurers  in  its  support  of  the  proposed 
amenilment.  there  could  be  a  second  public  "back- 
lash" fioiii  a  icturn  to  the  use  of  startei'  inter- 
locks, e\i'ii  if  i>laced  on  the  vehicle  \-ohnitanly 
by  the  manufacturer.  Alliance  stated  that  the 
"spool  i-elease"  system  proposed  by  General 
-Motors  should  l)e  pieferable  to  the  interlock  from 
a  public  acceptance  standpoint. 
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The  Center  for  Auto  Safety  and  the  Prudential 
Property  &  CasiiaUy  Insurance  Co.  both  com- 
mented that  "spool  release"  type  mechanisms 
should  be  self-restoring  to  insure  that  in  sub- 
sequent uses  of  the  vehicle  the  passive  belt  is 
ready  to  provide  the  automatic  protection  for 
which  it  was  designed.  The  self-restoring  fea- 
ture would  automatically  retract  the  belt  after 
the  manual  release  has  been  activated  to  allow 
the  belt  to  "play-out."  The  XHTSA  believes 
that  both  self-restoring  "spool  release"  designs 
and  manual  restoration  designs  have  distinct  ad- 
vantages. The  automatic  restoration  does  not 
require  the  vehicle  user  to  have  any  knowledge 
of  the  system  to  reactivate  the  passive  belt.  How- 
ever, a  manual  restoration  design  would  be  less 
complex  and  would  probably  be  more  reliable. 
The  manual  design  could  be  coupled  with  audible 
and  visible  warnings  to  indicate  when  the  lock- 
up portion  of  the  retractor  is  inoperative.  The 
amendment  set  forth  in  this  notice  allows  both 
types  of  restoration  systems  for  "spool  release" 
passive  belt  designs. 

The  majority  of  commenters  argued  that  the 
proposed  amendment  should  be  effective  in- 
definitely, and  not  merely  during  the  interim 
period  until  the  passive  restraint  requirements 
become  effective.  The  comments  stated  that  man- 
ufacturers should  be  given  the  greatest  possible 
design  latitude  to  encourage  the  early  introduc- 
tion of  innovative  passive  belt  systems  that  are 
designed  to  minimize  disconnection  b}'  motorists. 
The  industry  noted  that  manufacturers  will  be 
hesitant  to  initiate  such  new  programs  and  pas- 
sive belt  designs  if  alternative  release  designs 
are  allowed  only  for  an  inteiim  period.  Further, 
the  commenters  stated  that  an  interim  rule  would 
not  allow  time  for  an  adequate  examination  of 
the  effectiveness  of  the  various  new  designs  that 
might  be  developed.  The  agency  has  concluded 
that  these  arguments  have  merit.  Accordingly, 
this  amendment  is  effective  indefinitely. 

Several  comments  stated  that  the  new  passive 
belt  designs  should  be  standardized,  so  that  the 
public  will  understand  their  use  and  problems  of 
emergency  occupant  egress  will  be  minimized. 
While  the  agency  agrees  that  uniformity  in  re- 
lease design  is  advantageous,  it  is  not  practical 
to  standardize  systems  that  are  only  in  the  de- 
velopment stage.     Further,  if  manufacturers  are 


not  given  latitude  in  their  passive  belt  designs, 
the  purpose  of  this  amendment  would  be  defeated. 
It  is  unclear  at  this  time  which  passive  belt  sys- 
tems will  be  the  most  effective  in  encouraging 
belt  use  and  at  the  same  time  be  accepted  by  the 
public.  The  agency  will,  of  course,  monitor  all 
new  passive  belt  systems  as  closely  as  possible, 
and  efforts  to  standardize  systems  could  be  made 
in  the  future. 

Ford  Motor  Co.  commented  that  the  revision 
of  standard  Xo.  208  as  requested  in  the  General 
Motors  petition  would  provide  gi'eater  latitude 
than  presently  exists,  but  that  the  requested 
wording  is  restrictive  in  that  it  would  inhibit  the 
development  of  methods  of  release  other  than 
those  specifically  related  to  the  retractor.  Ford 
requested  that  the  proposed  revision  include  lan- 
guage pei'mitting  manufacturers  the  greatest  pos- 
sible design  latitude.  The  agency  emphasized  in 
the  previous  notice  that  the  proposal  was  tenta- 
tive as  to  the  language  and  substance  of  an 
amendment  that  might  be  adopted  in  response 
to  the  General  Motors  petition.  Accordingly, 
this  amendment  is  broader  than  that  proposed 
in  the  General  Motors  petition  and  does  not  limit 
the  types  of  passive  belt  designs  that  may  be 
developed. 

In  order  to  insure  that  vehicle  occupants  are 
aware  if  their  passive  belts  are  inoperable  be- 
cause a  release  mechanism  has  been  activated, 
this  amendment  .specifies  that  the  warning  light, 
"Fasten  Belts,"  remain  illuminated  until  the  belt 
latch  mechanism  has  been  fastened  or  the  release 
mechanism  has  been  deactivated.  This  warning 
light  of  indefinite  duration  is  in  addition  to  the 
4-  to  8-second  audible  warning  signal  currently 
required  by  the  standard.  The  agency  believes  a 
continuous  warning  light  is  essential  since  this 
amendment  will  allow  various  types  of  unfa- 
miliar release  systems  for  passive  belts. 

In  summary,  the  agency  has  concluded  that 
manufacturei-s  should  be  given  considerable  lati- 
tude in  designing  emergency  release  mechanisms 
for  passive  belt  systems.  This  will  permit  the 
development  of  innovative  systems  aimed  at  lim- 
iting passive  belt  disconnection  by  motorists. 
Otherwise,  the  use  rate  of  passive  belt  systems 
could  be  as  low  as  the  current  use  rate  for  active 
belt  systems.    This  amendment  will  allow  manu- 
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facturers  to  experiment  with  various  passive  belt 
desi^s  before  the  effective  date  of  the  passive 
restraint  requirements  and  determine  whicli  de- 
signs are  the  most  effective  and  at  tlie  same  time 
acceptable  to  the  public. 

The  agency  does  not  believe  that  the  use  of 
alternative  release  mechanisms  will  cause  serious 
occupant  egress  problems  if  manufacturers  take 
precautions  to  instruct  vehicle  owners  how  the 
systems  work  through  the  owner's  manual  and 
through  their  dealers.  While  uniformity  in  re- 
lease meclumisms  is  certainly  important  for  pur- 
ixjses  of  emergency  occupant  egress,  the  agency 
has  concluded  that  this  consideration  is  at  least 
tempoi-arily  outweighed  by  the  importance  of 
insuring  passive  belts  are  not  disconnected.  The 
agency  will,  however,  monitor  all  new  passive 
belt  designs  to  assure  that  the  release  mechanisms 
are  simple  to  understand  and  operate.     If  the 


methods  of  operation  of  the  various  release  mech- 
anisms are  self-evident,  the  problem  of  lack  of 
uniformity  in  design  will  be  less  important  in 
terms  of  emergency  occupant  egress. 

The  agency  has  concluded  that  this  amendment 
will  have  no  adverse  economic  or  environmental 
impacts. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primaiily  responsible 
for  the  development  of  this  rule  are  Guy  Hunter 
and  Hugh  Oates,  respectively. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407),  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  November  1,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 
43   F.R.  52493 
November   13,   1978 


i 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD 

NO.  208 

Occupant  Protection 

(Docket  No.  78-16;  Notice  3) 


SUMMARY:  This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for 
reconsideration  of  the  November  29,  1979,  notice 
(44  F.R.  68470)  amending  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant Crash  Protection.  In  response  to  petitions 
from  the  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association 
and  Chrysler  Corporation,  the  agency  is  deleting 
the  requirement  for  emergency-locking  or  auto- 
matic-locking seat  belt  retractors  at  the  outboard 
seating  positions  of  the  second  seat  in  forward  con- 
trol vehicles.  The  effect  of  this  deletion  is  to  permit 
manufacturers  to  continue  to  use  manual  adjusting 
devices  for  the  seat  belts  at  those  seating  positions. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  March  27,  1980. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 

William  E.  Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Systems,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20590. (202-426-2242) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  Novem- 
ber 29,  1979,  NHTSA  published  a  notice  amending 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection  (44 
F.R.  68470).  The  amendment  deleted  the  exemp- 
tion for  forward  control  vehicles  from  several  of 
the  occupant  restraint  system  requirements  of  the 
standard.  (A  forward  control  vehicle  is  one  with  a 
short  front  end.  More  than  half  of  the  engine  is 
located  to  the  rear  of  the  forward  point  of  the 
windshield  base  and  the  steering  wheel  hub  is  in 
the  forward  quarter  of  the  vehicle.) 

Chrysler  Corporation  and  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Manufacturers  Association  (MVMA)  filed  petitions 
for  reconsideration  concerning  the  amendment. 
They  argued  that  the  November  1978  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  for  the  amendment  only  proposed 
a  change  in  the  requirements  for  the  safety  belt 
systems   in   the   front   seat   of  forward   control 


vehicles  and  did  not  give  adequate  notice  about  a 
change  in  the  requirements  for  belts  in  the  second 
seat  of  forward  control  vehicles  (43  F.R.  52264). 
They  said  that  the  amendment  adopted  in  the  final 
rule  requires  forward  control  vehicles  to  have  lap 
and  shoulder  belts  in  the  front  outboard  designated 
seating  positions  and  have  automatic-locking  or 
emergency-locking  retractors  at  the  outboard  des- 
ignated seating  positions  of  the  second  seat  of  the 
vehicle. 

The  petitioners  have  correctly  described  the 
requirements  added  by  the  amendment.  The 
amendment  applies  the  requirements  of  §  4.2.2  of 
Standard  No.  208  to  all  forward  control  vehicles 
manufactured  after  September  1,  1981.  Section 
4.2.2  requires  a  manufacturer  to  meet  one  of  the 
following  three  occupant  crash  protection 
requirements:  §  4.1.2.1,  complete  automatic  pro- 
tection, §  4.1.2.2,  head-on  automatic  protection  or 
§  4.1.2.3,  lap  and  shoulder  belt  protection  system. 
Manufacturers  choosing  to  comply  with  §  4.1.2.3 
must  install  seat  belt  assemblies  meeting  the 
adjustment  requirements  of  §  7.1  of  the  standard. 
The  provisions  of  §  7.1  require  that  the  seat  belt 
assemblies  installed  at  the  outboard  seating  posi- 
tions of  the  front  and  second  seats  adjust  by  means 
of  an  emergency-locking  or  automatic-locking 
retractor.  Seat  belt  assemblies  installed  at  all  other 
seating  positions  can  adjust  either  by  an 
emergency-locking  or  automatic-locking  retractor 
or  by  a  manual  adjusting  device.  Prior  to  the 
November  1979  amendment  of  Standard  No.  208, 
forward  control  vehicles  did  not  have  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  §  4.2.1.3  but  instead  could  meet 
§  4.2.1.2,  which  did  not  require  the  use  of 
emergency-locking  or  automatic-locking  retractors 
in  the  outboard  seating  positions  of  those  vehicles. 

The  agency's  November  1978  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  was  addressed  to  the  specific  portion 
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of  Standard  No.  208  exempting  forward  control  remaining    forward    control    exemptions    from 

vehicles  from  the  shoulder  belt  requirements.  The  Standard  No.  208  in  future  rulemaking, 

final  rule  eliminating  the  exemption  inadvertently  The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Mr.  ;i 

changed  the  requirements  for  the  second  seats  of  William    E.    Smith,    Office    of    Vehicle    Safety  1 

light   trucks   and   vans   as  well.   Therefore,   the  Systems,  and  Mr.   Stephen  L.  Oesch,  Office  of  ' 

agency  is  amending  the  standard  to  retain  the  cur-  Chief  Counsel.  , 

rent  seat  belt  requirement  for  the  second  seat  in  issued  on  March  18,  1980.  1, 

light  trucks  and  vans.  The  agency  notes  that  one  j^^^^  Claybrook  i 

manufacturer  (GM)  of  forward  control  vehicles  Administrator, '  I 

voluntarily   equips   its   vehicles   with   automatic-  i 

locking  retractors  and  urges  Chrysler  to  do  the  45  F.R.  20103  i 

same.  The  agency  will  consider  eliminating  the  March  27,  1980  1 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD 

NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 

(Docket  Nos.  1-18  and  74-14;  Notices  16  and  18) 


ACTION:  Final  rule  (correction). 

SUMMARY:  The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  cor- 
rect an  amendment  to  Safety  Standard  No.  208, 
Occupant  Crash  Protection,  that  was  issued 
September  27,  1979  (44  F.R.  55579).  That  notice 
amended  the  seat  belt  warning  system  require- 
ments of  the  standard  to  specify  the  use  of  the  seat 
belt  telltale  symbol  that  is  specified  in  Safety 
Standard  No.  101-80,  Controls  and  Displays.  In 
that  amendment,  certain  warning  system  require- 
ments, which  had  previously  been  deleted  from 
Standard  No.  208,  were  incorrectly  reinserted  in 
the  standard.  This  notice  corrects  those  errors. 
Further,  this  amendment  makes  clear  that  the 
telltale  symbol  of  Standard  No.  101-80  will 
supersede  certain  existing  requirements  in  Stand- 
ard No.  208  after  Standard  No.  101-80  becomes 
effective  September  1,  1980. 

DATES:  These  amendments  are  effective  on  July 
14,  1980. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 

Hugh  Gates,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400 
Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 
(202-426-2992) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  seat 
belt  warning  system  requirements  of  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection  (49  CFR 
571.208),  currently  specify  that  under  certain  con- 
ditions, when  seat  belts  are  not  fastened,  the 
words  "Fasten  Belts"  or  "Fasten  Seat  Belts"  shall 
be  displayed  on  the  vehicle  dashboard.  On  June  26, 
1978,  the  NHTSA  published  Safety  Standard  No. 
101-80  (49  CFR  571.101-80)  to  establish  new 
uniform  requirements  for  the  location,  identifica- 
tion, and  illumination  of  controls  and  displays  in 


motor  vehicles.  That  standard  specifies  a  telltale 
symbol  that  is  to  be  illuminated  when  a  vehicle's 
front  seat  belts  have  not  been  fastened.  The  stand- 
ard is  to  become  effective  September  1,  1980. 

On  September  27,  1979,  the  agency  amended 
Safety  Standard  No.  208  to  permit  the  optional  use 
of  the  seat  belt  telltale  symbol  specified  in  Safety 
Standard  No.  101-80  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
that  standard  (44  F.R.  55579).  However,  that 
amendment  failed  to  clarify  that,  after  the  effec- 
tive date  of  Standard  No.  101-80  (September  1, 
1980),  the  telltale  symbol  will  be  required  to  be 
used  in  a  vehicle's  belt  warning  system.  This  notice 
clarifies  that  point. 

When  the  seat  belt  telltale  symbol  was  added  to 
Safety  Standard  No.  208,  the  amendment  inac- 
curately stated  the  pertinent  sections  of  the  stand- 
ard that  were  to  be  modified.  Further,  paragraph 
S4. 5. 3. 3(b)  (1)  inadvertently  omitted  language  con- 
cerning the  audible  warning.  This  notice  adds  the 
omitted  language  for  that  paragraph  and,  addi- 
tionally, deletes  the  parenthetical  "(1)"  in  the 
paragraph  heading.  Since  there  is  no  longer  a  sub- 
paragraph "(2),"  the  heading  should  be  specified  as 
"S4.5.3.3(b)." 

The  1979  amendment  also  incorrectly  added  two 
sections  to  the  warning  system  requirements  that 
had  previously  been  deleted  from  the  standard, 
S7.3.1  and  S7.3a.  This  mistake  occurred  because 
the  warning  system  requirements  are  incorrectly 
codified  in  Title  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regula- 
tions. On  July  5,  1977  (42  F.R.  34299),  Safety 
Standard  No.  208  was  amended  to  delete  section 
S7.3  and  to  redesignate  section  S7.3a  as  S7.3  (as 
the  sections  were  numbered  at  that  time).  When 
this  amendment  was  codified  in  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  however,  only  paragraph 
S7.3  was  deleted,  not  the  entire  section  (S7.3 
through  S7.3.5.4).  Instead,  S7.3a  was  transposed 
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as  S7.3  and  S7.3.1  through  S7.3.5.4  remained.  Un-  Issued  on  July  7,  1980.  ! 

fortunately,  these  deleted  sections  were  used  as  a  lUinVia^i  m  p;,,i,^i  f  •  ' 

reference    when    the    seat   belt    telltale    symbol  f'l^^tjf?'  .     .  ,       ,-  '■ 

amendment  was  added  to  Standard  No.  208  This  AssonateAdrmmstratorforRulemaktng.  u 

notice  also  corrects  that  error.  45  F.R.  47151  * 

July  14,  1980  i 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD 

NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 

(Docket  No.  74-14;  Notice  19) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Safety  Standard 
No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection,  to  specify 
additional  performance  requirements  for  both 
manual  and  automatic  safety  belt  assemblies 
installed  in  motor  vehicles  with  a  Gross  Vehicle 
Weight  Rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds  or  less. 
These  performance  requirements  are  specified  in 
order  to  prevent  the  installation  of  particularly 
inconvenient  and  uncomfortable  belt  assemblies 
and  to  ensure  that  people  are  not  discouraged  from 
using  belts  because  of  their  design  or  performance. 
This  amendment  does  not  include  several  provi- 
sions that  were  contained  in  the  notice  or  proposed 
rulemaking  preceding  this  rule.  Based  on  com- 
ments received  in  response  to  the  proposal,  the 
agency  has  determined  that  only  certain  of  the 
specifications  should  become  mandatory  at  the 
present  time.  Consideration  involving  cost,  lead- 
time  and  the  encouragement  of  innovative  seat 
belt  designs  have  led  the  agency  to  conclude  that 
the  other  provisions  should  be  issued  only  as 
performance  guidelines  that  manufacturers  should 
follow  where  possible,  or  find  alternative  means  to 
accomplish  the  same  ends.  The  performance 
guidelines  will  be  published  in  a  separate  Federal 
Register  notice. 

DATE:  Effective  date:  September  1,  1982. 

ADDRESS:  Any  petitions  for  reconsideration 
should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice 
number  and  be  submitted  to:  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 

Robert  Nelson,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration, 
Washington,  D.C.  20590.  (202-426-2264) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Safety 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection  (49 
CFR  571.208),  currently  requires  most  motor 
vehicles  to  be  equipped  with  safety  belts  at  each 
designated  seating  position.  Beginning  in 
September  1981,  and  phasing  in  over  the  following 
two  years,  new  passenger  cars  will  have  to  provide 
automatic  occupant  crash  protection  (i.e.,  occupant 
restraint  that  requires  no  action  by  occupants, 
such  as  fastening  seat  belts,  to  be  effective).  Many 
new  automobiles  will  be  equipped  with  automatic 
belts  to  comply  with  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements (automatic  belts  move  into  place 
around  a  vehicle  occupant  automatically  when  he 
or  she  enters  the  car  and  closes  the  door).  The 
requirements  specified  in  this  amendment  are 
designed  to  remove  some  of  the  most  egregious 
disincentives  to  use  of  current  belt  designs  to  en- 
sure that  both  the  automatic  belts  and  the  manual 
belts  installed  in  future  vehicles  will  be  comfortable 
and  convenient  to  use. 

The  requirements  specified  in  this  notice  are 
applicable  to  seat  belt  assemblies  installed  in  all 
vehicles  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less, 
except  for  Type  2  manual  belts  (lap  and  shoulder 
combination  belts)  installed  in  front  seating  posi- 
tions in  passenger  cars  through  the  1983  model 
year.  As  noted  in  the  proposal  preceding  this 
amendment  (44  F.R.  77210),  Type  2  manual  belts 
will  be  phased  out  in  passenger  cars  when  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  of  Standard  No. 
208  become  effective.  Accordingly,  the  agency 
believes  that  manufacturers  should  be  allowed  to 
focus  their  efforts  and  resources  regarding  com- 
fort and  convenience  on  manual  belts  in  vehicles 
other  than  passenger  cars  and  on  developing  the 
Type  1  manual  belts  (lap  belts)  which  will  be  in- 
stalled in  rear  seats  in  passenger  cars  and  in  some 
front  seats  in  conjunction  with  air  bags  and  single 
diagonal  automatic  belts. 
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As  stated  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
the  discomfort  and  inconvenience  of  current  seat 
belt  designs  are  among  the  most  prominent  factors 
resulting  in  the  current  low  rate  of  safety  belt  use 
(approximately  11  percent).  The  proposal  cited 
various  studies  which  conclude  that  comfort  and 
convenience  play  a  determinative  role  in  whether 
people  continue  to  use  the  safety  belts  installed  in 
their  vehicles  after  they  first  try  them  (DOT 
HS-801-594;  DOT  HS-803-370).  Some  of  the 
problems  identified  in  these  studies  include:  many 
belts  are  difficult  to  reach;  many  belts  do  not  fit 
properly  (e.g.,  they  cross  the  occupant's  neck);  the 
pressure  of  many  shoulder  belts  is  felt  to  be 
excessive,  particularly  by  women;  many  belts  are 
difficult  to  buckle;  and  many  belts  become  too  tight 
after  they  have  been  worn  for  several  minutes  and 
their  users  have  moved  around. 

In  order  to  alleviate  the  most  serious  of  these 
problems,  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
sought  to  establish  a  variety  of  relatively  simple, 
objective  performance  requirements  that  would 
improve  the  comfort  and  convenience  of  seat  belt 
systems.  Specifications  involving  the  following 
performance  areas  were  therefore  proposed:  torso 
belt  occupant  fit;  belt  retraction;  adjustable 
buckles  for  certain  belts;  belt /seat  cushion 
clearance;  torso  belt  body  contact  pressure; 
automatic  locking  retractors  (ALR's)  were  to  be 
restricted;  "comfort  clips"  were  to  be  precluded; 
latchplate  accessibility;  webbing  guides;  conven- 
ience hooks  for  belt  webbing  clearance  between 
webbing  and  the  occupant's  head;  and  specifica- 
tions for  motorized  belt  systems. 

There  were  38  comments  in  response  to  the  pro- 
posal from  vehicle  manufacturers,  seat  belt 
assembly  manufacturers,  public  interest  groups 
and  consumers.  All  comments  were  considered  and 
the  most  significant  are  discussed  in  this  notice.  In 
response  to  those  comments,  and  for  reasons  set 
forth  more  fully  below,  the  agency  has  concluded 
that  this  amendment  will  only  include  specifica- 
tions relating  to:  latchplate  accessibility;  seat  belt 
guides;  adjustable  buckles  for  certain  belts; 
shoulder  belt  pressure;  convenience  hooks;  belt 
retraction;  and  comfort  devices.  The  other  provi- 
sions of  the  proposal  will  be  issued  to  the  public 
only  as  performance  guidelines  which  manufac- 
turers may  voluntarily  follow  if  they  choose.  Those 
guidelines  will  be  issued  in  a  separate  Federal 
Register  notice. 


Proposed  Provisions  Not  Included  in  This 
Amendment 

(The  following  section  sets  forth  the  major  com- 
ments to  the  proposed  provisions  that  are  not 
being  included  in  this  amendment.  A  general 
discussion  of  the  agency's  response  to  these  com- 
ments follows  after  the  summary.) 

There  were  nine  comments  to  the  proposed 
amendment  from  concerned  citizens.  Five  of  these 
consumers  supported  the  proposed  rulemaking  and 
stated  that  they  have  experienced  extreme  com- 
fort and  convenience  problems  with  their  seat  belt 
systems.  Three  citizens  opposed  the  proposal  on 
the  basis  that  the  rulemaking  represents  unwar- 
ranted government  interference.  Finally,  one  com- 
menter  objected  to  the  technical  nature  of  the  pro- 
posal, stating  that  the  specifications  were  difficult 
to  understand. 

Almost  all  vehicle  manufacturers  supported  the 
concept  of  the  proposal  that  seat  belt  assemblies 
should  be  convenient  to  use  and  comfortable  to 
wear.  However,  most  manufacturers  disagreed 
with  the  agency's  contention  that  there  is  a 
demonstrable  relationship  between  seat  belt  com- 
fort and  convenience  and  belt  usage  rates  and  that 
improving  comfort  and  convenience  wall  improve 
those  rates.  Additionally,  most  manufacturers  did 
not  agree  that  the  specifications  proposed  by  the 
agency  would  lead  to  belt  designs  that  are  ap- 
preciably more  comfortable  and  convenient.  For 
example.  Ford  Motor  Company  stated  that 
although  it  does  not  deny  that  there  may  be  some 
correlation  between  comfort  and  convenience  and 
wearing  rates  at  the  extremes  (i.e.,  for  very  com- 
fortable belts  or  belts  that  are  particularly  uncom- 
fortable), there  is  no  objective  evidence  that  a 
measurable  relationship  exists  between  comfort 
and  convenience  and  wearing  rates.  Ford  also 
stated  that  certain  of  the  proposed  requirements 
would  not  accommodate  a  large  number  of  vehicle 
occupants  (e.g..  Ford  stated  that  the  fit  zone 
specified  in  the  proposal  would  only  ensure  that 
belts  properly  fit  60  percent  of  the  population.  The 
proposal  stated  the  agency's  belief  that  the  fit  zone 
would  ensure  over  90  percent  of  the  population  had 
comfortable  belts).  The  Motor  Vehicle  Manufac- 
turers Association  stated  that  experience  has 
shown  that  the  incorporation  of  features  in  belt 
systems  to  improve  their  comfort  and  convenience 
has  not  resulted  in  increased  seat  belt  use,  and  that 
comfort  and  convenience  are  highly  subjective  con- 
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cepts  that  are  not  readily  quantifiable.  Chrysler 
Corporation  stated  that  comfort  and  convenience 
improvements  alone  will  not  result  in  a  substantial 
increase  in  belt  use.  Chrysler  stated  that  the  only 
way  to  improve  seat  belt  use  is  to  enact  mandatory 
seat  belt  use  laws.  Volkswagen  of  America  stated 
that  the  proposed  modifications  would  actually 
eliminate  several  of  the  most  promising  existing 
automatic  seat  belt  designs  because  of  design 
restrictions.  General  Motors  Corporation  cited  a 
study  conducted  for  it  by  MOR,  Inc.,  which  in- 
dicated that  removal  of  all  perception  of  discom- 
fort and  inconvenience  in  belt  systems  would  result 
in  only  a  1.7  percent  increase  in  seat  belt  usage. 
The  NHTSA  proposal  indicated  that  usage  could  be 
increased  about  8  percent,  and  took  exception  to 
the  MOR  study.  General  Motors  argued  that  the 
NHTSA  has  not  adequately  demonstrated, 
however,  why  the  conclusions  in  the  MOR  study 
are  invalid.  American  Motors  Corporation  stated 
that  manufacturers  already  incorporate  adequate 
comfort  and  convenience  features  in  their  belt 
systems  and  that  regulatory  action  is,  therefore, 
not  warranted  in  this  case. 

The  American  Seat  Belt  Council,  Hamill 
Manufacturing  Company  and  other  commenters 
supported  the  rationale  of  the  proposal  totally. 
Hamill  stated  that  comfort  and  convenience  is  of 
paramount  importance  to  75-80  percent  of  the 
non-user  segment  of  the  driver  population,  who 
already  perceive  that  seat  belts  are  effective  in 
mitigating  the  risk  of  death  and  injury  in  vehicle 
crashes  but  are  dissuaded  from  using  the  belts 
because  of  perceived  inconvenience  and  discom- 
fort. Volvo  of  America  Corporation  acknowledged 
that  comfort  and  convenience  is  one  factor  that  in- 
fluences usage,  but  stated  that  the  major  reason 
for  the  low  rates  of  seat  belt  use  is  lack  of  motiva- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  motoring  public. 

In  addition  to  the  general  negative  comments 
concerning  the  relationship  between  seat  belt  com- 
fort and  convenience  and  wearing  rates,  many 
commenters  (vehicle  manufacturers)  argued  that 
certain  of  the  proposed  specifications  would 
adversely  affect  belt  effectiveness  in  vehicle 
crashes.  For  example,  several  manufacturers 
argued  that  the  comfort  zone  for  belt  webbing 
specified  in  the  proposal  would  require  belt  an- 
chorages in  some  vehicle  models  to  be  in  locations 
that  are  not  the  optimum  location  for  belt  perform- 
ance in  restraining  victims  in  a  crash  situation. 


Torso  Belt  Occupant  Fit  (Manual  and 
Automatic  Belts) 

To  alleviate  problems  of  torso  belt  fit  such  as  rub- 
bing of  the  occupant's  neck,  the  proposal  specified  a 
zone  in  which  the  torso  belt  would  have  to  lie  on  a 
test  dummy  placed  in  a  vehicle.  The  zone  was 
established  to  ensure  that  belts  are  installed  so  that 
the  torso  belt  crosses  the  occupant's  shoulder  and 
chest  approximately  midway  between  the  neck  and 
shoulder  tip,  and  crosses  the  sternum  approxi- 
mately midway  between  the  breasts.  The  proposed 
requirements  specified  geometric  criteria  to 
describe  the  required  chest-crossing  envelope. 

The  motor  vehicle  manufacturers  were  unani- 
mous in  their  opposition  to  the  proposed  torso  belt 
fit  requirement.  Their  objections  were  primarily 
related  to:  the  location  of  the  specified  compliance 
zone  on  the  Part  572  test  dummy;  the  location  of 
the  test  dummy  in  the  vehicle;  the  width  of  the 
compliance  zone  on  the  Part  572  test  dummy;  and 
the  test  procedure  to  determine  compliance. 

Manufacturers  argued  that  the  test  procedure  is 
not  objective  and  repeatable  because  of  the  com- 
plexities and  variability  associated  with  locating 
the  dummy  in  a  specific  position  in  the  vehicle. 
They  also  argued  that  the  procedure  for  placing 
the  belt  around  the  test  dummy  (the  "rocking" 
procedure)  is  not  objectively  stated.  Most  manufac- 
turers argued  that  the  3-inch  width  of  the  fit  zone 
specified  in  the  proposal  is  too  design  restrictive. 
Additionally,  Ford  argued  that  its  tests  show  that 
the  3-inch  zone  would  only  assure  proper  fit  on  ap- 
proximately 60  percent  of  the  driving  population 
(the  agency  stated  in  the  proposal  that  90  percent 
of  the  population  would  have  the  proper  fit  with 
the  proposed  specifications).  Ford  did  not  substan- 
tiate how  it  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  however. 
Manufacturers  argued  that  the  fit  zone  should  be 
at  least  3.6  inches  wide  and  possibly  as  much  as 
five  inches  wide  in  order  to  ensure  repeatability  of 
the  compliance  procedure.  Manufacturers  stated 
that  the  location  of  the  compliance  zone  on  the  test 
dummy  would  not  necessarily  place  the  belt  in  the 
optimum  position  for  effectiveness  in  crashes  in 
certain  vehicle  models.  They  based  this  assumption 
on  the  fact  that  in  certain  current  vehicle  models 
both  the  belt  anchorages  would  have  to  be  moved 
to  place  the  belt  in  the  specified  zone.  The 
manufacturers  argued  that  these  new  anchorage 
locations  would  degrade  belt  performance  in  some 
instances. 
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Clearance  Between  Webbing  and  Seat  Cushion 
(Automatic  Belts) 

As  noted  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking, 
the  shift  from  manual  to  automatic  belts  may  in- 
itially lead  to  confusion  on  the  part  of  some  per- 
sons. The  lower  end  of  many  automatic  shoulder 
belt  designs  is  attached  between  the  two  front 
seating  positions.  The  upper  end  is  attached  to  the 
rear  upper  corner  of  the  front  door.  If  the  lap  belt 
or  torso  belt  of  an  automatic  belt  system  is  de- 
signed so  that  it  lies  on  the  seat  cushion  or  against 
the  seatback  cushion(s)  when  the  belt  system  is 
reeled-out  in  its  open-door  position,  some  people 
are  likely  to  be  confused  about  how  to  get  into  the 
vehicle.  Additionally,  if  the  belt  is  lying  on  or  hang- 
ing slightly  above  the  seat  cushion,  it  is  likely  to 
pull  against  clothing  in  an  irritating  fashion  as  the 
occupant  tries  to  sit  down.  These  factors  led  the 
agency  to  propose  minimum  specifications  for  web- 
bing/seat clearance  (three  inches)  so  that  people 
would  not  be  encouraged  to  disconnect  automatic 
belts  because  of  the  inconvenience. 

Most  manufacturers  opposed  the  minimum 
specification  for  webbing /seat  clearance.  The  com- 
ments stated  that  there  is  no  safety  rationale  for 
the  requirement  because  any  misconception  con- 
cerning the  proper  way  to  enter  the  vehicle  would 
be  removed  after  the  occupant  became  familiar 
with  the  vehicle.  Peugeot  stated  that  experience 
has  shown  that  the  occupant  can  easily  push  the 
strap  aside  for  a  moment  in  order  to  enter  the  vehi- 
cle. The  company  argued  that  the  proposed  re- 
quirement is  tantamount  to  requiring  the  installa- 
tion of  an  automatic  mechanism  to  move  the  belt 
system's  top  anchor's  position.  (Note:  In  response 
to  this  specific  comment,  the  agency  would  not 
consider  a  belt  system  that  had  to  be  manually 
moved  out  of  the  way  by  the  occupant  to  be  an 
"automatic"  system  that  would  satisfy  the  re- 
quirements of  the  standard;  see  39  F.R.  14594, 
April  25,  1974).  Several  manufacturers  stated  the 
minimum  specification  could  degrade  belt  effec- 
tiveness in  a  crash.  These  manufacturers  argued 
that  the  specification  would  preclude  a  belt,  par- 
ticularly a  lap  belt,  from  fitting  securely  around  the 
occupant.  This  could  result  in  the  occupant  "sub- 
marining" under  the  belt  during  a  crash. 

Motorized  Track  Systems—  Webbing/ Head 
Clearance 

Some  automatic  belt  designs  rely  on  overhead, 
motorized  track-puller  systems  instead  of  the  open- 


ing of  the  door  to  move  the  webbing  automatically 
out  of  the  occupant's  way  when  getting  in  and  out 
of  the  vehicle.  These  systems  pull  the  webbing 
toward  the  dashboard  when  the  vehicle  door  is 
opened  and  then  pull  it  toward  the  rear  of  the  vehi- 
cle to  deploy  around  the  occupant  after  the  door  is 
closed.  If  such  a  system  is  used,  the  vehicle  design 
should  be  such  that  the  belt  webbing  does  not  pass 
too  close  to  the  occupant's  head  during  its  move- 
ment. Webbing  that  passes  too  close  to  or  brushes 
the  occupant's  face  or  head  could  be  annoying  or 
disconcerting  (perceived  as  hazardous  by  the  in- 
tended user)  and  cause  the  occupant  to  defeat  the 
automatic  belt  system  (by  unbuckling  or  cutting 
the  belt,  for  example).  The  proposal  specified  a 
webbing /head  clearance  envelope  that  was  in- 
tended to  ensure  that  a  moving  torso  belt  would 
not  come  within  a  certain  specified  distance  of  an 
occupant's  head  and  face. 

Industry  objected  to  this  proposed  requirement 
on  the  basis  that  many  small  vehicle  models  could 
not  comply  with  the  requirement  without  substan- 
tial changes  to  the  vehicle  structure  (i.e.,  because 
of  limited  head  room  in  these  small  cars).  Toyota 
Motor  Company  stated  that  an  automatic  belt 
design  it  has  already  introduced  in  the  market 
would  have  to  be  withdrawn  if  this  proposed 
requirement  were  finalized  because  there  is  not 
sufficient  room  in  its  vehicle  model  to  obtain  the 
specified  clearance.  Volkswagen  stated  that  any 
specification  for  webbing/ head  clearance  should 
only  specify  that  the  webbing  cannot  touch  the 
occupant's  face  while  it  is  articulating,  and  that  a 
minimum  distance  specification  is  too  design 
restrictive.  General  Motors  stated  that  the 
spherical  zone  specified  in  the  proposal  falls  out- 
side the  vehicle  on  some  GM  body  styles,  and  would 
thus  preclude  motorized  belt  systems  in  these 
vehicles. 

Rate  of  Movement  of  Motorized  Belts 

The  agency  stated  its  belief  in  the  proposal  that 
motorized  belt  systems  will  be  unacceptable  to  the 
public  if  the  rate  of  belt  movement  is  too  slow, 
since  the  occupant  would  be  delayed  in  exiting  the 
vehicle.  Systems  that  move  too  rapidly  might  also 
be  unacceptable  since  they  could  be  viewed  by  vehi- 
cle occupants  as  a  possible  hazard.  Each  of  these 
problems  could  lead  vehicle  occupants  to  defeat  the 
automatic  belt  system.  Therefore,  the  proposal 
specified  minimum  and  maximum  times  allowed 
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for  belts  to  move  forward  and  backward  on 
motorized  track  systems  (between  1.5  and  1.9 
seconds  from  start  to  stop). 

Manufacturers  stated  that  this  proposed  specifi- 
cation should  be  deleted  because  of  the  variation  in 
performance  of  motorized  systems  due  to 
environmental  conditions.  The  comments  pointed 
out  that  ambient  temperature  greatly  affects 
motor  speeds  and  battery  conditions  and  that  the 
movement  time,  therefore,  could  not  be  held 
stable.  Several  commenters  argued  that  a  single 
movement  time  is  impractical  because  of  the  wide 
variety  of  vehicle  sizes  and  the  varying  distances  a 
belt  system  would  have  to  move.  The  commenters 
stated  that  if  such  a  requirement  is  retained  it 
should  be  stated  as  a  rate  rather  than  total  times 
allowed.  In  this  way,  the  movement  of  all  systems 
would  be  uniform  even  though  it  would  take  longer 
for  the  belt  webbing  to  move  down  the  track  in  a 
large  vehicle  than  in  a  small  vehicle. 

Agency  Response  to  Comments  on 
Unadopted  Proposals 

The  agency  does  not  agree  with  the  general 
negative  response  of  most  vehicle  manufacturers 
regarding  the  relationship  between  seat  belt  com- 
fort and  convenience  and  belt  use.  Likewise,  the 
agency  believes  that  the  specification  in  the  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  would  greatly  improve  the 
comfort  and  convenience  of  seat  belt  systems,  par- 
ticularly the  new  automatic  belt  systems  that  will 
be  introduced  in  the  future.  Although  the  agency 
agrees  that  many  factors  influence  belt  use,  it  con- 
tinues to  believe  that  belts  which  are  inconvenient 
to  use  and  uncomfortable  to  wear  will  be  used  less 
regardless  of  these  other  factors.  The  research 
studies  cited  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
clearly  establish  that  there  is  a  definite  problem 
with  many  current  seat  belt  designs,  and  that  seat 
belt  systems  can  be  improved  with  relatively  minor 
changes.  Removing  the  most  egregious  problems 
with  seat  belt  designs  will,  at  a  minimum,  remove 
an  impediment  that  currently  thwarts  other  pro- 
grams designed  to  increase  seat  belt  use.  For 
example,  seat  belt  education  campaigns  will  have 
little  effect  if  people  attempt  to  wear  the  belts  but 
find  them  inconvenient  and  uncomfortable. 

The  agency  also  does  not  agree  with  many  of  the 
comments  regarding  specific  provisions  included  in 
the  proposal.  Proper  torso  belt  fit  is  an  extremely 
important  aspect  of  ensuring  that  belts  are  com- 


fortable to  wear  and  do  not  cross  the  neck  or  face. 
The  problems  cited  by  the  industry  with  the  pro- 
posed specification  and  test  procedure  are  prob- 
lems the  agency  believes  can  be  solved.  While  it  is 
true  that  some  vehicle  models  may  require  signifi- 
cant modifications  to  comply  with  the  fit  zone,  the 
agency  believes  that  this  is  due  primarily  to  the 
fact  that  in  the  past  vehicles  have  been  designed 
with  little  attention  given  to  how  the  belt  system 
will  fit  when  installed  in  the  vehicle.  Belt  systems 
are  typically  added  as  an  afterthought  long  after 
the  vehicle's  structural  design  has  been  completed, 
with  no  systematic  effort  to  coordinate  a  particular 
belt  design  to  a  particular  structural  design. 

The  industry's  comments  that  webbing/ seat 
clearance  for  automatic  belts  will  not  be  a  problem 
after  occupants  learn  how  to  get  into  the  vehicle 
only  address  part  of  the  problem.  In  the  months 
since  issuance  of  the  proposal,  the  agency  has 
observed  many  prototype  and  production  auto- 
matic belt  designs.  These  observations  have  dem- 
onstrated that  webbing/ seat  clearance  is  extremely 
important  to  ensure  that  the  belt  webbing  does  not 
scrub  across  the  occupant's  clothing  when  entering 
the  vehicle.  Some  of  the  designs  that  were  observed 
had  such  minimal  clearance  that  buttons  and  shirt 
pocket  contents  were  snagged  by  the  belt  system 
as  an  occupant  entered  the  vehicle.  This  is  obviously 
a  problem  that  would  encourage  disconnection  of 
the  belt  system.  In  addition,  if  the  webbing/seat 
clearance  is  so  minimal  that  the  person  has  to 
manually  move  the  belt  out  of  the  way  to  enter  the 
automobile,  the  system  is  not  really  "automatic" 
and  would  not  satisfy  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  of  the  standard.  The  agency  has  con- 
cluded that  these  problems  outweigh  the  percep- 
tion problem  discussed  in  the  proposal.  Conse- 
quently, the  agency  believes  that  the  3-inch 
specification  in  the  proposal  is  inadequate  and  a 
greater  clearance  is  desirable.  While  it  is  true  that 
greater  clearance  may  require  innovative  designs, 
the  agency  believes  these  are  problems  that  can 
and  should  be  solved. 

Although  these  basic  disagreements  do  exist  be- 
tween the  NHTSA  and  vehicle  manufacturers,  the 
agency  does  believe  that  many  of  the  specific 
comments  to  the  proposal  have  merit.  Also,  the 
agency  is  aware  that  many  of  the  problems  cited  by 
the  industry  are  legitimate  concerns.  The  agency  is 
cognizant  of  the  fact  that  there  are  a  multitude  of 
vehicle  configurations  that  would  have  to  be  dealt 
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with  in  complying  with  all  of  the  provisions  included 
in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking.  In  certain 
situations  it  may  be  true  that  strict  compliance 
with  the  provisions  as  originally  specified  might 
compromise  belt  effectiveness  in  crashes  to  a 
limited  degree,  if  applied  to  existing,  unchanged 
structural  configurations.  Most  manufacturers 
stated  that  the  injury  criteria  of  the  standard  could 
be  met  under  the  specifications  of  the  proposal,  but 
that  in  some  instances  the  margin  of  safety  would 
not  be  as  great.  Obviously,  the  agency  does  not 
want  belt  system  performance  to  be  degraded  in 
the  attempt  to  make  belts  comfortable  and  con- 
venient enough  that  they  will  be  used.  However, 
the  agency  does  not  believe  that  such  a  com- 
promise is  necessary  if  belt  system  design  and  vehi- 
cle structural  design  are  coordinated  at  the  outset. 

The  agency  has  also  considered  the  numerous 
comments  concerning  the  leadtime  that  would  be 
necessary  to  implement  the  proposed  requirements 
in  certain  vehicle  models,  as  well  as  the  costs 
associated  with  making  the  changes  after  design 
plans  have  already  been  completed. 

These  considerations  and  the  factors  mentioned 
below  have  led  the  agency  to  conclude  that  re- 
quirements for  torso  belt  fit,  webbing /seat 
clearance,  webbing/head  clearance,  and  motorized 
belt  track  speed  should  not  be  included  in  this  final 
rule.  The  agency  believes  that  manufacturers 
should  be  encouraged  to  rapidly  develop  innovative 
automatic  belt  designs  that  will  coordinate  belt 
comfort  and  convenience  and  belt  effectiveness  to 
the  greatest  extent  possible.  In  some  vehicle  con- 
figurations, particularly  in  smaller  cars,  strict  com- 
pliance with  the  proposed  specifications  mentioned 
earlier  may  hamper  these  efforts.  While  the  agency 
believes  that  it  is  possible  and  desirable  to  design 
comfortable  and  convenient  safety  belts  meeting 
all  of  the  proposed  specifications,  it  does  not  wish 
to  retard  the  introduction  of  automatic  restraints 
because  of  minor  technical  problems  in  particular 
vehicle  configurations.  If  all  of  the  proposed  re- 
quirements were  issued  in  this  final  rule,  additional 
leadtime  would  have  to  be  given  because  of  the 
special  problems  in  a  few  vehicle  models.  The  agency 
believes  it  is  preferable  to  encourage  voluntary 
compliance  with  some  of  the  proposed  provisions 
so  that  a  majority  of  vehicles  can  be  introduced  at 
an  earlier  date  with  the  comfort  and  convenience 
features  incorporated. 


The  agency  also  intends  to  continue  development 
of  the  proposed  specifications  in  order  to  refine 
comfort  zones  and  test  procedures.  Although  the 
provisions  as  proposed  would  represent  an  impor- 
tant improvement  in  seat  belt  comfort  and  conven- 
ience if  incorporated  in  current  vehicle  designs, 
comments  from  the  industry  have  led  the  agency  to 
conclude  that  some  modifications  and  adjustments 
in  the  specifications  may  be  desirable.  Instead  of 
delaying  the  introduction  of  improvements  in  seat 
belt  design  while  the  agency  continues  this 
development  work,  it  has  been  determined  that  it 
is  wiser  to  urge  voluntary  compliance  with  the 
major  provisions  included  in  the  proposals  so  that 
they  may  be  introduced  as  soon  as  possible.  As 
automatic  belts  are  introduced  in  the  market, 
valuable  data  will  be  received  concerning  con- 
sumer perception  of  comfort  and  convenience. 
These  data  will  be  helpful  to  both  the  agency  and 
the  industry  in  further  improving  the  belt  systems. 

Another  factor  influencing  the  decision  not  to 
include  the  proposed  specifications  in  this  final  rule 
is  the  fact  that  there  are  automatic  belt  designs 
currently  in  production  that  do  not  comply  with  all 
the  provisions  proposed.  The  agency  does  not  wish 
to  preclude  the  continual  production  of  these 
designs  because,  for  example,  they  are  'A  inch  out- 
side the  torso  belt  fit  zone.  This  is  particularly  true 
since  the  automatic  belts  currently  on  the  road 
were  introduced  voluntarily  by  the  manufacturers 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  standard. 

As  stated  earlier,  the  agency  does  urge  manufac- 
turers to  voluntarily  incorporate  the  performance 
specifications  that  were  proposed  but  that  are  not 
included  in  this  final  rule.  The  agency  believes  all 
of  the  provisions  deal  with  seat  belt  design  features 
that  substantially  affect  the  comfort  and  conven- 
ience of  seat  belt  systems,  and  therefore  help 
determine  whether  a  particular  belt  system  will  be 
worn.  The  agency  also  believes  that  the  provisions 
adequately  specify  performance  criteria  and  that 
manufacturers  can  design  systems  that  are  in  con- 
formity with  the  specifications  and  that  also 
optimize  belt  effectiveness  in  crash  situations. 
Although  some  variations  may  be  required  for 
specialized  vehicle  configurations,  the  great 
majority  of  the  specifications  should  prove  to  be 
extremely  helpful  to  manufacturers  attempting  to 
develop  seat  belt  designs  that  are  comfortable  to 
wear  and  convenient  to  use. 
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In  order  to  aid  both  seat  belt  manufacturers  and 
vehicle  manufacturers,  the  NHTSA  will  publish  in 
a  later  Federal  Register  notice  suggested  perform- 
ance guidelines  for  torso  belt  fit,  belt /head 
clearance,  belt/seat  cushion  clearance,  and  speed 
of  motorized  belt  track  systems.  The  agency  will 
also  include  in  that  notice  tabulation  of  all  research 
reports,  studies  and  other  data  concerning  the 
improvement  of  seat  belt  comfort  and  convenience 
that  are  available  at  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration.  The  agency  urges  all 
manufacturers  to  use  the  information  that  is 
available  and  to  incorporate  these  performance 
guidelines  so  that  vehicle  occupants  will  not  be 
discouraged  from  using  seat  belts  because  of  their 
discomfort  or  inconvenience. 

Provisions  Included  in  This  Amendment 

In  addition  to  the  provisions  discussed  already, 
the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  included 
specifications  dealing  with  seat  belt  guides,  torso 
belt  pressure,  latch  plate  accessibility,  adjustable 
buckles  for  certain  belts  having  emergency-locking 
retractors,  convenience  hooks  for  automatic  belts, 
emergency-locking  retractors  in  lap  belts,  belt 
retraction  and  belt  comfort  devices.  The  proposed 
provisions  relating  to  these  topics  were  intended  to 
alleviate  some  of  the  most  serious  problems  with 
current  seat  belt  designs.  Most  manufacturers 
agreed  that  there  are  problems  in  these  areas, 
although  there  was  not  total  agreement  on  all  of 
the  remedies  specified  in  the  proposal.  After  con- 
sidering the  comments,  the  agency  has  concluded 
that  improvements  in  these  areas  can  and  should 
be  made.  The  changes  required  by  this  amendment 
are  not  burdensome  and  can  be  accomplished 
rapidly.  The  major  objections  of  the  industry  to  the 
proposal  related  primarily  to  the  proposed  provi- 
sions that  are  not  being  included  in  this  amend- 
ment (discussed  earlier  in  this  notice). 

Seat  Belt  Guides 

Seat  belt  webbing  and  buckles  in  motor  vehicles 
often  fall  or  are  pushed  down  behind  the  seat.  Con- 
sequently, occupants  are  discouraged  or  actually 
precluded  from  using  the  belts.  Therefore,  the  pro- 
posal specified  that  belt  webbing  at  any  designated 
seating  position  shall  pass  through  flexible  stiff- 
eners  or  other  guides  in  the  seat  cushion  to  ensure 
that  the  belts  are  easily  accessible  to  occupants. 
The  provision  also  specified  that  belt  buckles  and 


latchplates  are  to  remain  above  the  rear  cushions 
at  all  times,  even  in  folding  or  tumbling  seats,  and 
that  all  buckles  are  to  be  "free-standing"  to  allow 
one-hand  buckling.  These  provisions  were  included 
in  response  to  a  petition  for  rulemaking  submitted 
some  time  ago  by  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety. 

The  American  Seat  Belt  Council  supported  the 
proposed  requirements  for  both  seat  belt  guides 
and  "free-standing"  buckles.  Vehicle  manufac- 
turers requested  that  several  changes  be  made  in 
the  specification  or  that  it  be  deleted  altogether. 
Volkswagen  stated  that  it  would  be  difficult  to 
comply  with  the  requirement  for  seats  that  both 
fold  and  tumble  and  for  seats  designed  to  convert 
into  beds.  The  agency  believes  that  suitable 
designs  can  be  developed  to  ensure  that  belts  re- 
main above  seats  that  both  fold  and  tumble.  Two 
vehicles  were  furnished  by  Volkswagen  which 
showed  two  different  rear  seat  configurations.  The 
agency  determined  that  belts  could  be  developed 
for  either  that  would  comply  with  the  provision. 
However,  one  design  configuration  would  require 
seat-mounted  belts,  with  a  considerable  increase  in 
cost  for  the  belts  and  increased  weight  for  the  vehi- 
cle. Based  on  its  consideration  of  available  designs 
and  their  costs,  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the 
cost  of  requiring  seats  that  both  fold  and  tumble 
seats  to  comply  with  the  requirement  may  not  be 
justified.  Therefore,  this  type  of  seat  is  not  subject 
to  this  amendment. 

Several  manufacturers  stated  that  the  proposed 
requirement  should  not  apply  to  fixed  seats  since 
the  purpose  of  the  requirement  can  be  accomplished 
without  guides  or  conduits  for  fixed  seats.  The 
agency  disagrees.  The  problem  addressed  in  this 
proposed  requirement  has  been  most  prevalent 
with  fixed  seats.  Latchplates  and  buckles  that  get 
lost  behind  fixed  seat  cushions  are  more  difficult  to 
retrieve  than  buckles  behind  movable  seats.  While 
it  is  true  that  fixed  seats  can  be  designed  so  that 
there  is  little  clearance  between  seat  backs  and 
seat  cushions,  buckles  and  latchplates  can  still  be 
forced  down  behind  the  seat  when  a  person  sits  on 
the  seat. 

The  proposal  specified  that  the  belt  latchplate 
and  buckle  must  remain  in  fixed  positions  in  rela- 
tion to  the  seat  cushion  and  vehicle  interior. 
Several  manufacturers  pointed  out  that  the  belt 
hardware  could  not  remain  in  a  "fixed"  position 
with  adjustable  seats.  The  agency  agrees  that  this 
aspect  of  the  provision  was  inaccurately  stated. 
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The  intent  of  the  provision  was  only  to  require  that 
the  belt  hardware  pass  through  guides  or  conduits 
to  maintain  the  location  of  the  buckle  and  latch- 
plate  on  top  of  the  seat  cushion.  The  provision  is 
modified  accordingly  in  this  amendment. 

Several  manufacturers  also  objected  to  the 
specification  for  the  "freestanding"  buckles  and 
"one-hand"  buckling  on  the  basis  that  the  criteria 
is  design  restrictive  and  not  stated  in  objective 
terms.  The  agency  continues  to  believe  that  these 
provisions  would  increase  the  convenience  of 
buckling  a  seat  belt.  Nevertheless,  after  consider- 
ing the  comments,  the  agency  has  decided  that  the 
specification  would  be  difficult  to  enforce  and  may 
be  too  design  restrictive  in  some  instances.  Addi- 
tionally, a  majority  of  vehicle  manufacturers  have 
already  begun  using  stiffeners  and  other  devices  to 
make  buckling  of  belts  more  simple.  If  this  trend 
continues,  a  provision  regarding  this  aspect  of  belt 
performance  will  not  be  necessary.  Therefore,  the 
agency  is  not  including  a  requirement  for  "free- 
standing" buckles  in  the  amendment  at  this  time. 
The  agency  does  urge,  however,  manufacturers  to 
voluntarily  design  their  belt  system  so  that  buckles 
are  "freestanding"  or  of  some  other  design  that 
facilitates  easy  buckling  by  consumers. 

Torso  Belt  Body  Contact  Pressure 
(Manual  and  Automatic  Belts) 

NHTSA  research  indicates  that  occupants  are 
likely  to  complain  about  belt  pressure  if  the  torso 
belt  net  contact  force  is  greater  than  .7  pound. 
Therefore,  the  proposal  specified  that  the  torso 
portion  of  any  belt  system  shall  not  create  a  con- 
tact pressure  exceeding  that  of  a  belt  with  a  total 
net  contact  force  of  .7  pound. 

Most  manufacturers  objected  to  the  belt  contact 
force  limitation.  Many  commenters  stated  that  the 
agency  has  not  adequately  demonstrated  that  .7 
pound  of  belt  webbing  force  is  the  optimum  upper 
limit  in  all  seating  configurations.  In  lieu  of  the 
proposed  limitation,  various  manufacturers  sug- 
gested force  limitations  ranging  from  1  pound  to 
11  pounds.  Manufacturers  also  argued  that  the 
.7-pound  pressure  does  not  allow  for  engineering 
tolerances.  Ford  stated  that  its  tests  using  the  pro- 
posed procedure  indicate  that  test  variability 
amounts  to  +.3  pound.  Other  manufacturers 
stated  that  the  proposed  force  level  is  so  low  that  it 
would  be  difficult  to  also  meet  the  proposed  re- 
quirement that  belts  retract  completely  when  un- 


buckled by  the  vehicle  occupant,  i.e.,  the  retractor 
forces  would  have  to  be  too  low  to  meet  the  "self 
stow"  provisions.  Chrysler  Corporation  and 
General  Motors  stated  that  a  more  precise  test  pro- 
cedure for  measuring  belt  contact  force  is  needed. 
This  comment  was  echoed  by  several  foreign 
manufacturers. 

The  agency  does  not  agree  with  most  of  these 
objections.  In  a  detailed  study  conducted  by  Man 
Factors,  Inc.,  webbing  retractor  forces  were 
varied  in  an  experimental  belt  system  mounted  in  a 
production  vehicle.  A  series  of  male  and  female 
test  subjects  experienced  each  force  level  during 
on-the-road  driving  tests  and  reported  whether  the 
pressure  felt  was  satisfactory  or  too  great.  That 
study  showed  that  belt  pressure  greater  than  0.7 
pound  was  unacceptable  to  more  than.  60  percent 
of  the  test  subjects.  Therefore,  manufacturers' 
comments  that  belt  pressure  should  be  as  high  as  1 
to  11  pounds  have  little,  if  any,  credence.  Regard- 
ing other  comments,  the  study  that  was  conducted 
to  determine  maximum  tolerable  belt  pressure  was 
not  conducted  for  a  myriad  of  seating  configura- 
tions since  a  given  belt  pressure  will  likely  be  either 
acceptable  or  unacceptable  to  an  occupant 
regardless  of  the  seating  configuration.  In 
automobiles  that  presently  meet  this  pressure  re- 
quirement, retraction  has  not  been  found  to  be  a 
problem.  Their  belts  retract  in  compliance  with  the 
proposed  retraction  requirements.  The  agency 
believes  that  comments  stating  that  a  test  pro- 
cedure should  be  included  in  the  standard  to 
measure  the  belt  pressure  have  merit.  Therefore, 
this  amendment  specifies  a  .7-pound  maximum 
pressure  limitation  and  includes  a  procedure  for 
measuring  belt  pressure. 

Latch  Plate  Accessibility 

As  noted  in  the  proposal,  one  of  the  most 
inconvenient  aspects  of  using  many  current  seat 
belt  designs  is  the  difficulty  that  seated  occupants 
have  in  reaching  back  to  grasp  the  belt  latchplate 
when  the  belt  is  unbuckled  and  in  its  retracted  posi- 
tion. The  greater  the  difficulty  in  reaching  the 
latchplate  to  buckle  the  belt,  the  more  likely  that 
belt  usage  will  cease  or  never  begin.  Poor  ac- 
cessibility of  latchplates  results  from  two  main  fac- 
tors: Location  of  the  latchplate  beyond  the  conven- 
ient reach  of  some  seated  vehicle  occupants,  and 
inadequate  clearance  between  the  seats  and  side  of 
the  vehicle  to  allow  easy  grasping  of  the  latchplate. 
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The  proposal  specified  requirements  to  define 
[  limits  on  reach  distance  for  latchplates  and  to 
f     prescribe  minimum  clearances  for  arm  and  hand 

access. 

There  were  several  comments  from  the  vehicle 
manufacturers  recommending  changes  in  the  pro- 
posed specifications.  The  proposed  test  procedures 
for  this  provision  specified  that  the  vehicle  seat  is 
to  be  placed  in  its  forwardmost  position  when 
testing  for  compliance  with  the  reach  envelope  (the 
position  in  which  there  would  presumably  be  the 
most  problems).  Ford  Motor  Company  stated  that 
the  requirement  should  be  modified  to  specify  that 
the  seat  be  located  in  the  mid-track  position  since  a 
50th  percentile  adult  would  not  normally  have  the 
seat  in  the  forwardmost  position  (the  proposal 
specified  that  a  50th  percentile  dummy  be  used  to 
test  for  compliance  with  the  reach  envelope).  The 
NHTSA  agrees  that  some  difficulty  may  be  en- 
countered in  placing  the  50th  percentile  test 
dummy  in  the  forwardmost  seat  adjustment  posi- 
tion. If  this  occurs,  there  is  nothing  that  would 
preclude  manufacturers  from  removing  the  test 
dummy's  legs,  since  legs  are  irrelevant  to  the  arm 
reach  envelope.  However,  the  agency  believes  that 
the  requirement  should  specify  that  the  seat  be  in 
its  forwardmost  adjustment  position  since  many 
current  latchplates  are  blocked  with  the  seat  in  this 
position  although  they  are  not  when  the  seat  is  in 
its  mid-position.  Since  a  significant  number  of  vehi- 
cle occupants  will  have  the  seat  in  the  forwardmost 
position  (particularly  women),  the  agency  believes 
that  the  latchplate  should  be  within  easy  reach  for 
these  occupants  or  they  will  be  discouraged  from 
wearing  the  belt  system. 

One  manufacturer  stated  that  it  is  not  clear  from 
the  proposal  whether  the  latchplate  access 
specifications  would  apply  to  all  seats  or  to  just  the 
front  outboard  seating  positions.  The  requirement 
applies  only  to  the  front  outboard  seats,  and  the 
specification  is  modified  in  this  amendment  to 
clarify  this  point.  Several  commenters  stated  that 
the  size  of  the  test  block  used  to  measure  latchplate 
access  should  be  modified  and  that  the  block  should 
be  designed  to  articulate  to  represent  the  forearm 
and  wrist  of  a  human  being.  The  agency  does  not 
agree  with  this  recommendation.  This  size  of  the 
test  block  was  designed  to  account  for  the  limita- 
tion of  the  human  arm  and  hand  as  they  would 
articulate  through  various  openings  (in  this  case, 
between   the    seat   and   vehicle   structure).    The 


dimension  was  based  on  a  detailed  study  conducted 
by  Man  Factors  (See  DOT-HS-7-01617,  December 
1978).  The  agency  also  believes  that  the  test  ap- 
paratus would  be  unnecessarily  complicated  if 
specifications  were  included  for  articulation.  For 
these  reasons,  the  test  block  specification  and  test 
procedure  is  unchanged  in  this  notice,  except  for 
minor  technical  changes  in  the  string  dimensions 
and  the  deletion  of  one  illustration  (Figure  3)  that 
was  included  in  the  proposal.  These  minor 
technical  changes  are  in  response  to  comments  and 
are  included  for  clarification  purposes. 

Convenience  Hooks  for  Automatic  Belts 

Some  automatic  belt  designs  might  include  a 
manual  "convenience  hook"  located,  for  example, 
on  the  dashboard  near  the  A-pillar,  which  would 
enable  occupants  to  manually  move  the  belt  web- 
bing totally  out  of  the  way  as  they  are  about  to  exit 
the  vehicle.  These  devices  would  only  be  permitted 
as  additional  equipment  since  automatic  belts  must 
operate  automatically,  i.e.,  manual  hooks  could  not 
be  used  as  the  sole  means  of  moving  the  belt  web- 
bing out  of  the  occupant's  way.  The  proposal 
specified  that  if  manufacturers  install  such  "con- 
venience hooks,"  the  hook  must  automatically 
release  the  belt  webbing  so  that  it  will  deploy 
around  the  occupant  prior  to  the  vehicle  being 
driven.  The  proposal  specified  that  the  hook  would 
have  to  automatically  release  the  webbing  when 

(a)  The  vehicle  ignition  switch  is  moved  to  the 
"on"  or  "start"position. 

(b)  The  vehicle's  drive  train  is  engaged. 

Manufacturers  did  not  object  to  the  proposed  re- 
quirements for  "convenience  hooks,"  although 
there  were  several  comments  that  the  provision 
needs  clarification.  Jaguar  Rover  Triumph,  Inc. 
stated  that  it  is  not  clear  from  the  proposal 
whether  conditions  (a)  and  (b)  mentioned  in  the 
preceding  paragraphs  are  sequential  or  alter- 
natives. This  notice  modifies  the  language  of  the 
requirement  to  clarify  that  the  "hook"  must 
release  the  belt  webbing  when  the  ignition  switch 
is  in  the  "on"  or  "start"  position  and  the  vehicle's 
drive  train  is  engaged  at  the  same  time  (i.e.,  when 
both  condition  (a)  and  (b)  exist  at  the  same  time). 
An  optional  condition  "(c)"  is  added  in  response  to 
a  comment  by  American  Honda  Motor  Co.  to  allow 
vehicles  with  manual  transmissions  to  have  the 
"hook"  release  the  webbing  when  the  ignition  is  on 
and  the  vehicle's  parking  brake  is  released  at  the 
same  time. 
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Belt  Retraction 

Many  persons  find  seat  belts  inconvenient 
because  the  belt  webbing  will  not  retract  completely 
to  its  stowed  position  when  the  system  is  unbuckled, 
so  that  the  webbing  is  an  obstacle  when  the  occu- 
pant is  trying  to  exit  the  vehicle.  Therefore,  the 
proposal  included  a  specification  to  ensure  that 
belts  do  retract  completely  and  automatically  when 
they  are  unbuckled.  While  there  were  no  serious 
objections  to  the  proposed  requirement,  several 
manufacturers  requested  changes  in  the  test  pro- 
cedures. For  example,  it  was  requested  that 
manufacturers  be  allowed  to  remove  the  arms  on 
the  test  dummy  during  the  compliance  test  since 
the  belt  webbing  can  get  hung-up  on  the  dummy's 
arms  while  retracting.  The  agency  believes  that 
this  suggestion  has  merit  since  a  human  occupant 
can  move  his  arm  out  of  the  way  when  a  seat  belt  is 
retracting  and  that  flexibility  cannot  be  incor- 
porated in  the  test  dummies  currently  available. 
Manufacturers  also  requested  that  the  test  be  con- 
ducted with  the  vehicle  door  open,  since  some 
systems  are  designed  to  automatically  retract 
when  the  door  latch  is  released  (i.e.,  the  retraction 
force  is  stronger  in  this  mode).  The  agency  agrees 
with  this  suggestion  also,  and  it  is  incorporated  in 
this  notice. 

Automatic  Locldng  Retractors 

Seat  belts  incorporating  automatic  locking 
retractors  (ALR's)  in  the  lap  belt  portion  of  the 
system  have  been  identified  as  a  major  item  of 
complaint  by  vehicle  occupants  because  of  the 
feature's  discomfort  and  inconvenience.  Many 
vehicle  occupants  report  that  belts  incorporating 
the  ALR's  tighten  excessively  under  normal  driv- 
ing conditions,  making  it  necessary  to  unbuckle 
and  refasten  the  lap  belt  to  relieve  pressure  on  the 
pelvis  and  abdomen.  This  discomfort  causes  many 
persons  to  stop  using  their  belts. 

Belt  systems  having  ALR's  have  also  been  found 
very  inconvenient  to  use,  particularly  if  the  ALR  is 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  latchplate  assembly. 
During  the  process  of  putting  the  belt  on,  the  occu- 
pant must  extend  the  belt  in  a  single  continuous 
movement  to  a  length  sufficient  to  allow  buckling. 
Otherwise,  the  retractor  locks  before  sufficient 
webbing  has  been  withdrawn  to  accomplish  buck- 
ling, and  the  belt  has  to  be  fully  retracted  before 
the  occupant  can  repeat  the  donning  process. 
Many  persons  have  found  this  characteristic  of 


ALR's  extremely  irritating  and  consequently  have 
avoided  use  of  the  belt.  In  addition,  ALR's  inhibit 
the  driver's  normal  movement  to  pay  tolls,  reach 
the  glove  compartment,  etc.  With  emergency  lock- 
ing retractors  (ELR's)  instead  of  automatic  lock- 
ing retractors,  these  problems  would  be  alleviated. 

Safety  Standard  No.  208  currently  requires  lap 
belts  at  outboard  seating  positions  to  be  equipped 
with  either  automatic  locking  retractors  or 
emergency  locking  retractors,  in  order  to  assure 
that  belts  are  sufficiently  tightened  to  be  effective 
during  a  crash.  However,  this  effectiveness  feature 
can  be  achieved  by  ELR's  without  the  concomitant 
discomfort  and  inconvenience  associated  with 
ALR's.  Therefore,  the  proposal  sought  to 
eliminate  ALR's  as  an  alternative  in  the  standard 
for  front  outboard  designated  seating  positions. 

The  proposal  also  specified  that  emergency  lock- 
ing retractors  for  the  lap  belt  portion  of  the  belt 
system  at  the  front  outboard  passenger's  position 
shall  be  equipped  with  a  manual  locking  device  so 
that  child  restraint  systems  can  be  properly 
secured.  Since  emergency  locking  retractors  allow 
some  movement  when  the  belt  is  fastened,  the 
agency  and  some  child  safety  experts  were  con- 
cerned that  the  child  restraint  system  could  slide 
out  of  position  prior  to  a  crash  if  the  retractor  can- 
not be  manually  locked. 

Few  manufacturers  objected  to  the  requirement 
that  lap  belts  at  front  outboard  designated  seating 
positions  be  equipped  with  emergency  locking 
retractors.  However,  nearly  all  manufacturers  ob- 
jected to  the  requirement  that  these  emergency 
locking  retractors  be  equipped  with  a  manual  lock- 
ing device  for  securing  child  restraint  systems. 
Ford  Motor  Company  stated  that  the  manual  lock 
requirement  is  design  restrictive  and  will  preclude 
the  installation  of  continuous  loop  manual  belts 
and  certain  three-point  automatic  belts.  Also,  Ford 
stated  that  the  proposed  requirement  is  inconsis- 
tent with  another  proposal  precluding  any  device 
that  allows  the  introduction  of  slack  in  a  belt 
system  (e.g.,  comfort  devices).  Ford  argued  that 
the  manual  lock  could  be  used  to  introduce  ex- 
cessive slack  in  the  belt  when  worn  by  an  adult. 
Toyota  Motor  Company  stated  that  an  emergency 
locking  retractor  is  definitely  superior  to  an 
automatic  locking  retractor  from  the  standpoint  of 
comfort  and  convenience.  Toyota  argued, 
however,  that  its  tests  with  the  GM  child  seat 
(braking,  fast  cornering,  driving  on  rough  roads) 
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have  demonstrated  that  the  performance  of 
emergency  locking  retractors  in  restraining  this 
child  seat  is  satisfactory  without  a  manual  locking 
device. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association 
pointed  out  that  the  Economic  Commission  of 
Europe  (which  sets  international  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards)  does  not  even  permit  manual  lock- 
ing devices  on  emergency  locking  retractors. 
Volkswagen  of  America  stated  that  the  proposed  re- 
quirement would  impair  the  operation  of  these  belts 
by  allowing  too  much  slack  in  the  system,  and 
argued  that  parents  should  be  encouraged  to  place 
their  child  restraints  in  rear  seating  positions  that 
have  automatic  locking  retractors.  General  Motors 
argued  that  the  agency's  data  is  totally  inconclusive 
in  demonstrating  that  emergency  locking  retractors 
without  locking  devices  cannot  adequately  secure 
child  restraint  systems.  General  Motors  cited  its 
own  tests  which  it  states  demonstrated  child 
restraints  are  adequately  secured  with  emergency 
locking  retractors.  Finally,  several  manufacturers 
stated  that  the  manual  locking  devices  could  pose  a 
hazard  in  emergency  situations  if  the  emergency 
locking  retractor  is  located  on  the  vehicle  door. 
These  commenters  pointed  out  that  the  vehicle  door 
would  be  impossible  to  open  from  the  outside  if  the 
retractor  is  locked. 

After  considering  these  comments,  the  agency 
has  decided  that  while  emergency  locking  retrac- 
tors should  be  required  for  lap  belts  at  front  out- 
board designated  seating  positions,  these  retrac- 
tors should  not  be  required  to  have  manual  locking 
devices.  The  agency  believes  that  the  points  raised 
in  the  comments  represent  legitimate  concerns. 
Further,  agency  tests  conducted  after  the  issuance 
of  the  proposal  indicate  that  there  may  not  be  a 
substantial  problem  with  Type  2  belts  incor- 
porating emergency  locking  retractors  restraining 
child  seats.  However,  the  agency  is  planning  to 
conduct  further  research  regarding  the  use  of  Type 
1  belts  with  ELR's  to  secure  child  restraints.  Addi- 
tionally, the  agency  recently  issued  a  proposal  to 
amend  Safety  Standard  No.  210,  Seat  Belt  An- 
chorages, to  require  that  lap  belt  anchorages  be 
present  at  front  outboard  seating  passenger  posi- 
tions that  are  not  equipped  with  lap  belts  (e.g., 
vehicles  equipped  with  a  two-point,  single  diagonal 
automatic  belt).  Therefore,  if  that  proposal  is 
adopted,  parents  wishing  to  place  child  seats  in 
front  seating  positions  in  the  affected  vehicles  can 


purchase  a  lap  belt  having  an  automatic  locking 
retractor  or  a  manual  webbing  adjusting  device.  In 
light  of  these  considerations,  and  the  cost  of  in- 
stalling manual  locking  devices  on  emergency  lock- 
ing retractors,  the  manual  locking  device  of  the 
proposal  is  not  adopted. 

The  proposal  also  included  a  provision  to  allow 
manual  adjustment  devices  on  seat  belt  assemblies 
in  rear  seating  positions  that  have  emergency  lock- 
ing retractors.  Although  automatic  locking  retrac- 
tors are  allowed  in  rear  seating  positions,  some 
manufacturers  are  currently  installing  emergency 
locking  retractors.  These  manufacturers  have  re- 
quested that  manual  webbing  adjustment  devices 
be  allowed  on  these  belt  systems,  specifically  for 
facilitating  the  securement  of  child  restraint 
systems.  Nearly  all  commenters  agreed  with  this 
provision  and  it  is  included  in  this  amendment. 

In  summary,  although  manual  locking  devices 
are  not  being  required  on  emergency  locking 
retractors  in  front  seating  positions,  these  devices 
or  manual  webbing  adjustment  devices  are  being 
allowed  in  rear  seating  positions.  The  manual  web- 
bing adjustment  device  would  not  be  permitted  in 
front  seating  positions,  but  manufacturers  would 
be  permitted  to  voluntarily  install  manual  locking 
devices  on  belts  in  front  seating  positions. 

Devices  That  Introduce  Slack  in  Belt  Webbing 

Some  current  seat  belt  designs  include  devices 
that  are  intended  to  relieve  shoulder  belt  pressure. 
These  "comfort  clips,"  "window-shade"  devices,  or 
other  tension-relieving  devices  can  reduce  the  effec- 
tiveness of  belts  in  crash  situations  if  the  occupant 
uses  the  device  to  put  excessive  slack  in  the  belt 
webbing,  i.e.,  so  that  the  belt  is  not  snugly  against 
the  occupant.  Therefore,  the  proposal  included  a 
provision  to  prohibit  any  device,  either  manual  or 
automatic,  that  would  permit  the  introduction  of 
slack  in  the  upper  torso  restraint.  The  proposal 
stated  that  such  devices  would  not  be  necessary  to 
relieve  the  discomfort  caused  by  excessive  belt 
pressure  since  the  proposal  also  included  a  limita- 
tion on  belt  pressure. 

Several  manufacturers  objected  to  an  outright 
ban  on  tension-relieving  devices.  The  American 
Seat  Belt  Council  stated  that  an  appropriate 
performance  requirement  should  be  developed  that 
will  allow  a  small,  controlled  amount  of  slack  in  belt 
systems.  General  Motors  stated  that  its  tension- 
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relieving  devices  allow  some  slack  but  that  this  slack 
could  not  be  introduced  inadvertently.  General 
Motors  argued  that  such  devices  should  be  allowed 
provided  the  slack  is  cancelled  when  the  vehicle 
door  is  opened,  i.e.,  so  that  there  is  no  slack  at  all 
when  an  occupant  uses  the  belt  on  a  subsequent  oc- 
casion. The  commenters  argued  that  some  persons 
do  not  like  any  belt  pressure  at  all,  not  even  the  .7 
pounds  that  would  be  the  maximum  aOowed  under 
the  proposed  belt  pressure  provisions. 

The  agency  believes  there  is  some  merit  to  these 
arguments  particularly  in  regard  to  automatic  belt 
systems  that  are  required  to  comply  with  the  injury 
criteria  of  Safety  Standard  No.  208.  Therefore, 
tension-relieving  devices  are  not  prohibited  in  this 
amendment  in  automatic  belt  systems  provided  the 
belt  system  can  comply  with  the  injury  criteria  of 
the  standard  with  the  belt  placed  in  any  position  to 
which  it  can  be  adjusted.  This  means  that  if  six 
inches  of  slack  can  be  introduced  in  the  automatic 
belt  system  by  means  of  the  tension-relieving 
device,  the  belt  must  be  able  to  comply  with  the  in- 
jury criteria  with  the  belt  webbing  in  that  position. 
Since  manual  seat  belt  systems  are  not  required  to 
comply  with  the  injury  criteria  of  the  standard 
generally,  they  would  also  not  be  required  to  com- 
ply just  because  they  include  tension-relieving 
devices.  The  agency  does  urge  manufacturers  to 
voluntarily  limit  the  amount  of  slack  that  can  be  in- 
troduced in  their  manual  belt  systems,  however. 

Seat  Belt  Warning  System 

The  proposal  included  a  provision  for  a  new 
sequential  seat  belt  warning  system  in  all  motor 
vehicles  which  are  not  passenger  cars  and  which 
have  a  gross  vehicle  weight  rating  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less. 

Safety  Standard  No.  208  currently  requires  a 
visual  and  audible  warning  system  to  remind  vehi- 
cle occupants  to  fasten  their  manual  safety  belts. 
The  present  standard  requires  a  warning  system 
which  activates,  for  a  period  of  4  to  8  seconds,  a 
reminder  light  each  time  the  vehicle  ignition  is 
operated,  and  an  audible  warning  if  the  driver's  lap 
belt  is  not  in  use.  Studies  of  manual  seat  belt  usage 
in  passenger  vehicles  have  shown  that  a  sequential 
logic  system  which  incorporates  a  visible  reminder 
light  of  continuous  duration  and  a  4-  to  8-second 
audible  warning  could  produce  usage  rates  signifi- 
cantly greater  than  those  obtained  with  the  warn- 


ing systems  currently  required.  The  sequential 
logic  warning  system  activates  unless  buckling  of  a 
person's  belt  occurred  after  the  person  sat  down  in 
his  seat.  Under  the  current  208  requirement,  the 
warning  system  can  be  permanently  defeated  if  the 
belt  is  buckled  and  pushed  behind  the  seat  cushion 
and  left  there  during  subsequent  occasions  on 
which  the  vehicle  is  used. 

Only  the  American  Seat  Belt  Council  supported 
the  requirement  for  a  sequential  warning  system. 
The  vehicle  manufacturers  uniformly  objected  to 
the  requirement,  stating  that  such  a  system  would 
cost  $25  to  $35  per  vehicle  (this  is  much  higher 
than  the  agency's  estimated  cost  figure).  Also, 
manufacturers  disputed  the  agency's  data  and 
argued  that  there  is  no  documentation  demonstrat- 
ing that  a  sequential  warning  system  will  substan- 
tially increase  belt  use  in  vehicles  other  than 
passenger  cars. 

The  agency  agrees  that  the  data  relied  upon  in 
the  proposal  dealt  primarily  with  sequential  warn- 
ing systems  in  passenger  cars  (The  Phoenix  Study, 
DOT-HS-801-953).  There  is  no  conclusive 
evidence  that  such  a  system  would  also  improve 
seat  belt  use  in  light  trucks  and  vans  to  a  com- 
parable degree.  Although  the  agency  is  convinced 
that  an  effective  warning  system  similar  to  or  like 
that  proposed  would  result  in  some  increased  seat 
belt  use  in  these  other  vehicles,  the  agency  has  con- 
cluded that  manufacturers  should  be  allowed  to 
voluntarily  install  such  systems  under  an  im- 
plementation schedule  suited  to  particular  vehicle 
models  in  order  to  minimize  costs.  Therefore,  the 
proposed  requirement  is  not  included  in  this 
amendment.  Specifications  for  a  sequential  warn- 
ing system  will,  however,  be  included  in  the  volun- 
tary performance  guidelines  that  will  be  issued  in 
the  near  future,  however,  for  the  benefit  of 
manufacturers  that  are  interested  in  such  a 
system. 

The  proposal  also  included  a  specification  for 
warning  systems  for  automatic  seat  belts,  to  en- 
sure that  motorized  systems  are  locked  into  place 
before  the  vehicle  begins  moving.  If  for  some 
reason  the  motorized  belt  has  not  returned  and 
locked  into  its  protective  mode,  the  occupant 
would  be  alerted  by  the  continuous  light  and  by  a 
4-to  8-second  audible  warning.  Although  several 
manufacturers  objected  to  this  requirement,  again 
primarily  because  of  cost,  the  agency  believes  such 
a  requirement  is  essential  for  motorized  automatic 
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belt  systems.  It  is  therefore  included  in  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  proposal  also  included  an  illustration  chart 
specifying  the  weights  and  dimensions  of  various 
human  body  sizes  ^e.g.,  5th  percentile  female).  The 
comments  to  the  proposal  indicated  that  some  per- 
sons were  confused  about  inclusion  of  the  chart. 
Some  commenters  interpreted  the  figures  in  the 
chart  to  represent  a  change  in  the  Part  572  dummy 
dimension.  The  chart  was  included  in  the  proposal 
to  be  republished  in  the  standard  since  it  had  been 
inadvertently  deleted  by  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  some  time  ago.  The  chart,  however, 
was  not  intended  to  make  any  changes  in  the  Part 
572  test  dummy. 

In  order  to  give  manufacturers  sufficient  lead 
time  to  implement  the  changes  required  by  this 


notice,  and  to  minimize  the  cost  of  such  changes, 
the  effective  date  of  this  amendment  is  September 
1,  1982. 

Note — The  agency  has  determined  that  this  amendment  does 
not  qualify  as  a  significant  regulation  under  Executive  Order 
12221,  "Improving  Government  Regulations,"  and  the  Depart- 
mental guidelines  implementing  that  order.  Therefore,  a 
regulatory  analysis  is  not  required.  A  regulatory  evaluation  con- 
cerning the  amendment  has  been  prepared  and  placed  in  the 
public  docket  under  the  docket  number  and  notice  number  of 
this  Federal  Register  notice. 


Issued  on  December  31,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook, 
Administrator. 

46  F.R.  2064 
January  8,  1981 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO 

FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  208;  Notice  21) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend 
Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protec- 
tion, to  delay  for  one  year  the  effective  date  of  the 
first  phase  of  the  automatic  restraint  require- 
ments of  the  standard.  Prior  to  this  notice,  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  were  scheduled 
to  become  effective  for  large  cars  on  September 
1,  1981  (model  year  1982),  for  mid-size  cars  on 
September  1,  1982  (model  year  1983),  and  for 
small  cars  on  September  1,  1983  (model  year 
1984).  As  amended  by  this  notice,  the  require- 
ment for  equipping  large  cars  with  automatic 
restraints  will  not  take  effect  until  September  1, 
1982,  or  model  year  1983. 

This  one-year  delay  in  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  is  being  specified  in  light  of 
dramatic  changes  in  production  plans  for  the 
model-year  1982  fleet  (fewer  large  cars  and  more 
small  cars)  and  because  the  economic  and  other 
justifications  for  the  existing  phase-in  schedule 
have  changed  drastically  since  the  standard  was 
adopted  in  1977. 

The  one-year  delay  will  also  allow  the  Depart- 
ment sufficient  time  to  re-evaluate  the  entire 
automatic  restraint  standard  as  required  by  the 
Presidential  Executive  Order  12291  (February 
17, 1981).  The  Department  is  simultaneously  issu- 
ing a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  in  today's 
issue  of  the  Federal  Register  discussing  further 
possible  changes  in  the  automatic  restraint 
standard. 

DATES:  The  new  effective  date  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  for  large  cars  is  Septem- 
ber 1,  1982. 

ADDRESSES:  Any  petitions  for  reconsideration 
should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice 
number  of  this  notice  and  be  submitted  to:  Docket 


Section,  Room  5109,  Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh 
Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Michael  Finkelstein,  Of  ficeof  Rulemaking, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C. 
20590  (202-426-1810) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  February 
12,  1981,  the  Department  of  Transportation 
issued  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  to  delay 
for  one  year  the  first  phase  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  of  Safety  Standard  No. 
208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection,  (46  FR  12033). 
Automatic  restraints  are  systems  that  require  no 
action  by  vehicle  occupants,  such  as  buckling  a 
seat  belt,  to  be  effective.  Two  existing  systems 
that  qualify  as  automatic  restraints  are  air 
cushion  restraints  (air  bags)  and  automatic  seat 
belts  (belts  which  automatically  envelop  an  occu- 
pant when  entering  the  vehicle  and  closing  the 
door). 

The  automatic  restraint  requirements  were 
added  to  Standard  No.  208  on  July  5,  1977  (42  FR 
34289),  and  require  installation  in  accordance 
with  the  following  schedule: 

•  For  full-size  cars  (wheelbase  greater  than  114 
inches)  beginning  September  1,  1981  (1982  model 
year); 

•  For  mid-size  cars  (wheelbase  not  more  than  114 
inches  but  greater  than  100  inches)  beginning 
September  1,  1982  (1983  model  year); 

•  For  small  cars  (wheelbase  less  than  100  inches) 
beginning  September  1,  1983  (1984  model  year). 

The  February  notice  issued  by  the  Department 
proposed    to    alter    this    phase-in    schedule    by 
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deferring  the  first  phase  (large  cars)  for  one  year, 
from  model  1982  to  model  year  1983.  The  proposal 
noted  that  such  a  change  may  be  appropriate 
because  of  the  effects  of  implementation  in  model 
year  1982  on  large  car  manufacturers,  because  of 
the  added  significance  which  those  effects  assume 
due  to  the  change  in  economic  circumstances 
since  the  schedule  was  adopted  in  1977,  and 
because  of  the  undermining  by  subsequent  events 
of  the  rationale  underlying  the  original  phase-in 
schedule.  (See  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
for  a  full  discussion  of  the  facts  which  led  to  the 
proposed  alteration  of  the  phase-in  schedule.) 

Comments  Upon  Proposal 

The  responses  to  the  proposal  were  equally 
divided  between  those  commenters  adamantly 
opposed  to  any  delay  in  the  automatic  restraint 
requirement  and  those  commenters  in  favor  of 
both  the  delay  and  a  total  revocation  of  the  re- 
quirements. The  comments  and  data  supporting 
these  factions  were  as  diametrically  opposed  as 
the  competing  economic  interests  involved,  in 
this  instance  the  automobile  and  the  insurance  in- 
dustries. Following  is  a  summary  of  the  major 
comments  submitted  in  response  to  the  proposal. 
A  more  detailed  summary  of  representative  com- 
ments is  included  as  an  appendix  at  the  end  of  this 
notice. 

The  automobile  insurance  industry  was 
unanimously  against  the  proposed  delay  in  the 
first  phase  of  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements, unless  the  standard  is  also  amended 
to  require  an  earlier  implementation  of  automatic 
restraints  for  small  cars  (i.e.,  a  delay  and  reversal 
of  the  current  schedule).  The  commenting  in- 
surance companies  stated  that  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  will  save  thousands  of 
lives  and  prevent  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
serious  injuries.  They  argued  that  the  proposed 
delay  of  the  1982  requirements  would,  therefore, 
result  in  a  significant  number  of  fatalities  and  in- 
juries that  would  not  otherwise  occur.  These  com- 
panies also  argued  that  the  monetary  savings 
that  would  result  from  the  proposed  delay  are  so 
small  that  they  would  not  significantly  help  the 
ailing  automobile  industry.  The  commenters 
pointed  specifically  to  the  fact  that  most  of  the 
capital  expenditures  have  already  been  made  for 
installing  automatic  restraints  on  1982-model 
large  cars. 


In  urging  a  reversal  of  the  implementation 
schedule,  the  insurance  companies  noted  the 
dramatically  increasing  number  of  small  cars,  and 
pointed  to  insurance  research  which  shows  small 
cars  are  inherently  more  dangerous  for  occupants 
than  large  cars.  (NHTSA  statistics  show  that  a 
person  is  eight  times  more  likely  to  be  killed  in  a 
small  car  than  in  a  full-size  car  in  a  crash  between 
the  two.)  Since  small  cars  will  represent  a  major- 
ity of  the  1983-model  passenger  car  fleet,  the  com- 
panies argued  that  more  lives  could  ultimately  be 
saved  if  automatic  restraints  are  required  on 
small  cars  in  that  model  year,  than  under  the  ex- 
isting implementation  schedule. 

Many  of  these  same  sentiments  were  also 
voiced  by  consumer  groups  and  health  organiza- 
tions, the  majority  of  which  were  also  opposed  to 
the  proposed  delay  of  the  MY  1982  requirements. 
Like  the  insurance  companies,  most  of  these 
groups  asserted  that  usage  rates  for  automatic 
belts  will  be  relatively  high  and  that  the  auto- 
matic restraint  standard  as  a  whole  will  save 
thousands  of  lives. 

Several  consumer  groups  and  air  bag  compo- 
nent suppliers  stated  that  they  could  support  the 
proposed  delay  provided  there  is  also  a  require- 
ment that  vehicle  manufacturers  at  least  offer  air 
bags  as  options  on  some  of  their  model  lines. 
These  groups  are  concerned  that  further  delay  of 
the  automatic  restraint  standard  will  drive  the 
remaining  air  bag  component  suppliers  out  of  the 
market  and  that,  as  a  result,  the  life-saving  poten- 
tial of  air  bags  will  be  lost. 

The  insurance  industry  and  a  majority  of  the 
consumer  groups  argued  that  the  benefits  of  the 
1982-model  year  requirements  outweigh  the 
costs.  A  detailed  analysis  by  Professor  William 
Nordhaus  of  Yale  University  was  submitted  on 
behalf  of  several  insurance  companies.  This 
analysis  concludes  that  the  economic  costs  of  the 
proposed  delay  would  be  approximately  five 
times  greater  than  the  benefits,  for  a  net  cost  of 
$200  million.  These  figures  are  based  on  computa- 
tions regarding  the  societal  costs  of  deaths  and  in- 
juries that  would  result  without  the  MY  1982 
automatic  restraint  requirement. 

Several  of  the  commenting  insurance  com- 
panies and  consumer  groups  also  argued  that  as  a 
matter  of  law  and  statutory  authority  the  Depart- 
ment cannot  rely  on  the  general  economic  health 
of  the  automobile  industry  to  justify  a  delay  in 
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the  automatic  restraint  standard.  The  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (the  Vehicle 
Safety  Act)  (15  U.S.C  §1381,  et  seq.)  provides  that 
motor  vehicle  safety  standards  shall  be  "reason- 
able" and  "practicable."  These  commenters  noted 
that  the  legislative  history  of  the  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  indicates  that  in  promulgating  standards, 
safety  shall  be  the  overriding  consideration.  The 
commenters  contend  that  the  current  poor 
economic  condition  of  the  automobile  industry 
does  not  make  the  1982  model-year  requirements 
impracticable. 

In  addition  to  comments  from  the  above  groups 
and  organizations,  the  Department  also  received 
comments  from  numerous  private  citizens,  who 
were  equally  divided  in  their  support  or  opposi- 
tion to  the  proposed  delay. 

The  proposed  delay  in  the  1982  model-year  re- 
quirements was  unanimously  supported  by  the 
automobile  industry,  both  foreign  and  domestic. 
In  addition,  most  manufacturers  urged  the 
Department  to  reconsider  the  entire  standard,  to 
provide  additional  leadtime  for  all  phases  of  the 
implementation  schedule,  or  to  revoke  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  altogether. 
Regarding  a  possible  reversal  of  the  current  im- 
plementation schedule,  nearly  all  of  the  foreign 
automobile  manufacturers  joined  Chrysler  Cor- 
poration and  American  Motors  in  stating  that  it 
would  be  impossible  to  install  automatic 
restraints  on  1983-model  small  passenger  cars 
because  of  insufficient  leadtime. 

In  support  of  a  complete  rescission  of  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements,  the  vehicle 
manufacturers  made  several  arguments.  The 
manufacturers  believe  that  automatic  seat  belts 
will  be  so  unacceptable  to  the  public  that  they  will 
create  a  consumer  "backlash"  greater  than  that 
caused  by  ignition  interlock  devices  required  by 
NHTSA  to  be  installed  on  1974-75  models.  These 
devices  made  it  impossible  to  start  the  vehicle 
unless  front  seat  belts  were  fastened,  and  were 
specifically  precluded  by  the  Congress  by  amend- 
ment to  the  Vehicle  Safety  Act  in  1974. 

The  manufacturers  contend  that  automatic 
seat  belts  will  produce  such  a  reaction  because  of 
their  coercive  nature  and  obtrusiveness.  They 
also  contend  that  automatic  belts  must  be  de- 
signed so  that  they  are  easily  detachable  (and 
presumably  thereby  more  acceptable  to  the 
public).  In  such  case,  they  argue  that  the  usage 


rate  for  automatic  belts  would  be  no  greater  than 
for  current  manual  belts,  and  that  the  increased 
cost  of  automatic  belts  would  not  be  justified. 

Auto  manufacturers  also  argued  that  the  ex- 
tremely high  price  of  air  bags  makes  them 
impractical,  and  allege  that  few  will  be  installed 
on  future  passenger  cars.  Consequently,  they  con- 
tend, the  only  benefits  attributable  to  the 
automatic  restraint  standard  will  be  those  de- 
rived from  automatic  belts,  which  for  the  above 
reasons  will  not  be  effective. 

Only  two  vehicle  manufacturers.  Ford  Motor 
Company  and  General  Motors,  produce  any 
significant  number  of  large  cars.  Therefore,  the 
existing  automatic  restraint  requirements  for 
1982  models  would  only  directly  affect  these  two 
companies. 

Ford  Motor  Company  supported  the  proposed 
delay  and  stated  that  it  considers  its  original 
1982-model,  three-point  automatic  belt  designs  to 
be  "out  of  date"  because  of  their  release  concepts 
(i.e.,  they  include  a  feature  to  frustrate  release 
and  thus  defeat  of  the  system).  Ford  believes  this 
could  lead  to  significant  public  dissatisfaction 
with  MY  1982  automatic  belts.  In  response  to  this 
concern.  Ford  had  decided  to  add  a  conventional 
release  buckle  to  this  three-point  belt,  so  that  it 
can  be  detached  by  those  motorists  who  refuse  to 
wear  a  belt.  Ford's  submission  stated  that  the 
company  projects  that  as  many  as  100,000  pur- 
chasers would  switch  to  mid-size  cars  in  the  1982 
model  year  rather  than  buying  large  cars  with  an 
automatic  belt.  Ford  plans  to  redesign  its 
automatic  belts,  but  states  that  such  a  program 
has  major  leadtime  implications  which  would 
make  it  impractical  to  install  improved  automatic 
belts  in  small  cars  before  September  1,  1983. 

General  Motors  Corporation  stated  that  its 
planned  1982-model  automatic  belt  designs  are 
easily  detachable  (i.e.,  there  will  be  a  buckle 
release  mechanism  without  an  interlock  or  other 
mechanism  to  discourage  defeat  of  the  system). 
With  this  type  belt,  according  to  GM,  the  impact 
on  safety  will  depend  upon  voluntary  use  of  the 
automatic  belt,  so  use  would  not  likely  be  any 
greater  than  with  current  manual  belt  systems. 
Therefore,  General  Motors  argues  that  the  pro- 
posed delay  should  have  only  a  minimal  adverse 
safety  impact. 

General  Motors  stated  that  the  proposed  delay 
would  result  in  a  net  increased  sales  revenue  to 
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the  company  of  $760  million,  and  that  the  com- 
pany could  realize  a  savings  of  approximately  $13 
million  in  capital  investment  for  the  1982  model- 
year  program.  General  Motors  explained  the  $760 
million  figure  with  the  following  rationale: 

Automatic  belts  will  be  regarded  by  many  as 
an  unnecessary  inconvenience,  and  they  will 
deprive  purchasers  of  six  passenger  seating 
capacity.  Thus,  1982  full-size  cars  equipped 
with  such  a  restraint  will  be  at  a  competitive 
disadvantage  in  that  consumers  can  avoid  the 
penalties  of  increased  cost  and  reduced  accom- 
modation either  by  purchasing  vehicles  not 
subject  to  passive  restraint  requirements  in 
that  year,  or  by  deferring  their  purchases.  The 
proposed  delay  will  allow  the  consumer  to  pur- 
chase a  full  size  car  in  1982,  without  a  cost 
penalty,  which  fully  meets  his  needs  and  expec- 
tations. 

General  Motors'  concern  in  this  regard  derives 
from  the  fact  that  large  cars  with  automatic  seat 
belts  will  be  able  to  have  only  two  front  seating 
positions,  since  no  company  has  developed  an 
automatic  belt  system  for  the  center  seat  posi- 
tion. With  the  automatic  restraint  requirements 
delayed.  General  Motors  would  be  able  to  install 
bench  front  seats  with  three  seating  positions  in 
its  large  cars.  General  Motors  estimates  that  the 
reduced  seating  capacity  thus  caused  by  auto- 
matic belts  will  result  in  120,000  fewer  large  car 
sales:  50,000  purchasers  will  shift  from  large 
cars  to  GM  mid-size  cars,  and  70,000  potential 
purchasers  will  defer  buying  a  new  large  car  in 
the  1982  model  year  if  they  cannot  obtain  a 
six-passenger  large  car.  General  Motors 
contends  that  these  factors  will  result  in  a 
revenue  loss  to  the  company  of  $760  million  if  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  are  not 
delayed. 

Rationale  For  Agency  Decision 

The  agency  has  given  thorough  consideration 
to  all  comments  submitted  in  response  to  the  pro- 
posed delay  of  the  first  phase  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements,  and  carefully  analyzed  all 
such  information  and  data  in  the  Record  of  this 
proceeding.  The  wide  diversity  among  factual, 
analytical  and  policy-related  positions  urged  by 
those  supporting  and  those  opposing  the  pro- 
posed delay  illustrates  the  degree  to  which  this 


proceeding  involves  questions  for  which  there  are 
currently  no  concrete  answers. 

For  example,  the  usage  rate  of  automatic  belts 
will  be  extremely  dependent  on  the  exact  design 
of  a  particular  belt  system.  Consumer  expecta- 
tions (for  example,  that  six-seat  cars  will  be 
available),  consumer  acceptance  (for  example,  the 
purchase  of  cars  with  automatic  belt  systems 
which  cost  more  than  current  belt  systems)  and 
actual  rates  of  usage  are  values  crucial  to  the 
Department's  decision-making  process.  These  fac- 
tors, which  are  dependent  on  the  desires  and 
reaction  of  the  American  public,  cannot  be  quan- 
tified or  predicted  with  certainty. 

On  the  basis  of  the  record  herein,  the  Depart- 
ment has  concluded  that  the  applicability  of 
FMVSS  208  in  MY  1982  to  large  cars  would  be  im- 
practicable and  unreasonable.  Requiring  such 
compliance  would  reduce  sales  and  profits,  and  in- 
crease unemployment,  for  the  manufacturers  of 
such  vehicles.  The  Department  believes  that  it  is 
in  the  public  interest  to  avoid  these  unnecessary 
costs  and  impacts  by  providing  an  additional  year 
of  leadtime. 

The  February  12,  1981  notice  detailed  many  of 
the  specific  reasons  which  led  to  the  proposed 
delay.  As  specified  in  that  notice,  many  of  the  fac- 
tual assumptions  and  premises  which  led  to  adop- 
tion of  the  phase-in  schedule  have  been  proven 
wrong  by  subsequent  events.  The  economic  situa- 
tion of  the  industry  and  of  consumers  and  the 
economy  as  a  whole  have  drastically  changed 
since  the  standard  was  adopted  in  1977. 

The  current  phase-in  schedule  for  automatic 
restraints  was  intended  to  permit  manufacturers 
to  introduce  automatic  restraints  without  undue 
technological  or  economic  risk.  Such  risks  would 
otherwise  have  had  to  have  been  assumed  con- 
temporaneously with  the  risks  involved  in  having 
to  meet  the  requirements  imposed  by  emission 
and  fuel  economy  standards  applicable  to 
automobiles  in  the  early  1980's. 

Large  cars  were  chosen  for  the  first  phase  of 
the  schedule  because  at  that  time  there  was  more 
experience  with  air  bags  in  such  full-size  cars.  A 
phased  schedule  to  cover  progressively  smaller 
cars,  in  stages,  was  adopted  to  provide  manufac- 
turers with  a  chance  to  gain  similar  levels  of  ex- 
perience in  smaller  cars.  To  ensure  that  manufac- 
turers would  in  fact  have  the  maximum  flexibility 
to  choose  between  equipping  smaller  cars  with  air 
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bags  or  automatic  belts,  those  cars  were  to  be 
phased  in  last.  This  justification  for  a  phased  im- 
plementation schedule  is  no  longer  valid.  Gasoline 
shortages,  price  increases  (especially  those  occur- 
ring since  the  Iranian  oil  cut-off  in  1979),  and 
continuing  uncertainty  about  levels  of  future 
petroleum  supplies  have  led  to  dramatic  in- 
creases in  production  plans  for  small  cars.  The 
small  car  share  of  new  production  is  growing  at  a 
much  faster  pace  than  was  anticipated  by  the 
Department  when  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements were  issued. 

In  1977,  the  Department  projected  that  new  car 
production  in  the  model  year  1982-1985  period 
would  be  approximately  24  percent  large  cars,  53 
percent  mid-size  cars,  and  23  percent  small  cars. 
However,  NHTSA  now  estimates  that  actual  pro- 
duction of  large  cars  will  be  about  11  percent  in 
model  year  1982  while  mid-size  and  small  cars  are 
expected  to  increase  commensurately  in  that 
model  year. 

Thus,  under  the  state  of  facts  now  facing  the 
Department,  about  11  percent  of  the  1982  model- 
year  cars  would  be  required  to  have  automatic 
restraints  under  the  208  standard. 

This  major  shift  in  the  absolute  and  relative 
numbers  of  cars  which  would  be  subject  to  the 
first  year  of  the  standard  will  have  important 
adverse  impacts  upon  the  benefits  to  be  achieved 
by  the  first  year  of  application  of  the  standard. 
Consumer  acceptance  of  the  automatic  restraints 
now  anticipated  to  be  used  in  the  1982  model-year 
cars  is  likely  to  be  substantially  less  than  was 
assumed  in  1977.  There  will  be  more  than  a 
million  fewer  vehicles  with  automatic  restraints 
than  was  previously  expected.  With  fewer  cars 
equipped  with  automatic  restraints,  the  vehicles 
which  are  so  equipped  will  be  far  more  vulnerable 
to  negative  consumer  reaction. 

The  Department  has  long  recognized  that  any 
costly,  arguably  coercive  restraint  system  will 
cause  a  certain  percentage  of  the  population  to 
react  negatively.  The  factors  leading  to  such 
negative  reaction  will  be  magnified  as  the  per- 
centage of  new  1982-model  cars  equipped  with 
automatic  restraints  decreases.  Adverse  con- 
sumer preferences  leading  to  deferral  of  the  pur- 
chase of  large  cars,  or  to  shifts  to  the  purchase  of 
mid-size  cars,  will  predictably  occur. 

Concern  about  providing  additional  leadtime  to 
adapt  air  bags  to  small  cars  is  also  less  important 


now  as  a  result  of  changes  in  facts  occurring  since 
1977.  When  the  standard  was  issued,  the  Depart- 
ment assumed  that  manufacturers  would  equip  a 
great  majority  of  their  vehicles  (75%)  with  air 
bags  in  preference  to  belt  systems.  However, 
most  manufacturers  now  indicate  that  they  in- 
tend to  offer  air  bags  on  very  few  of  their  large 
cars,  and  on  almost  none  of  their  smaller  cars. 
Almost  all  1982  model-year  cars  are  planned  to 
use  automatic  belts. 

The  absence  of  any  opportunity  to  select  be- 
tween automatic  restraint  systems  will  materi- 
ally affect  public  acceptance  of  the  automatic 
restraint  standard.  General  Motors  has  pointed 
out  that  two  automatic  belt  designs  recently  of- 
fered as  options  on  its  Chevette  line  produced 
very  low  purchaser  interest,  even  though  the  cost 
was  minimal  and  the  car  line  was  in  high  demand. 
GM  states  that  fewer  than  13,000  of  415,000 
1980-model  Chevettes  sold  were  equipped  with 
the  automatic  belt  option,  despite  the  fact  that 
the  option  was  offered  at  no  cost  to  most  pur- 
chasers, GM  salesmen  were  to  be  given  an  addi- 
tional commission  of  $25  for  each  sale,  and  over  $1 
million  was  spent  on  advertising  and  marketing. 

Similar  low  interest  has  been  shown  in  an 
automatic  belt  system  offered  as  an  option  on 
General  Motor's  1981  Cadillac. 

The  poor  consumer  acceptance  of  these  auto- 
matic belt  options  substantiates  the  Department's 
assumption  that  automatic  belts  installed  on  only  a 
limited  percentage  of  a  particular  model-year  fleet 
will  have  difficult  public  acceptance  problems. 

The  public  acceptance  of  1982-model  automatic 
restraints  is  a  valid  concern  of  the  Department 
and  is  of  primary  importance  in  determining  the 
reasonableness  and  practicability  of  the  standard, 
and  whether  there  is  good  cause  for  the  delay.  As 
stated  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Pacific  Legal 
Foundation  v.  Department  of  Transportation,  593 
F.2d  1338  (D.C.  Cir.),  cert,  denied,  444  U.S.  830 
(1979): 

We  believe  that  the  agency  cannot  fulfill  its 
statutory  responsibility  unless  it  considers 
popular  reaction.  Without  public  cooperation 
there  can  be  no  assurance  that  a  safety  system 
can  "meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety." 
And  it  would  be  difficult  to  term  'practicable'  a 
system,  like  the  ignition  interlock,  that  so  an- 
noyed motorists  that  they  deactivate  it. 
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The  Department  is  unable  to  conclude  from  its 
current  data,  taking  into  account  the  large 
number  of  private  citizens  who  took  the  time  and 
effort  to  file  comments  reflecting  their  opposition 
to  automatic  restraints,  that  the  1982  automatic 
belt  designs  planned  by  the  manufacturers  will 
receive  "public  cooperation." 

The  proposal  stated  that  the  changed  economic 
circumstances  may  make  the  current  implemen- 
tation schedule  for  automatic  restraints  imprac- 
ticable. Several  commenters  argued  that  the 
general  economic  situation  of  the  automobile  in- 
dustry is  not  a  legitimate  criterion  for  determin- 
ing whether  a  safety  standard  is  practicable 
under  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act.  The  legislative  history  of  the  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  clarifies  that  economic  considerations 
may  be  considered  in  determining  the  "prac- 
ticability" of  a  particular  safety  standard: 

This  would  require  consideration  of  all  relevant 
factors,  including  technological  ability  to 
achieve  the  goal  of  a  particular  standard  as 
well  as  consideration  of  economic  factors.  (H.R. 
Rep.  No.  776,  89th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (1966)  at  16.) 

One  commenter  stated  that  the  term  "prac- 
ticable" must  be  viewed  as  relating  solely  to  the 
economic  and  technological  capability  of  the  in- 
dustry to  meet  the  timetables  established  by  the 
particular  safety  standard  in  question,  and  not  to 
the  general  economic  health  of  the  industry.  The 
Department  disagrees  with  this  reading  of  the 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  and  its  legislative  history. 

The  reasonableness  and  practicability  of  the 
current  phase-in  schedule  cannot  be  determined 
in  a  vacuum.  What  is  reasonable  and  practicable 
for  a  healthy  firm  or  industry  may  not  be  for  an 
ailing  one.  The  proposal  noted  the  current  finan- 
cial difficulties  of  the  automobile  industry.  Vehi- 
cle sales  remain  at  depressed  levels  and 
unemployment  in  the  domestic  industry  is  ex- 
tremely high.  Approximately  200,000  workers 
have  been  indefinitely  laid  off,  and  more  have 
been  temporarily  laid  off.  These  losses  come  at  a 
time  when  the  domestic  manufacturers  are 
spending  unprecedented  sums  to  meet  the  contin- 
uing demand  for  more  fuel  efficient  cars. 

The  Department  concludes  further  that 
economic  hardship  to  the  affected  industry  and 
individual  companies  must  be  balanced  with 
all    other    considerations    in    determining    the 


"reasonableness"  and  "practicability"  of  a  par- 
ticular safety  standard.  None  of  the  individual 
factors  involved  in  the  deliberations  may  prop- 
erly be  applied  without  regard  to  the  other  fac- 
tors. This  proposition  holds  both  in  promulgating 
a  standard  and  in  retaining  a  standard  when  rele- 
vant factors  have  materially  changed  since  the 
standard  was  first  adopted. 

The  same  commenter  also  argued  that  the 
Department  had  not  shown  "good  cause"  for  pro- 
posing to  delay  the  effective  date  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements,  in  light  of  the  require- 
ments of  the  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  that  the 
leadtime  for  the  effective  date  of  safety  stand- 
ards shall  be  no  longer  than  one  year,  unless  the 
Secretary  finds,  for  good  cause  shown,  that  an 
earlier  or  later  effective  date  is  in  the  public  in- 
terest (15  U.S.C.  1392). 

The  leadtimes  associated  with  the  existing  im- 
plementation schedule  were  much  longer  than 
one  year.  These  were  upheld  by  the  Court  in  the 
Pacific  Legal  Foundation  case,  supra.  In  that  case, 
the  court  relied  heavily  on  the  inability  of  the 
manufacturers  to  comply  with  the  requirement  in 
one  year's  time,  and  on  the  need  for  considering 
the  likelihood  that  the  public  will  accept  the 
change: 

When  dealing  with  a  "technology-forcing"  rule 
like  Standard  208,  the  agency  must  consider 
the  abilities  of  producers  to  comply  with  the 
new  requirement  and  of  the  public  to  grasp  the 
need  for  the  change. 

As  was  stated  earlier,  the  Department  is  now 
concerned  that  1982-model  large  cars  might  be 
seriously  unacceptable  to  a  large  portion  of  the 
public. 

The  Department  concludes  that  "good  cause" 
exists  for  the  proposed  delay.  The  public  interest 
in  the  economic  viability  of  the  industry  and,  with 
respect  to  the  proposed  delay,  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  the  manufacturers  of  the  vehicles 
involved,  requires  that  inequitable  burdens  and 
unnecessary  costs  be  avoided  where  possible  in 
implementing  FMVSS  208.  Large  cars  are  not  ex- 
pected to  be  produced  beyond  MY  1985.  Applica- 
tion of  the  standard  to  large  cars  in  advance  of 
smaller  cars  would  thus  involve  such  burdens  and 
could  involve  such  costs. 

In  addition  to  these  considerations,  the  Depart- 
ment believes  that  the  proposed  delay  must  be 
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viewed  as  a  separate  regulatory  action  insofar  as 
leadtime  is  concerned.  The  leadtime  specifica- 
tions for  the  existing  implementation  schedule 
were  upheld  by  the  court  in  Pacific  Legal  Founda- 
tion. The  proposed  delay  represents  a  new  con- 
sideration of  the  factors  which  will  determine 
whether  automatic  restraints  are  reasonable  and 
practicable  for  large  cars  in  the  1982  model  year, 
with  primary  attention  being  given  to  acceptabil- 
ity of  these  systems  by  the  public. 

Opponents  of  the  proposed  delay  have  pointed 
to  the  adverse  safety  impacts  that  might  result, 
stating  specifically  that  the  safety  benefits  of  the 
1982  model-year  requirements  outweigh  the 
costs.  The  Department's  proposal  stated  that  a 
delay  of  the  first  phase  requirement  could  over 
the  ten-year  life  of  the  vehicles  involved  result  in 
a  loss  of  600  lives,  and  the  accrual  of  4,300  more 
injuries  than  would  have  occurred  without  the 
delay.  After  reviewing  the  information  submitted 
in  response  to  the  proposal  and  analyzing  more 
current  data,  however,  the  Department  now  con- 
cludes that  its  earlier  estimate  of  adverse  effects 
is  invalid. 

First,  the  assertion  that  600  lives  would  be  lost 
was  based  upon  earlier  estimates  of  benefits  that 
would  arise  from  100  percent  usage  of  automatic 
restraint  systems.  This  calculation  in  turn  had 
been  based  primarily  on  1977  assumptions  that 
air  bags  would  be  the  technology  of  choice.  As 
stated  earlier,  however,  the  Department  now 
knows  that  very  few  air  bags  are  planned  for  the 
1982  model-year. 

Unlike  air  bags,  estimates  of  benefits  arising 
from  compliance  with  the  automatic  restraint 
standard  by  means  of  automatic  belts  must  be 
based  upon  projected  usage  rates.  The  most  op- 
timistic expectations  of  automatic  belt  use  for  the 
1982  model-year  now  appear  to  be  a  usage  rate  of 
60  percent.  Moreover,  given  the  planned  design  of 
the  1982-model  automatic  belts,  NHTSA  now 
believes  that  a  much  lower  usage  rate  will  in  fact 
occur.  Both  General  Motors  and  Ford  plan 
automatic  belt  designs  which  have  a  release 
buckle  identical  to  the  buckle  on  current  manual 
belt  systems.  Motorists  would  therefore  be  able 
to  disconnect  the  proposed  belts  with  the  same 
ease  with  which  current  active  belt  systems  can 
be  released.  NHTSA  believes  it  is  likely  that  a 
large  percentage  of  motorists  would  adopt  this 
usage  pattern,  and  detach  the  automatic  belts. 


Usage  could  thus  in  fact  turn  out  to  be  low,  and 
approach  levels  similar  to  that  of  current  manual 
belt  systems  (7%). 

The  final  regulatory  analysis  thus  now  includes 
a  range  of  possible  usage  rates  for  1982-model 
automatic  belts,  in  analyzing  possible  benefits  to 
be  foregone  by  deferring  the  MY  82  standard  for 
one  year.  If  usage  rates  for  the  automatic  belts 
otherwise  required  for  that  model-year  were  to 
be  15  percent,  more  than  double  the  rate  of  use  of 
current  manual  belts,  retention  of  the  1982  re- 
quirements might  save  a  total  of  75  lives  over  the 
projected  ten-year  life  of  the  large  cars  involved. 
If  usage  rates  were  to  occur  at  the  level  of  60  per- 
cent, this  number  could  possibly  increase  to  as 
many  as  490  lives  over  the  same  ten-year  period. 

NHTSA  now  believes  that  the  potential  usage 
of  1982-model  automatic  belt  designs  would  more 
likely  be  near  the  bottom  end  of  this  scale. 
NHTSA  data  on  observed  usage  rates  for  the  belt 
systems  employed  in  some  models  of  the  Volks- 
wagen Rabbit,  for  example,  are  relevant.  All  such 
belts  are  optional,  and  were  chosen  by  the  pur- 
chaser either  as  a  separate  option  or  as  a  part  of 
the  "Deluxe"  package.  Moreover,  the  VW  system 
employs  an  interlock  mechanism,  so  that  the 
engine  may  not  be  started  if  the  system  is  not  in 
place.  Despite  these  factors,  usage  rates  have 
been  observed  to  be  only  81%.  That  is,  of  the  pur- 
chasers who  specifically  selected  this  optional 
system,  nearly  20%  thereafter  in  practice  enter 
their  vehicles,  start  their  engines,  and  then 
deliberately  disconnect  the  belt  system  when 
driving. 

Moreover,  actual  accident  data  relating  to  such 
vehicles  show  even  lower  usage  rates,  of  55-57%. 
(See  Regulatory  Analysis,  at  V-U,  13  for  discus- 
sion.) 

After  analyzing  the  data  submitted  in  response 
to  the  proposal,  the  Department  has  determined 
that  the  one-year  delay  will  result  in  a  cost  sav- 
ings to  consumers  of  approximately  $105  million. 
Capital  investment  savings  for  the  industry  will 
be  about  $30  million.  Net  income  available  for 
reinvestment  would  be  increased  to  $292  million 
by  the  delay.  Over  13,000  jobs  will  be  saved  in  the 
automobile  manufacturer  and  supplier  industry,  a 
savings  of  $159  million.  The  basis  for  these 
figures  is  explained  in  detail  in  the  final 
regulatory  analysis.  Given  the  current  economic 
situation  of  the  American  public  and  the  domestic 
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automobile  industry,  these  savings  are  signifi- 
cant, particularly  when  viewed  in  conjunction 
with  the  Department's  belief  that  the  safety  im- 
pact of  the  delay  can  be  minimized. 

While  some  measure  of  safety  benefits  will  be 
foregone  by  this  delay,  the  Department  has  con- 
cluded that  such  benefits  are  relatively  minor. 
Moreover,  the  Department  believes  that  any  such 
loss  of  safety  benefits  can  be  offset  with  a  coor- 
dinated effort  by  all  parties  involved.  The  Depart- 
ment believes  that  an  intense  seat  belt  use  educa- 
tion campaign,  joined  by  the  Department,  in- 
dustry and  consumer  groups  and  targeted  di- 
rectly at  the  1982  model-year  cars,  has  the  poten- 
tial of  affording  even  greater  safety  benefits  than 
would  otherwise  accrue. 

Finally,  such  a  targeted  campaign  to  increase 
the  use  of  existing  manual  seat  belts  will  provide 
further  data  on  the  viability  of  such  strategies  in 
increasing  active  seat  belt  use.  Such  information 
would  be  especially  valuable  for  future  rulemak- 
ing purposes,  since  it  would  in  any  event  be  at 
least  ten  years  before  all  cars  in  the  passenger 
fleet  would  be  expected  to  be  equipped  with  new 
safety  equipment.  Such  information  would  enable 
the  Department,  State  and  local  governments, 
and  other  interested  parties  to  determine  how  to 
make  the  best  use  of  their  scarce  resources  to  in- 
crease actual  usage  of  the  millions  of  manual  seat 
belts  that  will  remain  on  the  nation's  highways 
for  years  to  come. 

Summary  of  Agency  Conclusion 

The  Department  has  determined  that  the  ex- 
isting schedule  for  the  first  year  of  implementa- 
tion of  FMVSS  208  is  no  longer  reasonable  or 
practicable.  The  assumptions  leading  to  the  1977 
rule  are  no  longer  valid.  There  will  be  few,  if  any, 
air  bags  installed  in  passenger  cars  because 
manufacturers  have  chosen  automatic  belts  as 
the  preferred  means  of  compliance  with  the 
standard.  The  number  of  small  cars  on  the  road  is 
increasing  drastically  and  these  cars  are  more  un- 
safe than  large  cars.  Yet,  under  the  current  imple- 
mentation schedule,  small  cars  are  to  be  equipped 
with  automatic  restraints  last. 

The  delay  of  the  first  phase  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  will  enable  the  Depart- 
ment to  adequately  reassess  the  most  viable 
alternatives  for  the  occupant  crash  protec- 
tion  standard.   The    Department   is    publishing 


simultaneously  with  this  final  rule  a  Notice  of 
Proposed  Rulemaking  addressing  alternatives  to 
this  standard,  and  attention  is  specifically 
directed  to  that  proposal. 

The  Department  is  taking  these  actions 
because  courts  have  found  that  the  Department 
has  a  statutory  responsibility  to  reexamine  its 
safety  standards  in  light  of  changing  circum- 
stances and  new  data.  In  those  circumstances,  the 
Department  is  required  to  make  necessary  revi- 
sions and  schedule  changes  to  ensure  that  the 
standards  are  practicable,  reasonable  and  ap- 
propriate. As  noted  above,  key  assumptions 
underlying  the  issuance  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  in  1977  have  been 
substantially  undermined  by  subsequent  events. 

The  delay  and  reevaluation  of  FMVSS  208  is 
also  consistent  with  Executive  Order  12291, 
which  directs  all  executive  branch  agencies  to 
delay  final  rules  to  the  extent  necessary  to  re- 
evaluate those  rules  under  criteria  specified  in 
the  Order. 

This  amendment  has  been  evaluated  as  a  major 
rule  under  the  guidelines  of  new  Executive  Order 
12291  and  a  final  regulatory  analysis  is  being 
placed  in  the  public  docket  simultaneously  with 
the  publication  of  this  notice.  The  major  findings 
of  that  analysis  have  been  discussed  in  the  body 
of  this  notice. 

The  effect  of  the  one-year  delay  has  been 
evaluated  in  accordance  with  the  National  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act  of  1969.  It  has  been  deter- 
mined that  this  action  is  not  a  major  Federal  ac- 
tion significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment.  An  evaluation  of  the  en- 
vironmental consequences  of  the  amendment  is 
included  in  the  regulatory  analysis.  Further  infor- 
mation regarding  environmental  issues  concern- 
ing automatic  restraints,  especially  air  bags,  can 
be  found  in  the  environmental  impact  statements 
published  in  conjunction  with  the  1977  automatic 
restraint  standard. 

The  regulatory  analysis  also  includes  a  discus- 
sion of  the  Department's  consideration  of  the 
possible  impact  of  this  amendment  on  small  en- 
tities. The  analysis  shows  that  the  one-year  delay 
will  have  a  minimal  effect  on  the  automatic  seat 
belt-related  firms,  since  it  is  likely  that  most  of 
the  1982-model  large  cars  will  continue  to  be 
equipped  with  conventional  manual  type  seat 
belts.    Generally,    however,    the    same    firms 
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produce  both  automatic  and  manual  belts,  and 
none  of  these  direct  suppliers  qualify  as  "small 
businesses"  under  the  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act. 

The  effect  of  the  delay  on  air  bag  suppliers  is 
less  certain.  Neither  Ford  or  General  Motors 
would  have  installed  air  bags  in  1982  vehicles 
regardless  of  the  delay.  The  analysis  determined 
that  some  suppliers  of  the  air  bag  components 
will  be  adversely  affected  by  the  delay  to  some 
extent  and  that  a  few  of  these  qualify  as  small 
businesses.  However,  it  is  doubtful  that  a 
substantial  number  of  small  businesses  will  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  delay  to  a  significant 
degree. 

The  analysis  also  considered  the  effect  of  the 
delay  on  the  small  governmental  units  and  other 
small  fleet  purchasers  of  cars.  Since  large  cars 
are  not  generally  sought  for  fleet  purposes,  the 
amendment  is  likely  to  have  only  a  minimal  effect 
on  all  types  of  small  fleet  purchasers. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  208.  Occupant  Crash  Protection  (49  CFR 
571.208)  is  amended  as  follows: 

Section  S4.1.2  is  amended  to  read: 

"S4.1.2   Passenger    cars    manufactured  from 
September  1,  1973,  to  August  31,  1983.  Each 


passenger  car  manufactured  from  September 
1,  1973,  to  August  31,  1982,  inclusive,  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  S4.1.2.1,  S4.1.2.2,  or 
S4. 1.2.3.  Each  passenger  car  manufactured 
from  September  1, 1982,  to  August  31, 1983,  in- 
clusive, shall  meet  the  requirements  of  S4. 1.2.1, 
S4. 1.2.2,  or  S4. 1.2.3,  except  that  a  passenger 
car  with  a  wheelbase  of  more  than  100  inches 
shall  meet  the  requirements  specified  in  S4.1.3. 
A  protection  system  that  meets  requirements 
of  S4. 1.2.1  or  S4. 1.2.2  may  be  installed  at  one  or 
more  designated  seating  positions  of  a  vehicle 
that  otherwise  meets  the  requirements  of 
S4.1.2.3." 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407).) 

Issued  on  April  6,  1981. 


Andrew  L.  Lewis,  Jr. 
Secretary  of  Transportation 


46  FR  21172 
April  9,  1981 
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APPENDIX 
DETAILED  DISCUSSION  OF  COMMENTS 


A.  Comments  Opposing  the  Delay 

The  insurance  industry  argued  that  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  will  save 
thousands  of  lives  and  prevent  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  serious  injuries.  The  League  In- 
surance Companies  stated  that  the  proposed  one- 
year  delay  would  be  "tragic  and  costly,"  adding 
that  "there  is  a  legitimate  place  for  regulation 
when  the  need  is  great,  the  cost-benefit  is 
demonstrably  high,  and  the  structure  of  the 
market  place  requires  uniformity  to  be  imposed 
on  all  manufacturers." 

Allstate  Insurance  Companies  argued  that  the 
growing  proportion  of  small  cars  will  increase 
deaths  and  injuries  by  35  percent  during  the  next 
four  years,  and  that  the  only  way  to  reverse  this 
trend  is  by  implementation  of  the  automatic 
restraint  standard.  Allstate  also  argued  that  the 
proposal's  analysis  of  the  economic  consequences 
of  the  scheduled  implementation  is  based  only  on 
conjecture.  The  company  stated  that  there  is  no 
substantial  evidence  of  record  that  the  proposed 
delay  would  provide  any  significant  financial 
assistance  to  car  makers.  According  to  Allstate, 
however,  the  proposed  delay  would  result  in 
needless  deaths  and  injuries  at  huge  costs  to 
society  at  large  and  to  insurances-buying 
customers.  Allstate  concluded  that  it  could  only 
support  a  one-year  delay  in  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  if  the  delay  is  coupled 
with  a  requirement  that  small  cars  comply  with 
the  standard  in  model  year  1983  (i.e.,  one  year 
earlier  than  the  existing  schedule).  This  senti- 
ment was  also  expressed  by  the  Alliance  of  Ameri- 
can Insurers  and  the  League  Insurance  Com- 
panies. Alliance  stated  that  a  move  to  install  auto- 
matic restraints  on  small  cars  first  is  consistent 
with  insurance  research  which  shows  small  cars  to 
be  inherently  more  dangerous  to  occupants  than 
large  cars,  and  that  such  a  change  could  also  afford 
domestic  manufacturers  some  economic  relief. 


State  Farm  Mutual  Automobile  Insurance 
Company  attacked  the  proposed  delay  of  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  on  several 
grounds.  First,  State  Farm  argued  that  the 
record  in  this  rulemaking  proceeding  demon- 
strates that  full  implementation  of  the  automatic 
restraint  standard  will  save  thousands  of  lives 
and  avoid  tens  of  thousands  of  crippling  and 
maiming  injuries.  The  company  pointed  to  the 
Department's  analysis  which  found  that  the  pro- 
posed delay  would  cost  the  nation  600  deaths  and 
approximately  4,300  injuries  over  the  lifetime  of 
the  1982-model  large  cars,  and  stated  that  a  delay 
is  not  justified  under  any  cost/benefit  calcula- 
tions. State  Farm  also  argued  that  the  proposed 
delay  is  inconsistent  with  the  overriding  mandate 
of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  (15  U.S.C.  1381,  et  seq.)  and  that  "the  controll- 
ing statutes  do  not  permit  the  Secretary  to  defer 
otherwise  supportable  life-saving  regulations 
solely  on  the  basis  of  current  economic  conditions 
in  the  auto  industry." 

State  Farm  concludes  that  the  current  eco- 
nomic situation  of  the  auto  industry  does  not 
make  the  implementation  of  the  current  auto- 
matic restraint  schedule  impractical.  First, 
nearly  all  of  the  necessary  capital  commitments 
for  automatic  restraint  implementation  for  large 
cars  have  already  been  made.  Second,  the 
variable  costs  associated  with  installing  auto- 
matic restraints  on  1982-model  large  cars  are  in- 
significant to  the  industry.  State  Farm  also 
argued  that  the  balance  of  costs  against  benefits 
does  not  support  the  proposed  delay;  rather,  it 
supports  an  acceleration  of  the  existing  schedule 
if  anything.  The  company  cited  a  recent  study  by 
Professor  William  Nordhaus  (discussed  below) 
which  contends  that  the  annual  economic  costs  of 
the  proposed  deferral  of  the  model  year  1982  re- 
quirements relative  to  the  current  schedule  are 
five  times  greater  than  the  economic  benefits  to 
the  auto  industry. 
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It  is  State  Farm's  position  that  as  a  matter  of 
law  and  statutory  power,  the  Department  cannot 
rely  on  the  general  economic  health  of  the 
automobile  industry  to  justify  a  delay  in  the  im- 
plementation of  the  life-saving  automatic 
restraint  standard.  The  comment  cites  the  Senate 
report  concerning  the  Vehicle  Safety  Act  which 
stated  that  safety  is  "the  overriding  considera- 
tion" in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  (S. 
Rep.  No.  1301,  89th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  6  (1966)).  State 
Farm  argues  that  economic  considerations  in 
rulemaking  by  the  Department  and  NHTSA 
under  the  Vehicle  Safety  Act  must  relate  to  the 
costs  and  benefits  of  the  standard  itself  and  not  to 
the  general  health  of  the  auto  industry:  ". . .  if  the 
Secretary  were  to  implement  the  proposed  delay 
in  this  rulemaking  on  the  basis  of  the  general 
employment,  production,  and  economic  status  of 
the  auto  industry,  he  would  be  acting  arbitrarily 
and  capriciously  and  outside  the  scope  of  his 
statutory  authority."  The  legal  memorandum 
submitted  in  support  of  State  Farm's  contentions 
included  the  following  argument: 

If  the  general  economic  condition  of  the  auto  in- 
dustry could  justify  suspending  implementation 
of  the  automatic  restraint  standard  in  the  face  of 
such  cost  and  benefit  data,  the  industry's 
economic  condition  could  also  be  used  to  justify 
suspension  or  elimination  of  other  safety  stand- 
ards. The  industry's  current  problems  could 
thus  be  used  to  effectively  nullify  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act. 

Professor  William  Nordhaus  of  Yale  University 
submitted  comments  concerning  the  economic 
ramifications  of  the  proposed  delay  in  the  first 
phase  of  the  automatic  restraint  requirements. 
(The  submission  was  sponsored  by  Allstate, 
Kemper,  Nationwide,  and  State  Farm  Insurance 
Companies.)  (For  a  full  discussion  of  the 
methodology  and  bases  for  these  calculations,  one 
should  refer  to  the  Nordhaus  submission  filed  at 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion under  Docket  74-14,  Notice  20.  NHTSA's 
response  to  this  analysis  is  set  forth  in  detail  in 
the  Appendix  to  the  Regulatory  Impact 
Analysis.)  The  basic  conclusions  contained  in  the 
Nordhaus  comment  are  as  follows  (verbatim): 

1.  The  current  passive  restraint  requirement 
(FMVSS  208)  has  very  substantial  net  benefits 


compared  to  current  lap  and  shoulder  belt 
usage.  According  to  the  economic  analysis 
presented  here,  the  current  rule  has  net 
benefits  of  approximately  $10  billion  for  model 
years  1982-85.  The  substantial  economic  gain 
from  passive  restraints  should  not  be  ignored 
in  debates  on  fine-tuning  the  phase-in. 

2.  Using  standard  analysis,  the  ranking  of  op- 
tions in  terms  of  net  benefits  is  as  follows  (with 
the  first  having  the  highest  net  benefits  and 
the  last  the  lowest  net  benefits): 

(1)  Simultaneous  1983  implementation  (all 
cars  equipped  with  passive  restraints  in  1983). 

(2)  Delay  and  reversal  (small  cars  in  1983, 
intermediate  cars  in  1984,  large  cars  in  1985). 

(3)  The  current  rule  (large  cars  in  1982,  in- 
termediate cars  in  1983,  and  small  cars  in  1984). 

(4)  The  proposed  delay  (large  and  inter- 
mediate cars  in  1983,  small  cars  in  1984). 

(5)  General  rollback  (large  cars  in  1983,  in- 
termediate cars  in  1984,  large  cars  in  1985). 

3.  A  sensitivity  analysis  shows  the  ranking  of 
alternatives  is  unchanged  under  a  wide  range 
of  alternative  assumptions. 

4.  Any  deferral  of  requirements  to  install 
passive  restraints  on  any  size  automobile  has 
net  costs  unless  it  is  "traded  in"  on  an  accelera- 
tion of  requirements  on  a  larger  number,  or  a 
smaller  sized,  set  of  automobiles. 

5.  In  terms  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  dif- 
ferent options,  there  is  no  justification  for 
either  the  proposed  delay  or  for  a  general 
rollback.  In  particular,  the  economic  costs  of 
the  proposed  delay  are  approximately  5  times 
greater  than  the  benefits,  for  a  net  cost  of  over 
$200  million.  The  net  costs  of  the  general 
rollback  are  significantly  greater,  in  the  order 
of  $4.5  billion. 

6.  There  appears  to  be  strong  economic 
justification  for  the  simultaneous  1983  option  if 
it  is  technically  feasible. 

7.  The  analysis  indicates  that  the  delay  and 
reversal  option  has  the  highest  net  benefits  of 
any  of  the  four  considered  in  the  proposal  and 
regulatory  analysis.  The  superior  net  benefit  of 
delay  and  reversal  arises  because  the  reversal 
of  the  requirement  to  small  cars  first  affects  a 
larger  number  of  automobiles  more  quickly  and 
because  the  net  economic  benefits  per  vehicle 
are  greater  for  small  cars  than  for  large  and  in- 
termediate cars. 
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8.  The  estimated  impact  of  the  proposed 
delay  on  the  automobile  industry  is  minuscule. 
There  will  be  little  or  no  improvement  in  the 
"health"  of  the  domestic  automobile  industry 
from  the  proposed  delay.  For  this  reason, 
nonregulatory  considerations  discussed  in  the 
notice  (the  effect  on  imports,  the  conditions  of 
the  automobile  industry,  or  freedom-of-choice 
arguments)  should  not,  from  an  economic  point 
of  view,  enter  in  this  rulemaking. 

The  proposed  delay  of  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  was  also  opposed  by  various  con- 
sumer groups  and  health-related  organizations, 
including:  the  Consumer  Federation  of  America, 
the  National  Spinal  Cord  Injury  Foundation,  the 
Epilepsy  Foundation  of  America,  the  Consumers 
Union,  the  Automotive  Occupant  Protection 
Association,  the  National  Safety  Council,  the 
Houston  Independent  School  District,  the 
American  College  of  Surgeons,  the  Georgia 
Department  of  Human  Resources,  the  New  York 
Department  of  Transportation,  and  the  Center 
for  Auto  Safety.  The  National  Safety  Council  con- 
ceded that  the  economic  situation  of  the  auto  in- 
dustry is  serious,  but  stated  that  any  adjustment 
of  the  implementation  schedule  for  automatic 
restraints  should  also  include  consideration  of  an 
earlier  implementation  for  small  cars,  since  the 
need  for  protection  is  much  greater  in  these 
vehicles. 

The  Automotive  Occupant  Protection  Associa- 
tion stated  that  it  could  support  the  proposed 
delay  of  the  automatic  restraint  requirements  for 
one  year,  as  well  as  a  reversal  of  the  implementa- 
tion schedule,  provided  there  is  a  requirement  for 
the  major  automobile  manufacturer  to  offer  op- 
tional air  bag  systems  on  at  least  one  model  line. 
The  association  is  concerned  that  further  delay  of 
the  automatic  restraint  standard  could  drive  the 
remaining  air  bag  supplier  manufacturers  out  of 
the  business,  and  the  life-saving  potential  of  air 
bags  could  be  lost.  The  Epilepsy  Foundation  of 
America  echoed  this  sentiment  and  stated  that 
"consumers  deserve  a  guarantee  that  would 
assure  the  air  bag  option  will  be  available  in  any 
model  they  wish  to  purchase." 

The  Consumers  Union  argued  that  the  auto  in- 
dustry's financial  condition  should  not  be  used  to 
justify  "less  safe  automobiles."  Moreover,  accord- 
ing to  the  Union,  the  proposed  delay  is  unlikely  to 


significantly  alleviate  the  financial  problems  fac- 
ing domestic  automobile  manufacturers. 

The  Center  for  Auto  Safety  argued  that  the 
proposed  delay  of  the  first-phase  automatic 
restraint  requirements  will  not  help  the  auto  in- 
dustry solve  its  current  economic  problems.  In 
addition,  the  Center  stated  that  the  projected 
savings  of  600  lives  and  4,300  injuries  associated 
with  the  first-phase  requirements  represents  an 
economic  gain  of  approximately  $170  million,  and 
this  far  outweighs  any  savings  to  the  industry.  In 
regard  to  a  possible  reversal  of  the  existing  im- 
plementation schedule  for  automatic  restraints, 
the  Center  stated  that  automatic  belts  can  be  in- 
stalled on  all  small  cars  with  a  leadtime  as  short 
as  one  year  because  automatic  belts  are  so  well 
developed. 

Comments  were  also  received  from  two  manu- 
facturers which  supply  air  bag  system  com- 
ponents, Thiokol  and  Rocket  Research  Company. 
Rocket  Research  stated  that  it  could  support  the 
proposed  delay  and  reversal  of  the  implementa- 
tion schedule  provided  any  such  change  also  con- 
tains a  requirement  that  the  major  manufac- 
turers "tool  for  and  offer  for  sale"  air  bag  systems 
on  at  least  one  car  line.  The  company  stated  that 
without  such  a  guarantee  there  is  little  incentive 
for  air  bag  suppliers  to  remain  in  the  business. 
Rocket  Research  stated  that  an  indefinite  delay 
of  the  automatic  restraint  requirements  over  the 
next  five  years  would  amount  to  a  business  loss  of 
23  percent.  The  company  also  stated  that  cost 
savings  accruing  to  General  Motors  and  Ford 
because  of  the  one  year  delay  (estimated  in  the 
proposal  to  be  approximately  37  million  dollars) 
would  be  reduced  if  air  bag  programs  are  delayed 
or  eventually  canceled  since  both  Rocket 
Research  and  Hamill  Manufacturing  Company 
have  substantial  claims  against  the  two  com- 
panies for  capital  expenditures  to  build  and  equip 
production  plants  to  make  air  bag  modules. 
(Rocket  Research  stated  that  these  claims  are 
based  on  letters  of  agreement  and  contingent 
liability  statements.) 

Thiokol  stated  that  the  model  year  1982 
automatic  restraint  requirements  for  large  cars 
resulted  in  the  first  major  production  program 
for  Thiokol,  and  that  substantial  funds  have  been 
expended  for  manpower,  tooling  and  facilities 
to  meet  this  requirement.  According  to  Thiokol, 
a   one-year   delay   in   the   program   would   add 
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substantial  additional  expenses  and  result  in  a 
reduction  of  manpower,  facility  use  and  vendor 
capability.  In  response  to  questions  contained  in 
the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  Thiokol  stated 
that  another  year  of  delay  would  discourage 
rather  than  encourage  further  design  im- 
provements and  research  efforts  in  automatic 
restraint  systems. 

B.  Comments  Favoring  the  Delay 

The  Pacific  Legal  Foundation  supported  the 
proposed  one-year  delay,  and  stated  four  primary 
reasons  why  such  a  delay  is  warranted. 

1.  The  proposed  delay  would  create  additional 
time  for  the  Department  of  Transportation 
to  implement  an  adequate  evaluation  pro- 
gram for  air  bags. 

2.  The  proposed  delay  would  give  the  Ameri- 
can public  an  additional  year  of  freedom  to 
choose  their  means  of  occupant  protection. 

3.  The  proposed  delay  would  allow  additional 
time  for  the  public  to  familiarize  itself  with 
passive  restraints  [which  have  been  or  will 
be  voluntarily  installed  prior  to  a  mandatory 
effective  date]. 

4.  The  proposed  delay  would  reduce  the  like- 
lihood of  costly  Congressional  action  on  the 
passive  restraint  standard  after  its  im- 
plementation. 

The  proposed  delay  of  the  first  phase  of  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  was  unani- 
mously supported  by  all  commenting  automobile 
manufacturers,  both  domestic  and  foreign.  Addi- 
tionally, most  manufacturers  urged  the  Depart- 
ment to  reconsider  the  entire  standard  and  to 
provide  additional  leadtime  for  all  phases  of  the 
implementation  schedule  or  to  revoke  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  altogether. 
Regarding  a  possible  reversal  of  the  current  im- 
plementation schedule,  nearly  all  of  the  foreign 
automobile  manufacturers  stated  that  it  would  be 
impossible  to  install  automatic  restraints  on  1983 
model  small  passenger  cars  because  of  insuffi- 
cient leadtime. 

Chrysler  Corporation  also  urged  that  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  be  withdrawn 
entirely.  The  company  argued  that  automatic 
belts  will  be  disconnected  by  many  motorists  and 
that  purchasers  will  turn  to  models  that  are  not 
equipped  with  automatic  belts.  Chrysler  predicts 


that  automatic  belts  would  create  a  consumer 
"backlash"  greater  than  that  resulting  from  igni- 
tion interlocks  (devices  installed  on  1974-75 
models  which  made  it  impossible  to  start  the  vehi- 
cle unless  the  seatbelt  was  fastened). 

In  lieu  of  automatic  restraints,  Chrysler  urged 
the  Department  to  mount  a  national  educational 
effort  to  increase  the  use  of  current  manual  seat 
belt  systems:  "Increased  usage  of  these  systems 
is  the  most  cost  effective  and  immediate  method 
of  reducing  injuries  and  fatalities  in  motor  vehicle 
accidents."  Regarding  a  possible  reversal  of  the 
current  implementation  schedule,  Chrysler 
stated  that  it  would  be  impossible  at  this  time  to 
advance  automatic  belt  installation  for  small  cars 
prior  to  the  1984  model  year. 

American  Motors  Corporation  recommended 
that  a  delay  in  effective  date  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  be  adopted  for  all  cars  to 
permit  a  re-evaluation  of  all  issues.  The  company 
particularly  does  not  support  a  reversal  of  the  im- 
plementation schedule  so  that  small  cars  would 
be  phased  in  first,  since  the  company  will  rely  on 
technology  developed  for  or  by  other  automobile 
manufacturers  after  it  is  proven  in  actual  volume 
production.  American  Motors  also  recommended 
that  if  a  new  phase-in  schedule  is  adopted,  at  least 
a  one-year  delay  for  low-volume  manufacturers 
(e.g.,  less  than  200,000  sales)  be  included  in  the 
change. 

Foreign  vehicle  manufacturers  produce  few,  if 
any,  large  passenger  cars  (i.e.,  cars  with 
wheelbases  over  114  inches),  but  all  the  foreign 
manufacturers  supported  the  proposed  delay  of 
the  first  phase  of  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements. However,  these  manufacturers  were 
unanimously  against  any  reversal  of  the  existing 
implementation  schedule  that  would  require 
small  passenger  cars  to  be  equipped  with 
automatic  restraints  a  year  earlier  than  currently 
required. 

Fiat  Motors  of  North  America  recommended 
that  the  entire  automatic  restraint  schedule  be 
delayed  for  one  year  (i.e.,  each  phase  delayed  one 
year).  The  company  stated  that  if  its  small  cars 
were  not  required  to  comply  until  model  year 
1985,  it  would  give  the  company  more  time  to 
develop  appropriate  automatic  belt  designs  for 
its  convertibles.  Fiat  stated  that  it  is  currently 
having  difficulty  with  its  convertibles  in  terms  of 
finding  adequate  automatic  belt  attachments  and 
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fittings  for  existing  vehicle  structures.  Fiat 
stated  that  it  would  prefer  to  see  the  automatic 
restraint  standard  revoked  and  mandatory  seat 
belt  use  laws  implemented. 

Nissan  Motor  Company  stated  that  it  would 
not  be  possible  to  equip  its  small  cars  with 
automatic  restraints  by  September  1,  1982. 
Nissan's  objection  does  not  relate  to  capital  ex- 
penditure or  retail  price  increase,  but  rather,  to 
"the  lack  of  proper  leadtime  needed  to  develop 
acceptable,  reliable  and  high  quality  vehicles  for 
the  consumer."  Nissan  argued  that  automatic 
belts  already  face  a  tough  challenge  in  winning 
consumer  acceptance  without  forcing  the  imposi- 
tion of  hastily  developed  designs. 

Toyota  Motor  Company  also  stated  that  it 
could  not  comply  with  a  change  in  the  effective 
date  for  small  cars  from  September  1,  1983,  to 
September  1,  1982.  Toyota  stated  that  if  such  a 
change  is  adopted,  it  would  have  to  drop  from 
production  certain  of  its  volume  passenger  car 
lines  for  the  1983  model  year,  thereby  limiting 
the  freedom  of  choice  of  the  customers  who  wish 
to  purchase  Toyota  cars. 

Volvo  of  America  Corporation  requested  that 
the  implementation  schedule  for  automatic 
restraints  be  amended  to  reflect  the  fact  that  the 
current  market  situation  has  forced  the  industry 
to  be  flexible  with  respect  to  model  year  in- 
troductions. Volvo  refers  specifically  to  the 
desire  of  some  manufacturers  to  continue  model 
lines  past  the  September  1  effective  dates  for  the 
three  phases  of  the  current  implementation 
schedule,  and  to  discontinue  these  lines  at  the 
beginning  of  the  new  calendar  year.  Volvo  argues 
that  tooling  for  installation  of  automatic 
restraints  on  model  lines  that  will  be  discon- 
tinued six  months  after  the  effective  date  of  the 
standard  is  cost  prohibitive.  Consequently, 
without  a  change  in  the  implementation  sched- 
ule, manufacturers  would  be  required  to  cease 
production  of  certain  models  sooner  than  they 
would  like. 

Volvo  recommends  that  the  implementation 
schedule  be  amended  to  provide  that  the  effec- 


tive dates  for  the  three  phases  is  "September  1 
or  the  date  of  production  start  of  the  new  model 
year  if  this  date  falls  between  September  1  and 
December  31." 

Rolls-Royce  Motors  produces  three  models 
that  would  have  to  be  equipped  with  automatic 
restraints  by  September  1,  1981,  under  the  ex- 
isting schedule.  Rolls-Royce  originally  planned  to 
offer  air  bags  in  these  models  but  changed  plans 
after  General  Motors  announced  in  1979  that  it 
would  delay  the  introduction  of  air  bags.  Conse- 
quently, Rolls-Royce  states  that  it  got  a  late  start 
with  automatic  belts  and  the  automatic  belt 
system  it  has  planned  for  the  1982  models  is  not 
developed  to  a  degree  of  refinement  normally 
associated  with  Rolls-Royce  cars.  In  support  of 
the  proposed  one-year  delay  in  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements,  Rolls-Royce  made  the 
following  comment: 

Refinement,  weight  and  cost  will  all  be  subject 
to  continuous  development  anyway  but  one 
year  extra  leadtime  would  permit  full  develop- 
ment of  the  system  before  the  customer  is 
charged  a  cost  premium  for  the  restraint 
system. 


(NOTE:  Allstate  Insurance  Company  requested 
that  a  public  hearing  be  held  on  the  one-year 
delay  in  the  large  car  requirement.  However,  due 
to  the  limited  time  available  before  the  previous 
effective  date  of  this  requirement,  the  agency 
must  deny  this  request.  The  issues  on  which  this 
decision  is  based  are  primarily  technical  and 
economic,  lending  themselves  well  to  written 
presentations.  Interested  parties  have  taken  full 
advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  provide  their 
views  in  writing  in  this  proceeding.  Further,  an 
additional  opportunity  for  comment  on  issues 
relating  to  the  automatic  restraint  standard  is 
provided  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
issued  today.) 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD 

NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection 

(Docket  No.  74-14;  Notice  25) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208, 
Occupant  Crash  Protection,  to  rescind  the  re- 
quirements for  installation  of  automatic  restraints 
in  the  front  seating  positions  of  passenger  cars. 
Those  requirements  were  scheduled  to  become  ef- 
fective for  large  and  mid-size  cars  on  September  1 , 
1982,  and  for  small  cars  on  September  1,  1983. 

The  automatic  restraint  requirements  are  being 
rescinded  because  of  uncertainty  about  the  public 
acceptability  and  probable  usage  rate  of  the  type  of 
automatic  restraint  which  the  car  manufacturers 
planned  to  make  avaUable  to  most  new  car  buyers. 
This  uncertainty  and  the  relatively  substantial  cost 
of  automatic  restraints  preclude  the  agency  from 
determining  that  the  standard  is  at  this  time 
reasonable  and  practicable.  The  reasonableness  of 
the  automatic  restraint  requirements  is  further 
called  into  question  by  the  fact  that  all  new  car 
buyers  would  be  required  to  pay  for  automatic  belt 
systems  that  may  induce  only  a  few  additional  peo- 
ple to  take  advantage  of  the  benefits  of  occupant 
restraints. 

The  agency  is  also  seriously  concerned  about  the 
possibility  that  adverse  public  reaction  to  the  cost 
and  presence  of  automatic  restraints  could  have  a 
significant  adverse  effect  on  present  and  future 
public  acceptance  of  highway  safety  efforts. 

Under  the  amended  standard,  car  manufacturers 
will  continue  to  have  the  current  option  of  pro- 
viding either  automatic  or  manual  occupant 
restraints. 

DATES:  The  rescission  of  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  208  is  effective 
December  8,  1981.  Any  petitions  for  reconsidera- 
tion must  be  received  by  the  agency  not  later  than 
December  3,  1981. 


ADDRESS:  Any  petitions  for  reconsideration 
should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice 
number  of  this  notice  and  be  submitted  to: 
Administrator,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 

Michael  Finkelstein,  Associate  Administrator  for 
Rulemaking,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590.  (202-426-1810) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  April  9, 
1981,  the  Department  of  Transportation  published 
a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (NPRM)  setting 
forth  alternative  amendments  to  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  of  Standard  No.  208  (46 
F.R.  21205).  The  purpose  of  proposing  the  alter- 
natives was  to  ensure  that  Standard  No.  208 
reflects  the  changes  in  circumstances  since  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  were  issued  (42 
F.R.  34289;  July  5,  1977)  and  to  ensure  that  the 
standard  meets  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  and 
Executive  Order  12291,  "Federal  Regulations" 
(February  17,  1981). 

Background  and  NPRM 

The  automatic  restraint  requirements  were 
adopted  in  1977  in  response  to  the  high  number  of 
passenger  car  occupants  killed  annually  in  crashes 
and  to  the  persistent  low  usage  rate  of  manual 
belts.  The  manual  belt  is  the  type  of  belt  which  is 
found  in  most  cars  today  and  which  the  occupant 
must  place  around  himself  or  herself  and  buckle  in 
order  to  gain  its  protection.  Then,  as  now,  there 
were  two  types  of  automatic  restraints,  i.e., 
restraints  that  require  no  action  by  vehicle  oc- 
cupants, such  as  buckling  a  belt,  in  order  to  be  ef- 
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fective.  One  type  is  the  air  cushion  restraint  (air 
bag)  and  the  other  is  the  automatic  belt  (a  belt 
which  automatically  envelopes  an  occupant  when 
the  occupant  enters  a  vehicle  and  closes  the  door). 

In  view  of  the  greater  experience  with  air  bags  in 
large  cars  and  to  spread  out  capital  investments, 
the  Department  established  a  large-to-small  car 
compliance  schedule.  Under  that  schedule,  large 
cars  were  required  to  begin  compliance  on 
September  1,  1981,  mid-size  cars  on  September  1, 
1982,  and  small  cars  on  September  1,  1983. 

On  April  6,  1981,  after  providing  notice  and  op- 
portunity for  comment,  the  Department  delayed 
the  compliance  date  for  large  cars  from  September 
1,  1981,  to  September  1,  1982.  As  explained  in  the 
April  6,  final  rule,  that  delay  was  adopted 

.  .  .  because  of  the  effects  of  implementation  in  model  year 
1982  on  large  car  manufacturers,  because  of  the  added 
significance  which  those  effects  assume  due  to  the  change  in 
economic  circumstances  since  the  schedule  was  adopted  in  1977, 
and  because  of  the  undermining  by  subsequent  events  of  the  ra- 
tionale underlying  the  original  phase-in  schedule. 

Simultaneous  with  publishing  the  one-year  delay 
in  the  effective  date  for  large  cars,  the  Department 
also  issued  a  proposal  for  making  further  changes 
in  the  automatic  restraint  requirements.  This  ac- 
tion was  taken  in  response  to  a  variety  of  factors 
that  raised  questions  whether  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  represented  the  most 
reasonable  and  effective  approach  to  the  problem 
of  the  low  usage  of  safety  belts.  Among  these  fac- 
tors were  the  uncertainty  about  public  acceptabil- 
ity of  automatic  restraints  in  view  of  the  absence  of 
any  significant  choice  between  automatic  belts  and 
air  bags  and  the  nature  of  the  automatic  belt 
designs  planned  by  the  car  manufacturers,  the  con- 
sequent uncertainties  about  the  rate  of  usage  of 
automatic  restraints,  and  the  substantial  costs  of 
air  bags  even  if  produced  in  large  volumes. 

The  three  principal  proposals  were  reversal  of 
phase-in  sequence,  simultaneous  compliance,  and 
rescission.  The  reversal  proposal  would  have 
changed  the  large-to-small  car  order  of  compliance 
to  a  requirement  that  small  cars  commence  com- 
pliance on  September  1,  1982,  mid-size  cars  on 
September  1,  1983,  and  large  cars  on  September  1, 
1984.  The  proposal  for  simultaneous  compliance 
would  have  required  all  size  classes  to  begin  com- 
pliance on  the  same  date,  March  1,  1983.  The 
rescission  proposal  would  have  retained  the 
manufacturers'  current  option  of  equipping  their 
cars  with  either  manual  or  automatic  restraints. 


In  addition,  the  Department  proposed  that, 
under  both  the  first  and  second  alternatives,  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  be  amended  so 
that  such  restraints  would  not  be  required  in  the 
front  center  seating  position. 

Following  the  close  of  the  period  for  written 
comments  on  the  April  NPRM,  NHTSA  decided,  at 
its  discretion,  to  hold  a  public  meeting  on  the  alter- 
natives. The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  permit 
interested  parties  to  present  their  views  and 
arguments  orally  before  the  Administrator  and  en- 
sure that  all  available  data  were  submitted  to  the 
agency.  The  notice  announcing  the  meeting  in- 
dicated that  participants  at  the  hearing  would  be 
permitted  to  supplement  their  previous  comments. 
The  notice  also  urged  participants  to  consider  the 
issues  raised  in  former  Secretary  Coleman's  June 
14,  1976  proposal  regarding  occupant  restraints 
and  in  former  Secretary  Adams'  March  24,  1977 
proposal  regarding  automatic  restraints. 

Rationale  for  Agency  Decision 

The  decision  to  rescind  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  was  difficult  for  the  agency  to  make. 
NHTSA  has  long  pursued  the  goal  of  achieving 
substantial  increases  in  the  usage  of  safety  belts 
and  other  types  of  occupant  restraints.  Former 
Secretary  Adams  clearly  believed  that  he  had  en- 
sured the  achievement  of  that  goal  in  July  1977 
when  he  promulgated  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements. Now  that  goal  appears  as  elusive  as 
ever.  Instead  of  being  equipped  with  automatic 
restraints  that  will  protect  substantially  greater 
numbers  of  persons  than  current  manual  belts, 
most  new  cars  would  have  had  a  type  of  automatic 
belt  that  might  not  have  been  any  more  acceptable 
to  the  public  than  manual  belts.  The  usage  of  those 
automatic  belts  might,  therefore,  have  been  only 
slightly  higher  than  that  of  manual  belts.  While 
most  of  the  anticipated  benefits  have  virtually 
disappeared,  the  costs  have  not.  Vehicle  price  in- 
creases would  have  amounted  to  approximately  $1 
billion  per  year. 

This  turn  of  events  may  in  part  reflect  the  failure 
of  the  Department  in  the  years  following  1977  to 
conduct  a  long  term  effort  to  educate  the  public 
about  the  various  types  of  restraints  and  the  need 
to  use  them.  The  need  for  such  an  undertaking  was 
seen  by  former  Secretary  Coleman  in  announcing 
his  decision  in  1976  to  conduct  an  automatic 
restraint  demonstration  project  prior  to  deciding 
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whether  to  mandate  automatic  restraints.  His  in- 
struction that  NHTSA  undertake  significant  new 
steps  to  promote  safety  belt  usage  was  never  effec- 
tively carried  out.  The  result  of  such  an  effort  could 
have  been  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  public 
would  have  been  receptive  to  a  variety  of 
automatic  restraint  designs.  As  a  result  of  concern 
over  public  acceptance,  manufacturers  have 
designed  their  automatic  restraints  to  avoid 
creating  a  significant  adverse  reaction.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  elements  of  design  intended  to 
minimize  adverse  reaction  would  also  minimize  the 
previously  anticipated  increases  in  belt  usage  and 
safety  benefits  of  requiring  new  cars  to  have 
automatic  restraints  instead  of  manual  belts. 

The  uncertainty  regarding  the  usage  of  the 
predominant  type  of  planned  automatic  restraint 
has  profound  implications  for  the  determinations 
which  NHTSA  must  make  regarding  a  standard 
under  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act.  NHTSA  has  a  duty  under  the  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  and  E.O.  12291  to  review  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  in  light  of  changing  events 
and  to  ensure  that  the  requirements  continue  to 
meet  the  criteria  which  each  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  must  satisfy.  If  the  criteria  cannot 
be  satisfied,  the  agency  must  make  whatever 
changes  in  the  standard  are  warranted.  The  agency 
must  also  have  the  flexibility  to  modify  its  standards 
and  programs  in  its  efforts  to  find  effective  methods 
for  accomplishing  its  safety  mission. 

The  agency  believes  that  the  post-1977  events 
have  rendered  it  incapable  of  finding  now,  as  it  was 
able  to  do  in  1977,  that  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements would  meet  all  of  the  applicable  criteria 
in  the  Vehicle  Safety  Act.  Section  103(a)  of  the 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  requires  that  each  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  meet  the  need  for 
safety  and  be  practicable  and  objective.  Each 
standard  must  also  be  reasonable,  practicable  and 
appropriate  for  each  type  of  vehicle  or  equipment 
to  which  it  applies  (Section  103(f)  (3)).  To  meet  the 
need  for  safety,  a  standard  must  be  reasonably 
likely  to  reduce  deaths  and  injuries.  To  be  found 
practicable,  the  agency  must  conclude  that  the 
public  will  in  fact  avail  themselves  of  the  safety 
devices  installed  pursuant  to  the  standard.  (Pacific 
Legal  Foundation  v.  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion, 593  F.  2d  1338,  at  1345-6  (D.C.  Cir.  1979)). 
To  be  reasonable  and  practicable,  a  standard  must 
be  economically  and  technologically  feasible,  and 


the  costs  of  implementation  must  be  reasonable. 
(S.  Rep.  No.  1301,  89th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  6  (1966).) 
In  reaching  the  decision  announced  by  this 
notice,  NHTSA  has  reviewed  the  enormous  record 
compiled  by  this  agency  over  the  past  decade  on 
automatic  restraints.  Particular  attention  was  paid 
to  the  information  and  issues  relating  to  the 
notices  which  the  Agency  or  Department  has 
issued  regarding  automatic  restraints  since  1976. 
All  comments  submitted  in  response  to  the  April 
1981  proposal  by  proponents  and  opponents  of  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  have  been 
thoroughly  considered.  A  summary  of  the  major 
comments  is  included  as  an  appendix  to  this  notice. 
The  agency's  analysis  of  those  comments  may  be 
found  in  this  notice  and  the  final  regulatory  impact 
analysis.  A  copy  of  the  analysis  has  been  placed  in 
the  public  docket. 

Usage  of  automatic  restraints  and  safety  benefits. 
As  in  the  case  of  the  comments  submitted  concern- 
ing the  one-year  delay  in  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements for  large  cars,  the  commenters  on  the 
April  1981  proposal  expressed  sharply  divergent 
views  and  arguments  and  reached  widely  differing 
conclusions  concerning  the  likely  usage  rates  and 
benefits  of  the  automatic  restraints  planned  for 
installation  in  response  to  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements.  The  wide  distance  between  the  posi- 
tions of  the  proponents  and  opponents  of  these  re- 
quirements stems  primarily  from  the  lack  of  any 
directly  relevant  data  on  the  most  important  issue, 
i.e.,  the  public  reaction  to  and  usage  rate  of 
detachable  automatic  belts.  These  disagreements 
once  again  demonstrate  the  difficulty  in  reaching 
reliable  conclusions  due  to  the  uncertainty  created 
by  the  lack  of  adequate  data. 

In  issuing  the  automatic  restraint  requirements 
in  1977,  NHTSA  assumed  that  the  implementation 
of  those  requirements  would  produce  substantial 
benefits.  According  to  the  analysis  which  NHTSA 
performed  in  that  year,  automatic  restraints  were 
expected  to  prevent  9,000  deaths  and  65,000 
serious  injuries  once  all  cars  on  the  road  were 
equipped  with  those  devices.  That  prediction  was 
premised  on  several  critical  assumptions.  Most  im- 
portant among  the  assumptions  were  those  con- 
cerning the  safety  benefits  of  automatic 
restraints— reductions  in  death  and  injury— which 
in  turn  are  a  function  of  the  types  of  automatic 
restraints  to  be  placed  in  each  year's  production  of 
new  cars. 
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The  agency  assumed  that  the  combination  of  air 
bags  and  lap  belts  would  be  approximately  66  per- 
cent effective  in  preventing  fatalities  and  that 
automatic  belts  would  have  a  50  percent  level  of 
effectiveness.  The  agency  assumed  also  that  air 
bags  would  be  placed  in  more  than  60  percent  of 
new  cars  and  that  automatic  belts  would  be  placed 
in  the  remaining  approximately  40  percent.  The 
agency's  analysis  predicted  that  air  bags  would 
provide  protection  in  virtually  all  crashes  of  suffi- 
cient severity  to  cause  deployment  of  the  air  bags. 
It  was  further  assumed  that  the  automatic  belts 
would  be  used  by  60  to  70  percent  of  the  occupants 
of  those  cars. 

As  to  public  reaction,  the  agency  anticipated  that 
the  public  would,  as  a  whole,  accept  automatic 
restraints  because  it  could  choose  between  the  two 
types  of  those  restraints.  Those  not  wanting 
automatic  belts  would  select  an  air  bag.  Partly  as  a 
function  of  the  expected  large  volume  of  air  bag 
installation,  the  agency  projected  that  the  cost  of 
air  bags  would  be  only  slightly  more  than  $100  (in 
1977  dollars)  more  than  manual  belts. 

As  part  of  its  efforts  to  monitor  and  facilitate 
implementation  of  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements, the  agency  continued  its  gathering  of 
data  about  the  use  and  effectiveness  of  air  bags  and 
of  automatic  belts  with  use-inducing  features,  the 
only  type  of  automatic  belt  available  to  the  public. 
With  respect  to  automatic  belts,  this  effort  was  car- 
ried out  through  a  contract  with  Opinion  Research 
Corporation.  Under  that  contract,  observations 
were  made  of  seat  belt  usage  during  the  two  year 
period  beginning  November  1977.  These  observa- 
tions provided  data  on  usage  of  manual  and 
automatic  belts  in  model  year  1975-79  VW  Rabbits 
and  of  manual  belts  in  model  year  1978-79  GM 
Chevettes.  As  a  result  of  voluntary  decisions  by  VW 
and  GM,  a  number  of  the  Rabbits  and  Chevettes 
were  equipped  with  automatic  belts.  The  observa- 
tion data  showed  usage  rates  of  about  36  percent  for 
manual  belts  and  about  81  percent  for  automatic 
belts  in  the  Rabbits.  The  observed  rate  of  manual 
belt  usage  in  Chevettes  was  1 1  percent.  There  were 
insufficient  numbers  of  model  year  1978-79  Che- 
vettes equipped  with  automatic  belts  to  develop 
reliable  usage  figures. 

Several  telephone  surveys  were  also  made  under 
contract  with  Opinion  Research.  The  first  survey  in- 
volved owners  of  model  year  1979  VW  Rabbits  and 
GM  Chevettes  equipped  with  automatic  belts  and 


was  conducted  during  1979.  This  survey  showed 
that  89  percent  of  Rabbit  owners  and  72  percent  of 
Chevette  owners  said  that  they  used  their  automatic 
belts.  A  second  survey  was  conducted  in  late  1979 
and  early  1980.  It  covered  owners  of  model  year 
1980  Rabbits  and  Chevettes.  The  usage  rates  found 
by  the  second  survey  were  almost  identical  to  those 
in  the  first  survey. 

Now,  however,  the  validity  of  the  benefit  predic- 
tions in  1977  and  the  relevancy  of  the  extensive 
data  gathered  by  NHTSA  on  air  bags  and  on 
automatic  belts  with  use-inducing  features  have 
been  substantially  if  not  wholly  undermined  by 
drastic  changes  in  the  types  of  automatic 
restraints  that  would  have  been  installed  under  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements.  Instead  of  in- 
stalling air  bags  in  approximately  60  percent  of 
new  cars,  the  manufacturers  apparently  planned 
to  install  them  in  less  than  1  percent  of  new  cars. 
Thus,  automatic  belts  would  have  been  the 
predominant  means  of  compliance,  and  installed  in 
approximately  99  percent  of  new  cars.  Thus,  the 
assumed  life-saving  potential  of  air  bags  would  not 
have  been  realized. 

Manufacturers  have  stated  that  they  chose  belt 
systems  for  compliance  because  of  the  competitive 
disadvantage  of  offering  the  relatively  expensive, 
inadequately  understood  air  bag  when  other 
manufacturers  would  have  been  providing 
automatic  belts.  These  explanations  seem  credible. 

The  other  drastic  change  concerns  the  type  of 
automatic  belt  to  be  installed.  Although  some 
aspects  of  the  car  manufacturers'  automatic  belt 
plans  are  still  tentative,  it  now  appears  reasonably 
certain  that  if  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements were  implemented,  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  new  cars  would  be  equipped  with 
automatic  belts  that  are  detachable,  unlike  the 
automatic  belts  in  Rabbits  and  Chevettes.  Most 
planned  automatic  belts  would  be  like  today's 
manual  lap  and  shotdder  belts  in  that  they  can  be 
easily  detached  and  left  that  way  permanently. 

Again,  this  design  choice  would  appear  to  have 
arisen  out  of  concern  that  without  such  features 
emergency  exit  could  be  inhibited,  and,  in  part  as  a 
result  of  a  perception  of  this  fact,  public  refusal  to 
accept  new  designs  would  be  widespread.  The 
agency  shares  this  concern,  and  has  since  1977 
required  that  all  such  belts  provide  for  emergency 
exit.  Agency  concerns  on  this  point  have  been 
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validated  by  recent  related  attitudinal  research, 
discussed  below. 

In  its  final  rule  delaying  the  initial  effective  date 
of  the  automatic  restraint  requirements,  the  April 
1981  proposal  and  the  associated  documents  analyz- 
ing the  impacts  of  those  actions,  NHTSA  expressly 
confronted  the  lack  of  usage  data  directly  relevant 
to  the  type  of  automatic  belts  now  planned  to  be  in- 
stalled in  most  new  cars.  The  agency  stated  that 
there  were  several  reasons  why  the  available  data 
was  of  limited  utility  in  attempting  to  make  any 
reliable  predictions  about  the  usage  of  easily 
detachable  automatic  belts.  The  most  important 
reason,  which  has  already  been  noted,  is  that  the 
predominant  type  of  planned  automatic  belt  would 
not  have  had  features  to  ensure  that  these  belts  are 
not  detached. 

Second,  all  of  the  available  data  relate  to  only 
two  subcompacts,  the  Rabbit  and  the  Chevette. 
Due  to  a  combination  of  owner  demographics  and  a 
correlation  between  driver  perception  of  risk  and 
the  size  of  the  car  being  driven,  belt  usage  rates 
are  typically  higher  in  small  cars  than  in  larger 
ones.  Therefore,  the  usage  rates  for  the  two  sub- 
compacts  cannot  simply  be  adopted  as  the  usage 
rates  for  automatic  belts  in  all  car  size  classes. 

Third,  most  of  the  Rabbit  and  Chevette  owners 
knew  that  their  new  car  would  come  with  an 
automatic  belt  and  had  it  demonstrated  for  them, 
even  if  many  state  that  they  did  not  consciously 
choose  that  type  of  belt.  Having  voluntarily  in- 
vested in  automatic  restraints,  they  are  more  likely 
to  use  those  restraints  than  someone  who  is  com- 
pelled to  buy  them. 

The  significance  of  the  fundamental  difference 
between  the  nondetachable  and  detachable  auto- 
matic belt  bears  further  discussion.  The  Rabbit 
automatic  belts  are,  as  a  practical  matter,  not  per- 
manently detachable  since  they  are  equipped  with 
an  ignition  interlock.  If  the  belt  is  disconnected, 
the  interlock  prevents  the  starting  of  the  car.  Each 
successive  use  would  therefore  require  re- 
connection  before  engine  start.  The  Chevette  auto- 
matic belts  also  were  initially  equipped  with  an 
ignition  interlock.  Beginning  in  model  year  1980, 
the  Chevette  belts  were  made  both  practically  and 
literally  nondetachable.  They  consist  of  a  con- 
tinuous, nondetachable  shoulder  belt.  Additional 
webbing  can  be  played  out  to  produce  slack  in  the 
belt;  however,  the  belt  remains  attached  at  both 
ends. 


By  contrast,  the  automatic  belts  now  planned  for 
most  cars  do  not  have  any  effect  on  the  starting  of 
the  cars  and  are  easily  detachable.  Some  belt 
designs  may  be  detached  and  permanently  stowed 
as  readily  as  the  current  manual  lap  and  shoulder 
belts.  Once  a  detachable  automatic  belt  is  detached, 
it  becomes  identical  to  a  manual  belt.  Contrary  to 
assertions  of  some  supporters  of  the  standard,  its 
use  thereafter  requires  the  same  type  of  affirmative 
action  that  is  the  stumbling  block  to  obtaining  high 
usage  levels  of  manual  belts.  If  the  car  owners 
perceive  the  belts  as  simply  a  different  configura- 
tion of  the  current  manual  belts,  this  stumbling 
block  is  likely  to  remain.  They  may  treat  the  belt  as 
a  manual  one  and  thus  never  develop  the  habit  of 
simply  leaving  the  belt  attached  so  that  it  can  act  as 
an  automatic  belt. 

The  agency  recognizes  the  possibility  that  the  ex- 
posure of  some  new  car  purchasers  to  attached 
automatic  belts  may  convert  some  previously  occa- 
sional users  of  manual  belts  to  full  time  belt  users. 
Present  attitudinal  survey  data  clearly  establish 
the  existence  of  a  population  of  such  occupants 
who  could  be  influenced  by  some  external  factor  to 
convert  to  relatively  constant  users.  However,  the 
agency  believes  that  many  purchasers  of  new  cars 
having  detachable  automatic  belts  would  not  ex- 
perience the  potential  use-inducing  character  of  at- 
tached automatic  belts  unless  they  had  taken  the 
initiative  themselves  to  attach  the  belts. 

Thus,  the  change  in  car  manufacturers'  plans  has 
left  the  agency  without  any  factual  basis  for 
reliably  predicting  the  likely  usage  increases  due  to 
detachable  automatic  belts,  or  for  even  predicting 
the  likelihood  of  any  increase  at  all.  The  only  ten- 
tative conclusion  that  can  be  drawn  from  available 
data  is  that  the  installation  of  nondetachable 
automatic  belts  in  other  subcompacts  could  result 
in  usage  rates  near  those  found  in  Rabbits  and 
Chevettes.  Even  that  use  of  the  Rabbit  and 
Chevette  data  may  be  questionable,  however, 
given  the  element  of  voluntarism  in  the  purchase 
of  automatic  belts  by  many  of  the  Rabbit  and 
Chevette  owners.  Thus,  the  data  on  automatic  belt 
use  in  Rabbits  and  Chevettes  may  do  little  more 
than  confirm  the  lesson  of  the  model  year  1974-75 
cars  equipped  with  manual  belts  and  ignition  in- 
terlocks, i.e.,  that  the  addition  to  a  belt  system  of  a 
feature  that  makes  the  belt  nondetachable  or 
necessitates  its  attachment  before  a  car  can  be 
started  can  substantially  increase  the  rate  of  belt 
usage. 
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In  estimating  automatic  belt  usage  rates  for  the 
purposes  of  the  April  final  rule  and  proposal,  the 
agency  recognized  the  substantial  uncertainty 
regarding  the  effects  of  easily  detachable  auto- 
matic belts  on  belt  usage.  NHTSA  attempted  to 
compensate  for  the  lack  of  directly  relevant  data 
by  using  two  different  techniques  to  predict  a 
potential  range  of  usage. 

One  technique  was  to  assume  a  consistent  multi- 
plier effect,  whereby  belt  usage  in  cars  of  all  size 
classes  would  be  assumed  to  be  more  than  slightly 
double  as  it  had  in  Rabbits.  A  doubling  of  the  cur- 
rent 10-11  percent  manual  belt  usage  rate  pro- 
jected over  the  general  car  fleet  would  mean  a  22 
percent  rate  could  be  achieved  with  the  installation 
of  automatic  belts.  The  other  technique  was  to 
assume  that  there  would  be  a  consistent  additive 
effect,  whereby  the  same  absolute  percentage 
point  increase  in  belt  usage  would  occur  as  there 
had  been  in  the  case  with  Rabbits.  Use  of  this 
method  would  result  in  a  predicted  50  percentage 
point  increase  in  belt  usage,  over  the  entire  fleet, 
from  the  current  10-11  percent  to  approximately 
60  percent. 

The  agency  used  the  results  of  these  two  tech- 
niques in  an  attempt  to  construct  a  range  of  possi- 
ble increases  in  belt  usage.  Thus,  a  range  of  15  to 
60  percent  was  used  in  both  the  final  regulatory 
impact  analysis  for  the  April  rulemaking  to  defer 
the  effective  date  for  one  year  and  the  preliminary 
analysis  for  the  current  action.  The  figure  of  15 
percent  was  derived  by  doubling  the  observed  7 
percent  usage  levels  in  the  large  type  cars  affected 
by  the  deferral.  A  figure  of  22  percent  would  have 
been  more  appropriate  as  the  low  end  of  the  range 
for  the  current  action,  since  it  would  represent  a 
doubling  of  the  current  usage  rate  of  the  car  fleet 
as  a  whole.  This  latter  figure  has  been  used  in  ad- 
dressing this  question  in  the  current  final 
regulatory  analysis. 

Although  the  agency  had  no  definitive  way  of 
resolving  the  uncertainty  about  the  usage  of 
detachable  automatic  belts,  the  agency  estimated 
that  belt  usage  with  automatic  belts  would  most 
likely  fall  near  the  lower  end  of  either  range.  This 
estimate  was  based  on  a  variety  of  factors.  Most 
relate  to  the  previously  discussed  limitations  in  the 
relevancy  of  the  observations  and  surveys  of  Rab- 
bit and  Chevette  owners.  In  addition,  those  data 
were  on  their  face  inconsistent  with  data  regard- 
ing automatic  belt  usage  in  crashes  involving  Rab- 


bits. Those  crash  data  indicated  a  usage  rate  of 
55-57  percent  instead  of  the  better  than  80  percent 
rate  indicated  by  the  observation  study  and 
telephone  surveys. 

Thus,  the  agency  made  the  preliminary  judg- 
ment in  its  impact  analyses  that  the  switch  from 
manual  belts  to  detachable  automatic  belts  could 
approximately  double  belt  usage.  However,  the 
April  1981  final  rule  noted  that  the  actual  belt 
usage  might  be  lower,  even  substantially  so.  With 
respect  to  cars  with  current  low  usage  rates,  that 
notice  stated  that  the  usage  rate  of  detachable 
automatic  belts  might  only  approach  levels  similar 
to  those  currently  achieved  with  manual  belts. 

The  commenters  on  the  April  1981  NPRM  did 
not  present  any  new  factual  data  that  could  have 
reduced  the  substantial  uncertainty  confronting 
the  agency.  Instead,  the  commenters  relied  on  the 
same  data  examined  by  the  agency  in  its  impact 
analyses. 

The  commenters  were  sharply  divided  on  the 
question  of  usage  rates.  Proponents  of  the  auto- 
matic restraint  requirements  did  not  in  their 
analyses  address  the  significance  of  the  use- 
inducing  nature  of  the  nondetachable  automatic 
belts  in  the  Rabbits  and  Chevettes  or  the  demo- 
graphic factors  relating  to  those  car  purchasers. 
Instead,  they  asserted  that  the  usage  rates  achieved 
in  Rabbits  and  Chevettes  would,  with  slight  ad- 
justments, also  be  achieved  in  other  car  size 
classes.  In  reaching  this  conclusion,  they  asserted 
that  the  usage  rate  increases  of  automatic  belts 
shown  by  Rabbit  and  Chevette  owners  were  the 
same  regardless  of  whether  the  automatic  belts 
were  purchased  knowingly  or  unknowingly.  There 
was  an  exception  to  this  pattern  of  comment 
among  the  proponents.  One  public  spokesperson 
for  an  interest  group  acknowledged  that  automatic 
belts  could  be  designed  in  a  way  that  they  so  closely 
resembled  manual  belts  that  their  usage  rates 
would  be  the  same. 

Opponents  of  the  automatic  restraint  require- 
ments, relying  on  the  similarity  of  detachable  auto- 
matic belts  to  manual  belts,  predicted  that  the 
automatic  belts  would  not  have  any  substantial  ef- 
fect on  belt  usage.  The  opponents  of  the  require- 
ments also  dismissed  the  experience  of  the  Rabbit 
and  Chevette  owners  on  the  grounds  that  the  auto- 
matic belts  in  those  cars  had  been  voluntarily  pur- 
chased and  were  nondetachable. 
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While  the  pubHc  comments  did  not  provide  the 
agency  with  any  different  or  more  certain  basis  for 
estimating  belt  usage  than  it  already  had,  they  did 
induce  the  agency  to  reexamine  its  assumption 
about  the  possible  automatic  belt  usage  rates. 
Although  it  is  nearly  impossible  to  sort  out  with 
precision  the  individual  contributions  made  by 
nondetachability,  interlocks,  car  size,  demograph- 
ics and  other  factors,  NHTSA  believes  that  the 
usage  of  automatic  belts  in  Rabbits  and  Chevettes 
would  have  been  substantially  lower  if  the  auto- 
matic belts  in  those  cars  were  not  equipped  with  a 
use-inducing  device  inhibiting  detachment. 

In  the  agency's  judgment,  there  is  a  reasonable 
basis  for  believing  that  most  of  the  increase  in 
automatic  belt  Rabbits  and  Chevettes  is  due  to  the 
nondetachability  feature,  whether  an  interlock  or 
other  design  feature,  of  their  belt  systems. 
Necessitating  the  attachment  of  belts  by  the  addi- 
tion of  interlocks  to  1974-75  cars  resulted  in  an  in- 
crease in  manual  belt  usage  by  as  much  as  40  per- 
cent in  cars  subject  to  that  requirement.  A  similar 
effect  in  the  case  of  the  Rabbit  would  account  for 
four-fifths  of  the  increase  observed  in  the  auto- 
matic belt  vehicles.  A  significant  portion  of  the  re- 
maining increase  could  in  fact  be  attributable  to 
the  fact  many  owners  of  automatic  belt  Rabbits 
and  Chevettes  knowingly  and  voluntarily  bought 
the  automatic  belts.  By  the  principle  of  self- 
selection,  these  people  would  be  more  inclined  to 
use  their  belts  than  the  purchasers  of  1974-75  Rab- 
bits who  did  not  have  any  choice  regarding  the  pur- 
chase of  a  manual  belt  equipped  with  an  interlock. 
This  factor  would  not,  of  course,  be  present  in  the 
fleet  subject  to  the  standard. 

The  most  appropriate  way  of  accounting  for  the 
detachability  problem  and  other  limitations  on  the 
validity  of  that  Rabbit  and  Chevette  data  would  be 
to  recognize  that  the  levels  of  usage  resulting  from 
both  the  point  estimates  are  based  on  uncertain  con- 
clusion and  adjust  each  appropriately.  The  agency's 
estimate  in  the  final  regulatory  impact  analysis  for 
the  April  1981  final  rule  that  usage  would  likely  fall 
near  the  lower  end  of  the  range  had  the  effect  of 
substantially  adjusting  downward  the  usage  rate  (60 
percent)  produced  by  the  technique  relying  on  the 
absolute  percentage  point  increase  (50  percentage 
points)  in  belt  usage  in  automatic  belt  Rabbits  and 
Chevettes.  A  similar  adjustment  could  also  be  made 
in  the  usage  rate  (15  percent)  indicated  by  the 
multiplier  technique. 


Throughout  these  sequential  analyses,  the  agency 
has  examined  the  extremely  sparse  factual  data,  ap- 
plied those  factors  which  are  known  to  externally 
affect  usage  rates,  and  defined  for  analytical  pur- 
poses the  magnitude  of  potential  safety  effects. 
Aside  from  the  initial  data  points,  all  such  analyses 
in  all  cases  necessarily  involve  exercises  of  discre- 
tion and  informed  judgment.  Resultant  conclusions 
are  indications  of  probable  usage  which  always  have 
been  and  always  must  be  relied  upon  by  the  agency 
in  the  absence  of  additional  objective  data. 

The  agency  believes  that  the  results  produced  by 
both  techniques  must  be  adjusted  to  account  for 
the  effects  of  detachability  and  the  other  factors  af- 
fecting usage  rates.  Therefore,  as  the  April  1981 
final  rule  recognized,  the  incremental  usage  at- 
tributable to  the  automatic  aspect  of  the  subject 
belts  may  be  substantially  less  than  1 1  percent. 

The  agency's  analysis  of  the  public  comments 
and  other  available  information  leads  it  to  conclude 
that  it  cannot  reliably  predict  even  a  5  percentage 
point  increase  as  the  minimum  level  of  expected 
usage  increase.  The  adoption  of  a  few  percentage 
points  increase  as  the  minimum  would,  in  the  agen- 
cy's judgment,  be  more  consistent  with  the 
substantial  uncertainty  about  the  usage  rate  of 
detachable  automatic  belts.  Based  on  the  data 
available  to  it,  NHTSA  is  unable  to  assess  the  prob- 
ability that  the  actual  incremental  usage  would  fall 
nearer  a  0  percentage  point  increase  or  nearer 
some  higher  value  like  a  5  or  10  percentage  point 
increase. 

Thus,  the  agency  concludes  that  the  data  on 
automatic  belt  usage  in  Rabbits  and  Chevettes 
does  not  provide  a  sufficient  basis  for  reliably  ex- 
trapolating the  likely  range  of  usage  of  detachable 
automatic  belts  by  the  general  motoring  public  in 
all  car  size  classes.  Those  data  are  not  even  suffi- 
cient for  demonstrating  the  Hkelihood  that  those 
belts  would  be  used  in  perceptibly  greater  numbers 
than  the  current  manual  belts.  If  the  percentage 
increase  is  zero  or  extremely  small  due  to  the 
substantial  similarity  of  the  design  and  methods  of 
using  detachable  automatic  belts  and  manual  belts, 
then  the  data  regarding  manual  belt  usage  would 
be  as  reliable  a  guide  to  the  effects  of  detachable 
automatic  belts  on  belt  usage  as  data  regarding 
usage  of  nondetachable  automatic  belts.  Indeed, 
the  manual  belt  data  may  even  be  a  more  reliable 
guide  since  the  data  are  based  on  usage  by  the 
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general  motoring  public  in  cars  from  all  size  and 
demographic  classes. 

In  view  of  the  uncertainty  about  the  incremental 
safety  benefits  of  detachable  automatic  belts,  it  is 
difficult  for  the  agency  to  determine  that  the  auto- 
matic restraint  requirements  in  their  present  form 
meet  the  need  for  safety. 

In  concluding  that  for  this  reason  detachable 
automatic  belts  may  contribute  little  to  achieving 
higher  belt  usage  rates,  the  question  then  arises 
whether  the  agency  should  amend  the  standard  to 
require  that  automatic  belts  have  a  use-inducing 
feature  like  that  of  the  Rabbit  and  Chevette  auto- 
matic belts.  NHTSA  believes  that  such  features 
would  increase  belt  usage.  The  agency  does  not, 
however,  believe  that  such  devices  should  be  man- 
dated, for  the  reasons  discussed  in  detail  below. 

Costs  of  automatic  restraints.  In  view  of  the 
possibly  minimal  safety  benefits  and  substantial 
costs  of  implementing  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements, the  agency  is  unable  to  conclude  that 
the  incremental  costs  of  the  requirements  are 
reasonable.  The  requirements  are,  in  that  respect, 
impracticable.  While  the  car  manufacturers  have 
already  made  some  of  the  capital  expenditures 
necessary  to  comply  with  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements,  they  still  face  substantial,  recurring 
variable  costs.  The  average  price  increase  per  car 
is  estimated  to  be  $89.  The  costs  of  air  bags  and 
some  designs  of  automatic  belts  would  be  substan- 
tially higher.  With  a  total  annual  production  of 
more  than  10  million  cars  for  sale  in  this  country, 
there  would  be  a  price  effect  of  approximately  $1 
billion. 

While  the  car  manufacturers  might  be  able  to 
pass  along  some  or  all  of  their  costs  to  consumers, 
the  necessary  price  increases  would  reduce  sales. 
There  might  not  be  any  net  revenue  loss  since  the 
extra  revenue  from  the  higher  prices  could  offset 
the  revenue  loss  from  the  lower  volume  of  sales. 
However,  those  sale  losses  would  cause  net 
employment  losses.  Additional  sales  losses  might 
occur  due  to  consumer  uncertainty  about  or  an- 
tipathy toward  the  detachable  automatic  belts 
which  do  not  stow  so  unobtrusively  as  current 
manual  lap  and  shoulder  belts. 

Consumers  would  probably  not  be  able  to  recoup 
their  loss  of  disposable  income  due  to  the  higher  car 
prices.  There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  certainty 
that  owners  of  cars  with  detachable  automatic  belts 


would  receive  offsetting  discounts  in  insurance 
costs.  Testimony  and  written  comments  submitted 
to  the  agency  indicate  premium  reductions  gener- 
ally are  available  only  to  owners  of  cars  equipped 
with  air  bags,  not  automatic  belts.  Some  large  in- 
surance companies  do  not  now  offer  discounts  to 
any  automatic  restraint-equipped  cars,  even  those 
with  air  bags.  If  insurance  cost  discounts  were  to  be 
given  owners  of  cars  having  detachable  automatic 
belts,  such  discounts  would  be  given  only  after  the 
automatic  belts  had  produced  significant  increases 
in  belt  usage,  and  in  turn  significant  decreases  in 
deaths  and  serious  injuries.  The  apparent  improb- 
ability of  any  economic  effect  approaching  the 
magnitude  of  the  consumer  cost  means  that  the  dis- 
counts would  not  likely  materialize  on  a  general 
basis. 

Insurance  company  statements  at  the  August 
1981  public  meeting  reaffirmed  this  belief  as  they 
state  that  they  could  not  now  assure  reductions  in 
insurance  premiums  but  would  have  to  first  collect 
a  considerable  amount  of  claim  data. 

Finally,  the  weight  added  to  cars  by  the  installa- 
tion of  automatic  belts  would  cause  either  increased 
fuel  costs  for  consumers  or  further  new  car  price  in- 
creases to  cover  the  incorporation  of  offsetting  fuel 
economy  improvements. 

The  agency  does  not  believe  that  it  would  be 
reasonable  to  require  car  manufacturers  or  con- 
sumers to  bear  such  substantial  costs  without  more 
adequate  assurance  that  they  will  produce  benefits. 
Given  the  plans  of  the  car  manufacturers  to  rely 
primarily  on  detachable  automatic  belts  and  the 
absence  of  relevant  data  to  resolve  the  usage  ques- 
tion, implementation  of  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements amounts  to  an  expensive  federal 
regulatory  risk.  The  result  if  the  detachable 
automatic  belts  faO  to  achieve  significant  increases 
in  belt  usage  could  be  a  substantial  waste  of 
resources. 

The  agency  believes  that  the  costs  are  particularly 
unreasonable  in  view  of  the  likelihood  that  other 
alternatives  available  to  the  agency,  the  states  and 
the  private  sector  could  accomplish  the  goal  of  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  at  greatly  re- 
duced cost.  Like  those  requirements,  the  agency's 
planned  educational  campaign  is  addressed  primar- 
ily to  the  substantial  portion  of  the  motoring  public 
who  are  currently  occasional  users  of  manual  belts. 

Effect  on  public  attitude  toward  safety.  Although 
the    issue    of    public    acceptance    of    automatic 
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restraints  has  already  been  discussed  as  it  relates 
to  the  usage  rate  of  detachable  automatic 
restraints,  there  remains  the  question  of  the  effect 
of  automatic  restraints  on  the  public  attitude 
toward  safety  regulation  in  general.  Whether  or 
not  there  would  be  more  than  minimal  safety 
benefits,  implementation  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  might  cause  significant 
long  run  harm  to  the  safety  program. 

No  regulatory  policy  is  of  lasting  value  if  it 
ultimately  proves  unacceptable  to  the  public.  Public 
acceptability  is  at  issue  in  any  vehicle  safety 
rulemaking  proceeding  in  which  the  required  safety 
equipment  would  be  obtrusive,  relatively  expensive 
and  beneficial  only  to  the  extent  that  significant 
portions  of  the  motoring  public  wtII  cooperate  and 
use  it.  Automatic  belt  requirements  exhibit  all  of 
those  characteristics.  The  agency  has  given  the 
need  for  public  acceptability  of  automatic  restraints 
substantial  weight  since  it  will  clearly  determine  not 
only  the  level  of  safety  benefits  but  also  the  general 
public  attitude  toward  related  safety  initiatives  by 
the  government  or  the  private  sector. 

As  noted  above,  detachable  automatic  belts  may 
not  be  any  more  acceptable  to  the  public  than 
manual  belts  at  any  given  point  in  time.  If  the 
detachable  automatic  belts  do  not  produce  more 
than  negligible  safety  benefits,  then  regardless  of 
the  benefits  attributable  to  the  small  number  of 
other  types  of  automatic  restraints  planned  to  be 
installed,  the  public  may  resent  being  required  to 
pay  substantially  more  for  the  automatic  systems. 
Many  if  not  most  consumers  could  well  conclude 
that  the  automatic  belts  would  in  fact  provide  them 
with  no  different  freedom  of  choice  about  usage  or 
levels  of  protection  than  manual  belts  currently  of- 
fer. As  a  result,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  conclude 
that  the  public  may  regard  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  as  an  expensive  example  of  ineffec- 
tive regulation. 

Thus,  whether  or  not  the  detachable  automatic 
belts  might  have  been  successful  in  achieving 
higher  belt  usage  rates,  mandates  requiring  such 
belts  could  well  adversely  affect  public  attitude 
toward  the  automatic  restraint  requirements  in 
particular  and  safety  measures  in  general.  As 
noted  in  more  detail  in  the  1976  Decision  of 
Secretary  Coleman: 

Rejection  by  the  public  would  lead  to  administrative  or  Con- 
gressional reversal  of  a  passive  restraint  requirement  that 
could  result  in  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  wasted 


resources,  severe  damage  to  the  nation's  economy,  and, 
equally  important,  a  poisoning  of  popular  sentiment  toward 
efforts  to  improve  occupant  restraint  systems  in  the  future. 

It  can  only  be  concluded  that  the  public  attitude 
described  by  the  Secretary  at  that  time  is  at  least 
as  prevalent  today.  The  public  might  ultimately 
have  sought  the  legislative  rescission  of  the 
requirements.  Action-forcing  safety  measures 
have  twice  before  been  overturned  by  Congress.  In 
the  mid-1970's.  Congress  rescinded  the  ignition 
interlock  provision  and  provided  that  agency  could 
not  require  the  States  to  adopt  and  enforce  motor- 
cycle helmet  use  laws.  Some  people  might  also 
have  cut  the  automatic  belts  out  of  their  cars,  thus 
depriving  subsequent  owners  of  the  cars  of  the  pro- 
tection of  any  occupant  restraint  system.  These 
are  serious  concerns  for  an  agency  charged  by 
statute  with  taking  steps  appropriate  for  address- 
ing safety  problems  that  arise  not  only  in  the  short 
term  but  also  the  long  term.  The  agency  must  be 
able  to  react  effectively  to  the  expected  increases 
in  vehicle  deaths  and  injuries  during  the  1980's. 

Equity.  Another  relevant  factor  affecting  the 
reasonableness  of  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  and  of  their  costs  is  the  equity  of  the 
distribution  of  such  costs  among  the  affected  con- 
sumers. Responsible  regulatory  policy  should 
generally  strive  to  ensure  that  the  beneficiaries  of 
regulation  bear  the  principal  costs  of  that  regula- 
tion. The  higher  the  costs  of  a  given  regulation,  the 
more  serious  the  potential  equity  problem.  The 
automatic  restraint  requirements  of  the  standard 
would  have  required  the  current  regular  user  of 
manual  belts  not  only  to  pay  himself  for  a  system 
that  affords  him  no  additional  safety  protection, 
but  in  part  to  subsidize  the  current  nonuser  of  belts 
who  may  or  may  not  be  induced  by  the  automatic 
restraints  to  commence  regular  restraint  usage. 

Option  of  Adopting  Use-Compelling  Features.  As 
noted  above,  some  commenters  have  suggested 
that  the  only  safety  belts  which  are  truly  "passive" 
are  those  with  use-compelling  features.  Such  com- 
menters have  recommended  that  the  agency 
amend  the  standard  so  as  to  require  such  features. 
For  example,  an  ignition  interlock  which  prohibits 
the  car  from  starting  unless  the  belt  is  secured  is  a 
use-compelling  feature.  Another  example  is  a 
passive  belt  design  which  is  simply  not  detachable, 
because  no  buckle  and  latch  release  mechanism  is 
provided.  While  NHTSA  agrees  that  such  use- 
compelling  features  could  significantly  increase 
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usage  of  passive  belts,  NHTSA  cannot  agree  that 
use-compelling  features  could  be  required  consist- 
ent with  the  interests  of  safety.  In  the  case  of  the 
ignition  interlock,  NHTSA  clearly  has  no  authority 
to  require  such  a  use-compelling  feature.  The 
history  of  the  Congressional  action  which  removed 
this  authority  from  NHTSA  suggests  that  Con- 
gress would  look  with  some  disfavor  upon  any 
similar  attempt  to  impose  a  use-compelling  feature 
on  a  belt  system. 

But,  even  if  NHTSA  were  to  require  that  passive 
belts  contain  use-compelling  features,  the  agency 
believes  that  the  requirement  could  be  counter- 
productive. Recent  attitudinal  research  conducted 
by  NHTSA  confirms  a  widespread,  latent  and  irra- 
tional fear  in  many  members  of  the  public  that  they 
could  be  trapped  by  the  seat  belt  after  a  crash. 
Such  apprehension  may  well  be  contributing  fac- 
tors in  decisions  by  many  people  not  to  wear  a  seat 
belt  at  all.  This  apprehension  is  clearly  a  question 
which  can  be  addressed  through  education,  but 
pending  its  substantial  reduction,  it  would  be 
highly  inappropriate  to  impose  a  technology  which 
by  its  very  nature  could  heighten  or  trigger  that 
concern. 

In  addition,  the  agency  believes  there  are  com- 
pelling safety  reasons  why  it  should  not  mandate 
use-compelling  features  on  passive  belts.  In  the 
event  of  accident,  occupants  wearing  belts  suffer 
significantly  reduced  risk  of  loss  of  consciousness, 
and  are  commonly  able  to  extricate  themselves 
with  relative  ease.  However,  the  agency  would  be 
unable  to  find  the  cause  of  safety  served  by  impos- 
ing any  requirement  which  would  further  com- 
plicate the  extrication  of  any  occupant  from  his  or 
her  car,  as  some  use-compelling  features  would. 
NHTSA's  regulations  properly  recognize  the  need 
for  all  safety  belts  to  have  some  kind  of  release 
mechanism,  either  a  buckle  and  latch  mechanism 
or  a  spool-out  release  which  feeds  a  length  of  belt 
long  enough  to  extricate  a  car  occupant. 

Alternative  methods  of  increasing  restraint 
usage.  Finally,  the  agency  believes  that  it  is  possi- 
ble to  induce  increased  belt  usage,  and  enhance 
public  understanding  and  awareness  of  belt 
mechanisms  in  general,  by  means  that  are  at  least 
as  effective  but  much  less  costly  than  the  installa- 
tion of  millions  of  detachable  automatic  belts. 

In  the  decision  noted  above,  Secretary  Coleman 
noted  the  obligation  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  to  undertake  efforts  to  encourage 


the  public  to  use  occupant  restraints,  active  or 
passive.  Toward  this  point.  Secretary  Coleman 
directed  the  Administrator  of  NHTSA  to  under- 
take significant  new  steps  to  promote  seat  belt 
usage  during  the  demonstration  program.  This  in- 
struction of  the  Secretary  was  not  effectively  car- 
ried out  and,  unfortunately,  we  do  not  enjoy  today 
the  benefits  of  a  prolonged  Departmental  cam- 
paign to  encourage  seat  belt  usage.  Had  such  a  pro- 
gram been  successfully  carried  out,  increased  seat 
belt  usage  could  have  saved  many  lives  each  year, 
beginning  in  1977. 

Rather  than  allowing  the  Coleman  demonstra- 
tion program  and  its  accompanying  education  ef- 
fort to  come  to  fruition,  the  Department  recon- 
sidered Secretary  Coleman's  1976  decision  during 
1977.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  reconsideration 
period,  the  Department  reversed  that  decision,  and 
amended  the  standard  to  require  the  provision  of 
automatic  restraints  in  new  passenger  cars,  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  phased-in  schedule. 

The  benefits  of  any  such  belt  use  enhancement 
efforts  could  have  already  substantially  exceeded 
those  projected  for  the  automatic  restraint  require- 
ments of  this  standard.  Over  the  next  ten  years, 
the  requirements  of  the  standard  would  have  ad- 
dressed primarily  those  occasional  belt  users 
amenable  to  change  who  buy  new  cars  during  the 
mid  and  late  1980's. 

Prior  to  the  initiation  of  rulemaking  in  February 
of  this  year,  the  Department  had  resolved  to 
undertake  a  major  educational  effort  to  enhance 
voluntary  belt  usage  levels.  Such  efforts  will  be 
closely  coordinated  with  new  and  preexisting  ma- 
jor initiatives  at  the  State  level  and  in  the  private 
sector,  many  of  which  were  discussed  at  the  public 
meeting  on  the  present  rulemaking.  These  efforts 
will  address  not  only  those  users/ purchasers 
amenable  to  change,  but  also  those  currently  driv- 
ing and  riding  in  cars,  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles  and  trucks  on  the  road  today.  The  poten- 
tial for  immediate  impact  is  thus  many  times 
greater.  Further,  with  the  much  greater  number  of 
persons  directly  impacted,  educational  efforts 
would  need  to  raise  safety  belt  usage  in  the 
vehicles  on  the  road  during  the  1980's  by  only  a 
few  percentage  points  to  achieve  far  greater  safety 
benefits  than  the  automatic  restraint  requirements 
could  have  achieved  during  the  same  time  period. 

This  is  in  no  sense  to  argue  or  suggest  that 
nonregulatory  alternatives  are  or  should  be  con- 
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sidered  in  all  cases  appropriate  to  limit  Federal 
regulation.  However,  the  existence  of  such  efforts, 
and  their  relevance  to  calculations  of  benefits  in 
the  present  case,  must  be  and  has  been  considered 
to  the  extent  discussed  herein. 

Summary  of  Agency  Conclusion 

As  originally  conceived,  the  automatic  restraint 
requirement  was  a  far  reaching  technology  forcing 
regulation  that  could  have  resulted  in  a  substantial 
reduction  in  injuries  and  loss  of  life  on  our 
highways. 

As  it  would  be  implemented  in  the  mid-1980's, 
however,  the  requirement  has  turned  into  a  billion 
dollar  Federal  effort  whose  main  technological  ad- 
vance would  be  to  require  seat  belts  that  are  an- 
chored to  the  vehicle  door  rather  than  the  vehicle 
body,  permitting  these  belts  to  be  used  either  as 
conventional  active  belts  or  as  automatic  belts. 

To  gain  this  advantage,  under  the  standard  as 
drafted,  consumers  would  see  the  end  of  the  six 
passenger  car  and  an  average  vehicle  price  in- 
crease on  the  order  of  $89  per  car.  The  almost  cer- 
tain benefits  that  had  been  anticipated  as  a  result 
of  the  use  of  air  bag  technology  have  been  replaced 
by  the  gravely  uncertain  benefit  estimates 
associated  with  belt  systems  that  differ  little  from 
existing  manual  belts. 

In  fact,  with  the  change  in  manufacturers'  plans 
that  in  essence  replaced  air  bags  with  automatic 
belts,  the  central  issue  in  this  proceeding  has 
become  whether  automatic  belts  would  induce 
higher  belt  usage  rates  than  are  occurring  with 
manual  belts. 

Many  of  the  comments  in  the  course  of  this 
rulemaking  were  directed  specifically  at  the  ques- 
tion of  belt  use.  Most  addressed  themselves  to  the 
information  in  the  docket  on  the  usage  witnessed 
in  the  VW  Rabbit  and  Chevette  equipped  with 
automatic  belts. 

The  Agency's  own  analysis  of  the  available  infor- 
mation concludes  that  it  is  virtually  impossible  to 
develop  an  accurate  and  supportable  estimate  of 
future  belt  use  increases  based  upon  the  Rabbit 
and  Chevette  automatic  belt  observations.  The 
Agency  further  believes  that  it  is  impossible  to 
disaggregate  the  roles  that  demographics,  use  in- 
ducing devices,  and  automatic  aspects  of  the  belt 
played  in  the  observed  increases. 

Faced  with  this  level  of  uncertainty,  and  the  wide 
margins  of  possible  error,  the  agency  is  simply 


unable  to  comply  with  its  statutory  mandate  to  con- 
sider and  conclude  that  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  are  at  this  time  practicable  or 
reasonable  within  the  meaning  of  the  Vehicle  Safety 
Act.  On  the  other  hand,  the  agency  is  not  able  to 
agree  with  assertions  that  there  will  be  absolutely 
no  increase  in  belt  use  as  a  result  of  automatic  belts. 
Certainly,  while  a  large  portion  of  the  population  ap- 
pears to  find  safety  belts  uncomfortable  or  refuses 
to  wear  them  for  other  reasons,  there  is  a  sizeable 
segment  of  the  population  that  finds  belts  accept- 
able but  still  does  not  use  them.  It  is  plausible  to 
assume  that  some  people  in  this  group  who  would 
not  otherwise  use  manual  belts  would  not  discon- 
nect automatic  belts. 

It  is  this  same  population  that  will  generate  all  of 
the  benefits  that  result  directly  and  solely  from  this 
regulation.  This  is  a  population  that  can  also  be 
reached  in  other  ways.  The  Agency,  State  govern- 
ments and  the  private  sector  are  in  the  process  of 
expanding  and  initiating  major  national  belt  use 
educational  programs  of  unprecedented  scale. 
While  undertaken  entirely  apart  from  the  pending 
proceeding,  the  fact  remains  that  this  effort  will 
predominantly  affect  the  same  population  that  the 
automatic  belts  would  be  aimed  at. 

On  the  one  hand,  it  could  be  argued  that,  the 
success  of  any  belt  use  program  would  only  be 
enhanced  by  the  installation  of  automatic  belts.  In- 
dividuals who  can  be  convinced  of  the  utility  of 
safety  belts  would  presumably  have  an  easier  time 
accepting  an  automatic  belt.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  little  evidence  that  the  standard  itself  will 
materially  increase  usage  levels  above  those  other- 
wise achievable. 

However,  the  agency  is  not  merely  faced  with 
uncertainty  as  to  the  actual  benefits  that  would 
result  from  detachable  automatic  safety  belts. 
When  the  uncertain  nature  of  the  benefits  is  con- 
sidered together  with  the  risk  of  adverse  safety 
consequences  that  might  result  from  the 
maintenance  of  this  regulation,  the  agency  must 
conclude  that  such  retention  would  not  be 
reasonable,  and  would  not  meet  the  need  for  motor 
vehicle  safety. 

It  is  useful  to  summarize  precisely  what  the 
agency  believes  these  risks  might  be.  The  principal 
risk  is  that  adverse  public  reaction  could  under- 
mine the  effectiveness  of  both  the  standard  itself 
and  future  or  related  efforts. 
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The  agency  also  concludes,  however,  that  reten- 
tion would  present  serious  risk  of  jeopardizing 
other  separate  efforts  to  increase  manual  belt 
usage  by  the  Federal  government.  States  and  the 
private  sector.  A  public  that  believes  it  is  the  victim 
of  too  much  government  regulation  by  virtue  of  the 
standard  might  well  resist  such  parallel  efforts  to 
enhance  voluntary  belt  usage.  Further,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  States  begin  to  consider  belt  use  laws  as 
an  option,  a  Federal  regulation  addressing  the 
same  issue  could  undermine  those  attempts  as 
well. 

While  one  cannot  be  certain  of  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  net  belt  usage  increases,  it  would  be  ir- 
responsible to  fail  to  consider  them.  A  decision  to 
retain  the  regulation  under  any  of  the  schedules 
now  being  considered  would  not  get  automatic 
belts  on  the  road  until  1983  and  would  not  apply  to 
the  entire  fleet  of  new  cars  until  1984.  By  the  end 
of  the  1984  model  year,  under  most  options,  there 
would  have  been  fewer  than  20  million  vehicles 
equipped  with  automatic  belts  on  the  road. 

By  the  same  time,  however,  there  will  be  upward 
of  150  million  vehicles  equipped  with  only  manual 
belts,  drivers  and  occupants  of  which  will  have 
been  exposed  to  interim  belt  usage  encouragement 
efforts. 

Agency  analysis  indicates  that  external  efforts 
of  whatever  kind  that  increase  usage  by  only  5  per- 
cent, will  save  more  than  1,300  lives  per  year 
beginning  in  1983.  Installation  of  automatic  belts 
could  save  an  equal  number  of  lives  in  1983  only 
with  95  percent  belt  usage. 

Further,  even  if  one  is  convinced  that  automatic 
belts  can  double  belt  usage  and  alternative  efforts 
would  only  increase  usage  by  5  percent,  it  would 
not  be  until  1989  that  total  life  savings  attributable 
to  automatic  belts  installed  under  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  would  reach  the  total  life 
savings  achieved  through  such  other  efforts. 

NHTSA  fully  recognizes  that  neither  outcome  is 
a  certainty.  Much  closer  to  the  truth  is  that  both 
outcomes  are  uncertain.  However,  neither  is 
significantly  more  likely  than  the  other.  That  being 
the  case,  to  impose  the  $1  billion  cost  on  the  public 
does  not  appear  to  be  reasonable. 

It  is  particularly  unreasonable  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  the  rescission  does  not  foreclose  the  option  to 
again  reopen  rulemaking  if  enhanced  usage  levels 
of  both    manual    and    automatic    belts    do    not 


materialize.  Long  before  there  would  have  been 
any  substantial  number  of  vehicles  on  the  road 
mandatorily  equipped  with  automatic  belts  as  a 
result  of  this  standard,  NHTSA  will  conclusively 
know  whether  other  efforts  to  increase  belt  use 
have  succeeded  either  in  achieving  acceptable 
usage  levels  or  in  increased  public  understanding 
and  acceptance  of  the  need  for  further  use- 
inducing  or  automatic  protection  alternatives.  If  so 
obviously  no  further  action  would  be  needed.  If 
such  is  not  the  case,  rulemaking  would  again  be  a 
possibility.  Any  such  rulemaking,  following  even 
partially  successful  efforts  to  increase  belt  use, 
would  be  much  less  likely  to  face  public  rejection. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  Vehicle  Safety  Act  is  a 
"technology-forcing"  statute.  The  agency  concurs 
completely. 

However,  the  issue  of  automatic  restraints  now 
before  the  agency  is  not  a  "technology-forcing" 
issue.  The  manual  seat  belt  available  in  every  car 
sold  today  offers  the  same,  or  more,  protection 
than  either  the  automatic  seat  belt  or  the  air  bag. 
Instead,  the  agency  today  faces  a  decision  to  force 
people  to  accept  protection  that  they  do  not  choose 
for  themselves.  It  is  difficult  to  conclude  that  the 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  is,  or  in  light  of  past  experience 
could  become,  a  "people-forcing"  statute. 

NHTSA  cannot  find  that  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle 
safety  by  offering  any  greater  protection  than  is 
already  available. 

After  12  years  of  rulemaking,  NHTSA  has  not 
yet  succeeded  in  its  original  intent,  the  widespread 
offering  of  automatic  crash  protection  that  will 
produce  substantial  benefits.  The  agency  is  still 
committed  to  this  goal  and  intends  immediately  to 
initiate  efforts  with  automobile  manufacturers  to 
ensure  that  the  public  will  have  such  types  of 
technology  available.  If  this  does  not  succeed,  the 
agency  will  consider  regulatory  action  to  assure 
that  the  last  decade's  enormous  advances  in  crash 
protection  technology  will  not  be  lost. 

Impact  Analyses 

NHTSA  has  considered  the  impacts  of  this  final 
rule  and  determined  that  it  is  a  major  rulemaking 
within  the  meaning  of  E.O.  12291  and  a  significant 
rule  within  the  meaning  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  regulatory  policies  and  procedures. 
A  final  regulatory  impact  analysis  is  being  placed 
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in  the  public  docket  simultaneously  with  the 
publication  of  this  notice.  A  copy  of  the  analysis 
may  be  obtained  by  writing  to:  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  Docket  Section, 
Room  5109,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20590. 

The  agency's  determination  that  the  rule  is  ma- 
jor and  significant  is  based  primarily  upon  the 
substantial  savings  in  variable  manufacturing 
costs  and  in  consumer  costs  that  result  from  the 
rescission  of  the  automatic  restraint  requirements. 
These  costs  would  have  amounted  to  approxi- 
mately $1  billion  once  all  new  cars  became  subject 
to  the  requirements.  The  costs  would  have  re- 
curred annually  as  long  as  the  requirements  re- 
mained in  effect.  There  is  also  a  recurring  savings 
in  fuel  costs  of  approximately  $150  million  an- 
nually. Implementation  of  the  automatic  restraint 
requirements  would  have  increased  the  weight  of 
cars  and  reduced  their  fuel  economy.  In  addition, 
the  car  manufacturers  will  be  able  to  reallocate 
$400  million  in  capital  investment  that  they  would 
have  had  to  allocate  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
their  efforts  to  comply  with  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements. 

The  agency  finds  it  difficult  to  provide  a  reliable 
estimate  of  any  adverse  safety  effects  of  rescind- 
ing the  automatic  restraint  requirements.  There 
might  have  been  significant  safety  loss  if  the  in- 
stallation of  detachable  automatic  belts  resulted  in 
a  doubling  of  belt  usage  and  if  the  question  were 
simply  one  of  the  implementation  or  rescission  of 
the  automatic  restraint  requirements.  The  April 
1981  NPRM  provided  estimates  of  the  additional 
deaths  that  might  occur  as  a  result  of  rescission. 
However,  those  estimates  included  carefully 
drafted  caveats.  The  notice  expressly  stated  that 
the  impacts  of  rescission  would  depend  upon  the 
usage  rate  of  automatic  belts  and  of  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  agency's  educational  campaign.  The 
agency  has  now  determined  that  there  is  no  cer- 
tainty that  the  detachable  automatic  belts  would 
produce  more  than  a  several  percentage  point  in- 
crease in  usage.  The  small  number  of  cars  that 
would  have  been  equipped  with  automatic  belts 
having  use-inducing  features  or  with  air  bags 
would  not  have  added  more  than  several  more 
percentage  points  to  that  amount.  Further,  any 
potential  safety  losses  associated  with  the  rescis- 
sion must  be  balanced  against  the  expected  results 
of  the  agency's  planned  educational  program  about 


safety  belts.  That  campaign  will  be  addressed  to 
the  type  of  person  who  might  be  induced  by  the 
detachable  automatic  belts  to  begin  regular  safety 
belt  usage,  i.e.,  the  occasional  user  of  manual  belts. 
Since  that  campaign  will  affect  occasional  users  in 
all  vehicles  on  the  road  today  instead  of  only  those 
in  new  cars,  the  campaign  can  yield  substantially 
greater  benefits  than  the  detachable  automatic 
belts  even  with  a  much  lower  effectiveness  level. 

The  agency  has  also  considered  the  impact  of  this 
action  on  automatic  restraint  suppliers,  new  car 
dealers  and  small  organizations  and  governmental 
units.  Since  the  agency  certifies  that  the  rescission 
would  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities,  a  final  regulatory  flex- 
ibility analysis  has  not  been  prepared.  However, 
the  impacts  of  the  rescission  on  the  suppliers, 
dealers  and  other  entities  are  discussed  in  the  final 
Regulatory  Impact  Analysis. 

The  impact  on  air  bag  manufacturers  is  likely  to 
be  minimal.  Earlier  this  year,  General  Motors, 
Ford  and  most  other  manufacturers  cancelled  their 
air  bag  programs  for  economic  reasons.  These 
manufacturers  planned  instead  to  rely  almost 
wholly  on  detachable  automatic  belts.  Therefore,  it 
is  not  accurate  to  say,  as  some  commenters  did, 
that  rescission  of  the  automatic  restraint  require- 
ments will  "kill"  the  air  bag.  Rescission  will  not  af- 
fect the  air  bag  manufacturers  to  any  significant 
degree.  Further,  the  agency  plans  to  undertake 
new  steps  to  promote  the  continued  development 
and  production  of  air  bags. 

The  suppliers  of  automatic  belts  are  generally 
the  same  firms  that  supply  manual  belts.  Thus,  the 
volume  of  sales  of  these  firms  is  not  expected  to  be 
affected  by  the  rescission.  However,  there  will  be 
some  loss  of  economic  activity  that  would  have 
been  associated  with  developing  and  producing  the 
more  sophisticated  automatic  belts. 

The  effects  of  the  rescission  on  new  car  dealers 
would  be  positive.  Due  to  reduced  new  car  pur- 
chase prices  and  more  favorable  reaction  to 
manual  belts  than  to  automatic  belts,  sales  in- 
creases of  395,000  cars  were  estimated  by  GM  and 
235,000  cars  by  Ford.  While  these  figures  appear 
to  be  overstated,  the  agency  agrees  that  rescission 
will  increase  new  car  sales. 

Small  organizations  and  governmental  units 
would  be  benefited  by  the  reduced  cost  of  purchas- 
ing and  operating  new  cars.  Given  the  indeter- 
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minacy  of  the  usage  rate  that  detachable  automatic 
belts  would  have  achieved,  it  is  not  possible  to 
estimate  the  effects,  if  any,  of  the  rescission  on  the 
safety  of  persons  employed  by  these  groups. 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969,  NHTSA  has  considered  the  en- 
vironmental impacts  of  the  rescission  and  the 
alternatives  proposed  in  the  April  1981  NPRM. 
The  option  selected  is  disclosed  by  the  analysis  to 
result  in  the  largest  reductions  in  the  consumption 
of  plastics,  steel,  glass  and  fuel /energy.  A  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  being  placed 
in  the  public  docket  simultaneously  with  the 
publication  of  this  notice. 

This  amendment  is  being  made  effective  in  less 
than  180  days  because  the  date  on  which  the  car 
manufacturers  would  have  to  make  expenditure 
commitments  to  meet  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements for  model  year  1983  falls  within  that 
180-day  period. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection  (49  CFR  571.208),  is  amended  as  set 
forth  below. 


§571.208     [Amended] 

1.  S4.1.2  is  amended  by  revising  it  to  read: 

54.1.2  Passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or  after 
September  1,  1973.  Each  passenger  car  manufac- 
tured on  or  after  September  1, 1973,  shall  meet  the 
requirements  of  S4.1.2.1,  S4.1.2.2  or  S4. 1.2.3.  A 
protection  system  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
S4.1.2.1  or  S4. 1.2.2  may  be  installed  at  one  or 
more  designated  seating  positions  of  a  vehicle  that 
otherwise  meets  the  requirements  of  S4. 1.2.3. 

2.  The  heading  of  S4. 1.2.1  is  amended  by  revis- 
ing it  to  read: 

84.1.2.1  First  option— frontal  I  angular  auto- 
matic protection  system. 

********* 

3.  S4.1.3  is  removed. 

54.1.3  [Removed] 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15  Stat.  1392, 
1407);  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50) 

Issued  on  October  23,  1981. 

Raymond  A.  Peck,  Jr., 

Administrator. 

46  F.R.  53419 
October  29,  1981 
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Appendix 


Editorial 

Note — This  appendix  will  not  appear  in  the  Code  of  Federal 

Regulations. 

Following  is  a  summary  of  the  major  comments 
submitted  in  response  to  the  April  9,  1981  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking.  A  more  detaOed  summary  of 
comments  has  been  placed  in  NHTSA  Docket  No. 
74-14;  Notice  22.  This  summary  is  organized  in 
broad  terms  according  to  the  interest  groups  from 
which  the  comments  were  received. 

Insurance  Companies 

All  commenting  insurance  companies  strongly 
favored  retention  of  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements. Many  favored  maintaining  the  present 
implementation  schedule  (i.e.,  September  1,  1982, 
for  large  and  medium-sized  cars  and  September  1 , 
1983,  for  small  cars),  although  several  companies 
stated  they  would  support  a  change  to  require  that 
small  cars  are  phased  in  first  or  a  simultaneous 
implementation  date.  Several  insurance  companies 
stated  that  air  bags  offer  the  best  technology  for 
saving  lives  and  reducing  injuries.  These  com- 
panies pointed  out  that  repeated  surveys  have  in- 
dicated that  consumers  appear  to  favor  air  bags, 
even  if  higher  costs  are  likely.  Several  insurers 
argued  that  a  retreat  from  the  standard  represents 
a  breach  of  the  Secretary's  statutory  obligation  to 
reduce  traffic  accidents  and  deaths  and  injuries 
which  result  from  them.  One  company  argued  that 
a  delay  in  the  standard  (i.e.,  the  delay  and  reversal 
alternative)  would  produce  no  measurable  eco- 
nomic benefit  to  car  makers  and  might  possibly 
result  in  an  economic  loss  to  them.  Nearly  all  the 
companies  argued  that  the  standard  is  cost- 
beneficial  and  represents  the  optimum  approach  to 
resolving  this  country's  most  pressing  public 
health  problem.  Many  companies  stated  that 
reduced  insurance  premiums  resulting  from  the 
lives  saved  and  injuries  prevented  by  automatic 
restraints  would  help  offset  the  cost  of  those 
systems  to  consumers. 

A  majority  of  the  insurance  companies  argued 
that  seat  belt  use  campaigns  will  not  be  effective  in 
raising  the  current  use  rate  of  manual  belts 
significantly.  The  companies  pointed  to  the  failures 
of  all  past  campaigns  to  have  any  substantial  im- 
pact on  use  rates.  On  the  other  hand,  these  com- 
panies believe  that  the  use  rate  of  automatic  belts 
will  be  significant.  The  companies  point  to  the  cur- 


rent use  data  for  automatic  belts  on  VW  Rabbits 
and  Chevettes  as  evidence  that  automatic  belt  use 
will  be  significant.  The  companies  believe  that  seat 
belt  use  campaigns  should  only  be  complementary 
to  automatic  restraints,  not  a  substitute. 

Several  insurance  companies  pointed  to  the  huge 
economic  losses  resulting  from  traffic  accidents. 
One  company  stated  that  these  losses  mount  to 
over  $1  billion  dollars  per  year  and  result  in  recur- 
ring costs  because  of  continuing  medical  problems 
such  as  epilepsy  and  quadriplegia.  One  company 
cited  Professor  William  Nordhaus's  analysis  of  the 
consequences  of  rescinding  the  standard  as  being 
equivalent  to  society's  loss  if  the  tuberculosis  vac- 
cine had  not  been  developed,  or  if  Congress  repealed 
the  Clean  Air  Act.  In  his  submission  on  behalf  of  the 
insurance  companies.  Professor  Nordhaus  stated 
that  fatalities  will  increase  by  6,400  each  year  and 
injuries  by  120,000  if  the  standard  is  rescinded.  One 
company  argued  that  the  standard  is  cost-beneficial 
if  automatic  belt  use  rates  increase  usage  only  5  per- 
cent. However,  this  company  stated  that  use  rates 
as  high  as  70  percent  could  be  expected,  and  that 
the  costs  of  rescinding  the  standard  could  reach  as 
much  as  $2  bOlion  dollars  per  year.  This  company 
also  argued  that  the  economic  condition  of  the 
vehicle  industry  is  no  excuse  for  any  delay  in  the 
standard  and  is  not  a  statutorily  justified  reason 
for  rescinding  the  standard. 

Consumer  Groups  and  Health  Organizations 

There  were  many  consumer  groups  and  health- 
related  organizations  which  strongly  urged  that 
the  automatic  restraint  requirements  be  main- 
tained and  that  there  be  no  further  delays  in  the 
implementation  schedule.  Most  of  these  groups 
argued  that  the  cost  of  both  air  bags  and  automatic 
belts  are  greatly  exaggerated  by  vehicle  manufac- 
turers. One  group  stated  that  the  three  alternative 
proposals  are  "naive  and  exhibit  a  callous  disregard 
for  human  lives  that  flouts  the  agency's  mandated 
safety  mission."  This  group  argued  that  a  worse 
alternative  is  to  rescind  the  standard  and  rely  on 
education  programs  to  increase  the  use  of  manual 
belts,  since  seat  belt  campaigns  have  failed 
repeatedly  in  this  country.  The  group  stated  that 
the  simultaneous  implementation  alternative  in 
March  1983  ignores  the  industry's  background  of 
introducing  safety  changes  only  at  the  beginning 
of  a  new  model  year.  Regarding  a  reversed  phase- 
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in  schedule,  the  group  stated  that  the  requirement 
that  small  cars  have  automatic  restraints  by 
September  1,  1982,  would  not  likely  provide  suffi- 
cient lead  time  for  small  car  manufacturers.  Addi- 
tionally, with  approximately  2  to  1  difference  in 
seat  belt  use  in  small  cars  versus  larger  cars,  it  is 
not  at  all  clear  that  the  proposed  reversal  would 
make  up  for  the  delay  in  implementation  in  the 
larger  cars  in  terms  of  lives  saved.  The  group 
argued  that  the  best  alternative  is  to  maintain  the 
existing  implementation  schedule. 

Several  consumer  groups  argued  that  the  center 
seating  position  should  not  be  eliminated  from  the 
requirements  for  several  reasons.  First,  they 
argued,  this  position  is  likely  to  be  occupied  by 
children.  Second,  the  center  seat  requirement  is 
one  factor  that  will  lead  to  the  installation  of  air 
bags  in  some  vehicles  since  current  automatic  belt 
designs  cannot  be  applied  to  the  center  seat. 
Nearly  all  consumer  groups  argued  that  benefits  of 
the  automatic  restraint  standard  far  outweigh  the 
costs. 

One  association  stated  that  the  air  bag  supplier 
industry  could  be  forced  out  of  business  if  substan- 
tial modifications  and  fi'  'ther  delays  are  made  to 
the  standard.  This  would  mean,  the  association 
argued,  that  the  life-saving  air  bag  technology 
could  be  lost  forever.  The  association  would  sup- 
port some  modifications  to  the  standard  if  there 
were  some  clear  commitment  by  the  Department 
that  some  car  models  would  be  required  to  offer 
the  consumer  the  choice  of  air  bags.  The  group 
noted  that  air  bag  suppliers  have  indicated  that  a 
sufficient  production  volume  would  result  in  air 
bag  systems  priced  in  the  $200  to  $300  dollar 
range. 

Various  health  groups  and  medical  experts 
argued  that  the  pain  and  suffering  resulting  from 
epilepsy  and  paraplegia,  as  well  as  mental  suffer- 
ing and  physical  disfigurement,  could  be  greatly 
reduced  by  the  automatic  restraint  standard. 
These  persons  argued  that  the  standard  should  be 
implemented  as  soon  as  possible. 

One  consumer  oriented  group  did  not  support 
the  automatic  restraint  standard.  That  foundation 
argued  that  the  standard  is  not  justified,  par- 
ticularly if  it  is  complied  with  by  means  of  air  bags. 
The  group  stated  that  air  bag  effectiveness  is 
overestimated  since  the  agency  does  not  include 
non-frontal  crashes  in  its  statistics.  The  organiza- 


tion argued  that  in  many  situations  air  bags  are 
actually  unsafe.  This  group  also  argued  that  the 
public  acceptability  of  automatic  seat  belts  is 
uncertain,  and  that  a  well-founded  finding  of  addi- 
tional safety  benefits  by  the  Department  is  re- 
quired in  order  to  justify  retention  of  the  standard. 

Vehicle  Manufacturers 

The  vehicle  manufacturers,  both  foreign  and 
domestic,  were  unanimously  opposed  to  retention 
of  the  automatic  restraint  standard.  Most 
manufacturers  stated  the  predominate  means  of 
complying  with  the  standard  would  be  with  auto- 
matic belts,  and  that  such  belts  are  not  likely  to 
increase  usage  substantially.  This  is  because  most 
automatic  belts  will  be  designed  to  be  easily 
detachable  because  of  emergency  egress  con- 
siderations and  to  avoid  a  potential  backlash  by 
consumers  that  would  be  counterproductive  to  the 
cause  of  motor  vehicle  safety.  The  domestic 
manufacturers  argued  that  the  public  would  not  ac- 
cept coercive  automatic  belts  (i.e.,  automatic  belts 
with  interlocks  or  some  other  use-inducing 
feature).  Eliminating  any  coercive  element  pro- 
duces, in  effect,  a  manual  belt,  which  will  be  used 
no  more  than  existing  manual  systems. 

The  domestic  manufacturers  also  argued  that  air 
bags  would  not  be  economically  practicable  and 
would,  therefore,  be  unacceptable  to  the  public. 
One  manufacturer  noted  that  current  belt  users 
will  object  strenuously  to  paying  additional  money 
for  automatic  belts  that  will  not  offer  any  more 
protection  than  their  existing  belts. 

One  manufacturer  argued  that  the  injury  criteria 
specified  in  the  standard  is  not  representative  of 
real  injuries  and  should  be  replaced  with  only  static 
test  requirements  for  belt  systems.  The  company 
argued  that  there  are  many  problems  with  test 
repeatability  under  the  208  requirements. 

All  manufacturers  of  small  cars  stated  that  it 
would  be  impossible  for  them  to  comply  with  the 
standard  by  September  1,  1982,  i.e.,  under  the 
reversal  proposal.  These  manufacturers  stated 
that  there  is  insufficient  lead  time  to  install 
automatic  restraints  in  small  cars  by  that  date,  and 
several  foreign  manufacturers  stated  they  would 
not  be  able  to  sell  their  vehicles  in  that  model  year 
if  the  schedule  is  reversed.  Most  of  the  manufac- 
turers, both  domestic  and  foreign,  stated  that  it  is 
also  too  late  to  install  automatic  restraints  in  their 
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small  cars  even  six  months  earlier  than  the  existing 
schedule,  i.e.,  under  the  March  1983  simultaneous 
implementation  proposal.  Many  manufacturers 
supported  a  simultaneous  implementation  if  the 
standard  is  not  rescinded,  but  requested  that  the 
effective  date  be  September  1,  1983,  or  later.  The 
manufacturers  argued  that  an  effective  date  for 
small  cars  prior  to  September  1,  1983,  would  not 
allow  enough  time  to  develop  acceptable,  reliable 
and  high  quality  automatic  belts. 

Nearly  all  vehicle  manufacturers  believe  that  an 
intensive  seat  belt  education  campaign  can  be  just 
as  effective  as  automatic  restraints  and  without 
the  attendant  high  costs  of  automatic  restraints. 
Additionally,  most  foreign  manufacturers  recom- 
mended that  mandatory  seat  belt  use  laws  be 
enacted  in  lieu  of  automatic  restraints. 

One  foreign  manufacturer  requested  that  any 
effective  date  for  automatic  restraints  be 
"September  1  orthedateof  production  start  of  the 
new  model  year  if  this  date  falls  between 
September  1  and  December  31."  The  company 
stated  that  this  would  allow  manufacturers  to  con- 
tinue production  for  several  months  of  models  that 
would  then  be  phased  out  of  production.  However, 
a  domestic  vehicle  manufacturer  argued  that  this 
would  give  foreign  manufacturers  an  unfair  com- 
petitive advantage,  and  that  current  practice  of 
September  1  effective  dates  should  be  retained. 

Most  manufacturers  supported  the  proposal  to 
exclude  the  center  seating  position  from  the  auto- 
matic restraint  requirements,  in  order  to  give 
manufacturers  more  design  flexibility.  However, 
the  two  domestic  manufacturers  which  would  be 
most  affected  by  such  an  exception  stated  that  it  is 
too  late  for  them  to  make  use  of  such  an  exception 
for  1983  models.  The  two  companies  stated  that 
such  an  exception  would  have  benefits  in  the  long 
run,  however,  and  would  allow  them  to  continue 
production  of  six-seat  passenger  cars  in  the 
mid-1980's. 

Suppliers  and  Trade  Groups 

Suppliers  of  air  bag  system  components  sup- 
ported continuation  of  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements. One  commenter  stated  that  having  to 
buckle-up  is  an  act  which  requires  a  series  of 
psychological  and  physical  reactions  which  are 
responsible  for  the  low  rate  of  manual  seat  belts. 
Also,  this  company  stated  that  educational  cam- 
paigns to  increase  belt  use  will  not  work. 


One  motor  vehicle  trade  group  stated  that  a 
study  by  the  Canadian  government  has  established 
the  superiority  of  manual  seat  belt  systems.  This 
group  argued  that  the  automatic  restraint  require- 
ments cannot  be  justified  because  any  expected 
benefits  are  speculative. 

One  trade  group  voiced  its  concern  about  sodium 
azide  (an  air  bag  propellant)  as  it  pertains  to  possi- 
ble hazards  posed  to  the  scrap  processing  industry. 

A  group  representing  seat  belt  manufacturers 
stated  that  the  most  effective  way  of  guaranteeing 
belt  use  is  through  mandatory  belt  use  laws.  That 
group  believes  that  belt  usage  can  be  increased 
through  public  education,  and  that  simple,  easy  to 
use  automatic  belts  such  as  are  currently  on  the 
VW  Rabbit  will  also  increase  belt  usage.  This 
group  did  not  support  a  simultaneous  implementa- 
tion date  for  automatic  restraints,  stating  that  this 
could  put  a  severe  strain  on  the  supplier  industry. 
The  group  did  support  elimination  of  the  automatic 
restraint  requirements  for  center  seating  positions. 

An  automobile  association  recommended  equip- 
ping small  cars  with  automatic  restraints  first.  The 
association  stated  that  a  reversed  phase-in 
schedule  would  protect  a  significantly  large  seg- 
ment of  the  public  at  an  earlier  date,  would  reduce 
a  foreign  competitive  advantage  (under  the  ex- 
isting schedule),  and  would  give  needed  economic 
relief  to  large  car  manufacturers.  This  organiza- 
tion also  recommended  that,  as  an  alternative, 
automatic  restraints  be  required  only  at  the 
driver's  position.  This  would  achieve  three- 
quarters  of  the  reductions  in  deaths  and  serious  in- 
juries now  projected  for  full-front  seat  systems,  yet 
cost  only  half  as  much. 

Congressional  Comments 

Mr.  Timothy  E.  Wirth,  Chairman  of  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Telecommunications,  Consumer 
Protection  and  Finance,  made  the  following  com- 
ments: 

—The  automatic  restraint  requirements  would 
produce  benefits  to  society  far  in  excess  of  costs. 

—The  Committee  findings  strongly  point  to  the 
necessity  of  requiring  the  installation  of  automatic 
crash  protection  systems,  at  a  minimum,  on  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  new  car  fleet  at  the 
earliest  possible  date.  Mr.  Wirth  suggested  that 
the  effective  date  for  small  cars  be  September  1, 
1982,  and  for  intermediate  and  large  cars 
September  1,  1983. 
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—The  economic  conditions  of  the  automobile  in- 
dustry should  not  be  relevant  to  the  NHTSA's  deci- 
sion on  matters  of  safety.  NHTSA's  decision  must 
be  guided  solely  by  safety-related  concerns. 

—The  agency  should  not  discount  its  own  find- 
ings indicating  high  use  of  automatic  belts  (refer- 
ring to  the  existing  VW  and  Chevette  automatic 
belt  use  data). 

In  a  joint  letter  to  the  Secretary,  eighteen  Con- 
gressmen urged  that  the  automatic  restraint  re- 
quirements be  maintained.  This  letter  noted  that 
over  50,000  people  are  killed  each  year  on  the 
highways  and  stated:  "While  the  tragedy  of  their 
deaths  cannot  be  measured  in  economic  terms,  the 
tragedy  of  their  serious  injuries  cost  all  of  us 
billions  of  dollars  each  year  in  higher  insurance 
costs,  increased  welfare  payments,  unemployment 
and  social  security  payments  and  rehabilitation 
costs  paid  to  support  the  injured  and  the  families  of 
those  who  have  been  killed."  The  letter  stressed 
the  Congressmen's  belief  that  the  automatic  crash 
protection  standard  would  produce  benefits  to 
society  far  in  excess  of  its  cost. 


In  a  letter  addressed  to  Administrator  Peck, 
fifty-nine  Congressmen  urged  that  the  automatic 
restraint  standard  be  rescinded.  That  letter  stated: 
"The  208  standard  persists  as  one  of  the  more  con- 
troversial federal  regulations  to  be  forced  on  the 
automobile  industry.  .  .  .  The  industry  continues  to 
spend  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  every  day 
in  order  to  meet  this  standard,  despite  con- 
siderable evidence  that  any  safety  benefits  realized 
by  enforcing  the  standard  would  be  minimal." 

Private  Citizens 

In  addition  to  comments  from  the  above  groups 
and  organizations,  the  agency  also  received 
general  comments  from  numerous  private  citizens. 
These  comments  were  almost  equally  divided  in 
their  support  or  opposition  to  the  automatic 
restraint  standard. 

Raymond  A.  Peck,  Jr. 
Administrator 

46  F.R.  53419 
October  29,  1981 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  208 

Occupant  Crash  Protection  in  Passenger  Cars,  IVIu It i purpose  Passenger 

Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  No.  9) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  perform- 
ance requirements  for  the  protection  of  vehicle  oc- 
cupants in  crashes. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  the  number  of  deaths  of  vehicle  oc- 
cupants, and  the  severity  of  injuries,  by  specifying 
vehicle  crashworthiness  requirements  in  terms  of 
forces  and  accelerations  measured  on  an- 
thropomorphic dummies  in  test  crashes,  and  by 
specifying  equipment  requirements  for  active  and 
passive  restraint  systems. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks,  and  buses.  In  addition,  S9,  Pressure 
vessels  and  eocplosive  devices,  applies  to  vessels 
designed  to  contain  a  pressurized  fluid  or  gas,  and 
to  explosive  devices,  for  use  in  the  above  types  of 
motor  vehicles  as  part  of  a  system  designed  to  pro- 
vide protection  to  occupants  in  the  event  of  a  crash. 

54.  General  requirements. 

S4.1     Passenger  cars. 

S4.1.1  Passenger  cars  manufactured  from 
January  1,  1972,  to  August  31,  1973.  Each 
passenger  car  manufactured  from  January  1, 1972, 
to  August  31,  1973,  inclusive,  shall  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  S4.1.1.1,  S4.1.1.2,  or  S4.1.1.3.  A 
protection  system  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
S4. 1.1.1  or  S4.1.1.2  may  be  installed  at  one  or 
more  designated  seating  positions  of  a  vehicle  that 
otherwise  meets  the  requirements  of  S4.1.1.3. 


S4.1.1.1  First  option— complete  passive  protec- 
tion system.  The  vehicle  shall  meet  the  crash  pro- 
tection requirem.ents  of  S5  by  means  that  require 
no  action  by  vehicle  occupants. 
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54.1.1.2  Second  option— lap  belt  protection 
system  with  belt  warning.    The  vehicle  shall— 

(a)  At  each  designated  seating  position  have  a 
Type  1  seat  belt  assembly  or  a  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  with  a  detachable  upper  torso  portion 
that  conforms  to  S7.1  and  S7.2  of  this  standard. 

(b)  At  each  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position  have  a  seat  belt  warning  system  that  con- 
forms to  S7.3;  and 

(c)  Meet  the  frontal  crash  protection  re- 
quirements of  S5. 1 ,  in  a  perpendicular  impact,  with 
respect  to  anthropomorphic  test  devices  in  each 
front  outboard  designated  seating  position 
restrained  only  by  Type  1  seat  belt  assemblies. 

54.1.1.3  Third  option— lap  and  shoulder  belt  pro- 
tection system  with  belt  warning. 

S4.1. 1.3.1  Except  for  convertibles  and  open- 
body  vehicles,  the  vehicle  shall— 

(a)  At  each  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position  have  a  Type  2  seatbelt  assembly  that  con- 
forms to  Standard  No.  209  and  S7.1  and  S7.2  of 
this  standard,  with  either  an  integral  or  detachable 
upper  torso  portion,  and  a  seatbelt  warning  system 
that  conforms  to  S7.3; 

(b)  At  each  designated  seating  position  other 
than  the  front  outboard  positions,  have  a  Type  1  or 
Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that  conforms  to  Stand- 
ard No.  209  and  to  S7.1  and  S7.2  of  this  standard; 
and 

(c)  When  it  perpendicularly  impacts  a  fixed  colli- 
sion barrier,  while  moving  longitudinally  forward 
at  any  speed  up  to  and  including  30  m.p.h.,  imder 
the  test  conditions  of  S8.1  with  anthropomorphic 
test  devices  at  each  front  outboard  position 
restrained  by  Type  2  seatbelt  assemblies,  ex- 
perience no  complete  separation  of  any  load-bearing 
element  of  a  seatbelt  assembly  or  anchorage. 


S4.1. 1.3.2  Convertibles  and  open-body  type 
vehicles  shall  at  each  designated  seating  position 
have  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seatbelt  assembly  that  con- 
forms to  Standard  No.  209  and  to  S7.1  and  S7.2  of 
this  standard,  and  at  each  front  outboard 
designated  seating  position  have  a  seatbelt  warn- 
ing system  that  conforms  to  S7.3. 

[S4.1.2  Passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or  after 
September  1,  1973.  Each  passenger  car  manufac- 
tured on  or  after  September  1, 1973,  shall  meet  the 
requirements  of  S4.1.2.1,  S4.1.2.2,  or  S4.1.2.3.  A 
protection  system  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
S4. 1.2.1  or  S4.1.2.2  may  be  installed  at  one  or 
more  designated  seating  positions  of  a  vehicle  that 
otherwise  meets  the  requirements  of  S4. 1.2.3.  (46 
F.R.  53419-October  29,  1981;  effective  12/8/81)1 

54.1.2.1  First  option— frontal/angular  automatic 
protection  system.    The  vehicle  shall— 

(a)  At  each  front  designated  seating  position 
meet  the  frontal  crash  protection  requirements  of 
S5.1  by  means  that  require  no  action  by  vehicle 
occupants; 

(b)  At  each  rear  designated  seating  position 
have  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that 
conforms  to  Standard  No.  209  and  to  S7.1  and 
S7.2;  and 

(c)  Either- 

(1)  Meet  the  lateral  crash  protection  re- 
quirements of  S5.2  and  the  rollover  crash  protec- 
tion requirements  of  S 5. 3  by  means  that  require  no 
action  by  vehicle  occupants;  or 

(2)  At  each  front  designated  seating  position 
have  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that 
conforms  to  Standard  No.  209  and  to  S7.1  through 
S7.3,  and  that  meets  the  requirements  of  S5.1  with 
front  test  dummies  as  required  by  S5.1,  restrained 
by  the  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  (or  the 
pelvic  portion  of  any  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly 
which  has  a  detachable  upper  torso  belt)  in  addition 
to  the  means  that  require  no  action  by  the  vehicle 
occupant. 

54.1.2.2  Second  option— head-on  passive  protec- 
tion system.    The  vehicle  shall— 

(a)  At  each  designated  seating  position  have  a 
Type  1  seat  belt  assembly  or  a  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  with  a  detachable  upper  torso  portion 
that  conforms  to  S7.1  and  S7.2  of  this  standard. 

(b)  At  each  front  designated  seating  position, 
meet  the  frontal  crash  protection  requirements  of 


S5.1,  in  a  perpendicular  impact,  by  means  that 
require  no  action  by  vehicle  occupants; 

(c)  At  each  front  designated  seating  position, 
meet  the  frontal  crash  protection  requirements  of 
S5.1,  in  a  perpendicular  impact,  with  a  test  device 
restrained  by  a  Type  1  seatbelt  assembly;  and 

(d)  At  each  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position,  have  a  seatbelt  warning  system  that  con- 
forms to  S7.3. 

S4.1.2.3  Third  option— lap  and  shoulder  belt 
protection  system  with  belt  warning. 

54.1 .2.3.1  Except  for  convertibles  and  open- 
body  vehicles,  the  vehicle  shall— 

(a)  At  each  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position  have  a  seat  belt  assembly  that  conforms  to 
S7.1  and  S7.2  of  this  standard,  and  a  seat  belt 
warning  system  that  conforms  to  S7.3.  The  belt 
assembly  shall  be  either  a  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  with  a  nondetachable  shoulder  belt  that 
conforms  to  Standard  No.  209  (§  571.209),  or  a 
Type  1  seat  belt  assembly  such  that  with  a  test 
device  restrained  by  the  assembly  the  vehicle 
meets  the  frontal  crash  protection  requirements  of 
S5.1  in  a  perpendicular  impact. 

(b)  At  any  center  front  designated  seating  posi- 
tion, have  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly 
that  conforms  to  Standard  No.  209  (§  571.209)  and 
to  S7.1  and  S7.2  of  this  standard,  and  a  seat  belt 
warning  system  that  conforms  to  S7.3;  and 

(c)  At  each  other  designated  seating  position, 
have  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that 
conforms  to  Standard  No.  209  (§  571.209)  and  S7.1 
and  S7.2  of  this  standard. 

54.1 .2.3.2  Convertibles  and  open-body  type 
vehicles  shall  at  each  designated  seating  position 
have  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that 
conforms  to  Standard  No.  209  (§  571.209)  and  to 
S7.1  and  S7.2  of  this  standard,  and  at  each  front 
designated  seating  position  have  a  seat  belt  warn- 
ing system  that  conforms  to  S7.3. 

S4.1.3     [Removed] 

S4.2  Trucks  and  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles  with  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less. 

S4.2.1  Trucks  and  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  with  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less, 
manufactured  from  January  1, 1972,  to  December  31, 
1975.  Each  truck  and  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicle  with  a  gross  vehicle  weight  rating  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less,  manufactured  from  January  1, 
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1972,  to  December  31,  1975,  inclusive,  shall  meet 
the  requirements  of  S4.2.1.1  or  S4.2.1.2,  or  at  the 
option  of  the  manufacturer,  the  requirements  of 
S4.2.2.  A  protection  system  that  meets  the 
requirement  of  S4.2.1.1  may  be  installed  at  one  or 
more  designated  seating  positions  of  a  vehicle  that 
otherwise  meets  the  requirements  of  S4.2.1.2. 

54.2.1.1  First  option— complete  passive  protec- 
tion system.  The  vehicle  shall  meet  the  crash 
protection  requirements  of  S5  by  means  that 
require  no  action  by  vehicle  occupants. 

54.2.1.2  Second  option— belt  system.  The 
vehicle  shall  have  seat  belt  assemblies  that  con- 
form to  Standard  209  installed  as  follows: 

(a)  A  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  shall 
be  installed  for  each  designated  seating  position  in 
convertibles,  open-body  type  vehicles,  and  walk-in 
van-type  trucks. 

(b)  In  all  vehicles  except  those  for  which 
requirements  are  specified  in  S4. 2. 1.2(a),  a  Type  2 
seat  belt  assembly  shall  be  installed  for  each 
outboard  designated  seating  position  that  includes 
the  windshield  header  wathin  the  head  impact  area, 
and  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be 
installed  for  each  other  designated  seating  position. 

54.2.2  Trucl(s  and  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  witti  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less, 
manufactured  on  or  after  January  1,  1976.  Each 
truck  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle,  with  a 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less,  manufactured  on  or  after  January  1,  1976, 
shall  meet  the  requirements  of  S4.1.2  (as  specified 
for  passenger  cars),  except  that  forward  control 
manufactured  prior  to  September  1,  1981  vehicles, 
convertibles,  open-body  type  vehicles,  walk-in  van- 
type  trucks,  motor  homes,  vehicles  designed  to  be 
exclusively  sold  to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  and 
vehicles  carrying  chassis-mount  campers  may  in- 
stead meet  the  requirements  of  S4.2.1.2. 

54.2.3  (Reserved) 

S4.3  Trucks  and  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  with  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000  pounds. 
Each  truck  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle, 
with  a  gross  vehicle  weight  rating  of  more  than 
10,000  pounds,  manufactured  on  or  after  January 
1,  1972,  shall  meet  the  requirements  of  S4.3.1  or 
S4.3.2.  A  protection  system  that  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  S4.3.1  may  be  installed  at  one  or 
more  designated  seating  positions  of  a  vehicle  that 
otherwise  meets  the  requirements  of  S4.3.2. 


54.3.1  First  option— complete  passive  protection 
system.  The  vehicle  shall  meet  the  crash  protec- 
tion requirements  of  S5  by  means  that  require  no 
action  by  vehicle  occupants. 

54.3.2  Second  option— belt  system.  The  vehi- 
cle shall,  at  each  designated  seating  position,  have 
either  a  Type  1  or  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that 
conforms  to  Standard  No.  209. 

54.4  Buses.  Each  bus  manufactured  on  or 
after  January  1,  1972,  shall  meet  the  requirements 
of  S4.4.1  or  S4.4.2. 

54.4.1  First  option— complete  passive  protection 
system— driver  only.  The  vehicle  shall  meet  the 
crash  protection  requirements  of  S5,  with  respect 
to  an  anthropomorphic  test  device  in  the  driver's 
designated  seating  position,  by  means  that  require 
no  action  by  vehicle  occupants. 

54.4.2  Second  option— belt  system— driver  only. 
The  vehicle  shall,  at  the  driver's  designated 
seating  position,  have  either  a  Type  1  or  a  Type  2 
seat  belt  assembly  that  conforms  to  Standard  No. 
209. 

54.5  Other  general  requirements. 

54.5.1  Labeling  and  driver's  manual  information. 
Each  vehicle  shall  have  a  label  setting  forth  the 
manufacturer's  recommended  schedule  for  the 
maintenance  or  replacement,  necessary  to  retain 
the  performance  required  by  this  standard,  of  any 
crash-deployed  occupant  protection  system.  The 
schedule  shall  be  specified  by  month  and  year,  or  in 
terms  of  vehicle  mileage,  or  by  intervals  measured 
from  the  date  appearing  on  the  vehicle  certifica- 
tion label  provided  pursuant  to  49  CFR  Part  567. 
The  label  shall  be  permanently  affixed  to  the  vehi- 
cle within  the  passenger  compartment  and  lettered 
in  English  in  block  capitals  and  numerals  not  less 
than  three  thirty-seconds  of  an  inch  high.  Instruc- 
tions concerning  maintenance  or  replacement  of  a 
system  and  a  description  of  the  functional  opera- 
tion of  the  system  shall  be  provided  with  each  vehi- 
cle, with  an  appropriate  reference  on  the  label.  If  a 
vehicle  owner's  manual  is  provided,  this  informa- 
tion shall  be  included  in  the  manual. 

54.5.2  Readiness  indicator.  An  occupant  pro- 
tection system  that  deploys  in  the  event  of  a  crash 
shall  have  a  monitoring  system  with  a  readiness 
indicator.  The  indicator  shall  monitor  its  own 
readiness  and  shall  be  clearly  visible  from  the 
driver's  designated  seating  position.  A  hst  of  the 
elements  of  the  system  being  monitored  by  the 
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indicator  shall  be  included  with  the  information 
furnished  in  accordance  with  S4.5.1  but  need  not 
be  included  on  the  label. 

S4.5.3  Automatic  belts.  Except  as  provided  in 
S4.5.3.1,  a  seat  belt  assembly  that  requires  no 
action  by  vehicle  occupants  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  a  "passive  belt")  may  be  used  to  meet  the 
crash  protection  requirements  of  any  option  under 
S4  and  in  place  of  any  seat  belt  assembly  otherwise 
required  by  that  option. 

54.5.3.1  An  automatic  belt  that  provides  only 
pelvic  restraint  may  not  be  used  pursuant  to  S4.5.3 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  an  option  that  requires 
a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly. 

54.5.3.2  An  automatic  belt,  furnished  pursuant 
to  S4.5.3,  that  provides  both  pelvic  and  upper  torso 
restraint  may  have  either  a  detachable  or 
nondetachable  upper  torso  portion,  notwith- 
standing provisions  of  the  option  under  which  it  is 
furnished. 

54.5.3.3  A  passive  belt  furnished  pursuant  to 
S4.5.3  shall- 

(a)  Conform  to  S7.1  and  have  a  single  emer- 
gency release  mechanism  whose  components  are 
readily  accessible  to  a  seated  occupant. 

[S4.5.3.3(b)  In  place  of  a  warning  system  that 
conforms  to  S7.3  of  this  standard,  be  equipped 
with  the  following  warning  system: 

At  the  left  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position  (driver's  position),  be  equipped  with  a 
warning  system  that  activates  a  continuous  or  in- 
termittent audible  signal  for  a  period  of  not  less 
than  4  seconds  and  not  more  than  8  seconds  (begin- 
ning when  the  vehicle  ignition  switch  is  moved  to 
the  "on"  or  the  "start"  position)  when  condition 

(A)  exists  simultaneously  with  condition  (B),  and 
that  activates  a  continuous  or  flashing  warning 
light,  visible  to  the  driver,  displaying  the  identify- 
ing symbol  for  the  seat  belt  telltale  shown  in  Table 
2  of  FMVSS  101-80  or,  at  the  option  of  the 
manufacturer  for  vehicles  manufactured  before 
September  1,  1980,  displaying  the  words  "Fasten 
Seat  Belts"  or  "Fasten  Belts"  for  as  long  as  condi- 
tion (A)  exists  simultaneously  with  either  condition 

(B)  or  condition  (C). 

(A)  The  vehicle's  ignition  switch  is  moved  to  the 
"on"  position  or  to  the  "start"  position. 

(B)  The  driver's  automatic  belt  is  not  in  use,  as 
determined  by  the  belt  latch  mechanism  not  being 


fastened  or,  if  the  automatic  belt  is  nonseparable, 
by  the  emergency  release  mechanism  being  in  the 
released  position. 

(C)  The  belt  webbing  of  a  motorized  automatic 
belt  system  is  not  in  its  locked,  protective  mode  at 
the  anchorage  point.  (46  F.R.  2064— January  8, 
1981.  Effective:  9/1/82)1 

S4.5.3.4  An  automatic  belt  furnished  pursuant 
to  S4.5.3  that  is  not  required  to  meet  the  perpen- 
dicular frontal  crash  protection  requirements  of 

55.1  shall  conform  to  the  webbing,  attachment 
hardware,  and  assembly  performance  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  209. 

55.  Occupant  crash  protection  requirements. 

55.1  Frontal  barrier  crash.  When  the  vehicle 
traveling  longitudinally  forward  at  any  speed  up  to 
and  including  30  mph  impacts  a  fixed  collision 
barrier  that  is  perpendicular  to  the  line  of  travel  of 
the  vehicle,  or  at  any  angle  up  to  30°  in  either 
direction  from  the  perpendicular  to  the  line  of 
travel  of  the  vehicle,  under  the  applicable  condi- 
tions of  88,  with  anthropomorphic  test  devices  at 
each  designated  seating  position  described  in  (a)  or 
(b)  for  which  a  barrier  crash  test  is  required  under 
S4,  it  shall  meet  the  injury  criteria  of  S6.  An 
anthropomorphic  test  device  shall  be  placed— 

(a)  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  equipped  with  front 
bucket  seats,  at  each  front  designated  seating 
position;  and 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  equipped  with  a  front 
bench  seat,  at  the  driver's  designated  seating 
position  and  at  any  other  one  front  designated 
seating  position. 

55.2  Lateral  moving  barrier  crash.  When  the 
vehicle  is  impacted  laterally  on  either  side  by  a 
barrier  moving  at  20  mph,  with  a  test  device  at  the 
front  outboard  designated  seating  position 
adjacent  to  the  impacted  side,  under  the  applicable 
conditions  of  S8,  it  shall  meet  the  injury  criteria  of 

56.2  and  S6.3. 

55.3  Rollover.  When  the  vehicle  is  subjected  to 
a  rollover  test  in  either  lateral  direction  at  30  mph 
with  a  test  device  in  the  front  outboard  designated 
seating  position  on  its  lower  side  as  mounted  on 
the  test  platform,  under  the  applicable  conditions 
of  S8,  it  shall  meet  the  injury  criteria  of  S6.1. 

56.  Injury  criteria. 

S6.1  All  portions  of  the  test  device  shall  be  con- 
tained within  the  outer  surfaces  of  the  vehicle 
passenger  compartment  throughout  the  test. 
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S6.2  The  resultant  acceleration  at  the  center 
of  gravity  of  the  head  shall  be  such  that  the 
expression: 
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shall  not  exceed  1,000  where  a  is  the  resultant 
acceleration  expressed  as  a  multiple  of  g  (the 
acceleration  of  gravity),  and  tj  and  t^  are  any  two 
points  in  time  during  the  crash.  However,  in  the 
case  of  a  passenger  car  manufactured  before 
August  31,  1976,  or  a  truck  or  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicle  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds 
or  less  manufactured  before  August  15,  1977, 
when  the  dummy  is  restrained  by  a  seat  belt 
system,  tj  and  i^  are  any  two  points  in  time  during 
any  interval  in  which  the  head  is  in  continuous  con- 
tact with  a  part  of  the  vehicle  other  than  the  belt 
system. 

56.3  The  resultant  acceleration  at  the  center  of 
gravity  of  the  upper  thorax  shall  not  exceed  60g, 
except  for  intervals  whose  cumulative  duration  is 
not  more  than  3  milliseconds.  However,  in  the  case 
of  a  passenger  car  manufactured  before  August 
31,  1976,  or  a  truck  or  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicle  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less 
manufactured  before  August  15,  1977,  the  result- 
ant acceleration  at  the  center  of  gravity  of  the  up- 
per thorax  shall  be  such  that  the  severity  index 
calculated  by  the  method  described  in  SAE  Infor- 
mation Report  J885a,  October  1966,  shall  not 
exceed  1,000. 

56.4  The  compressive  force  transmitted  axially 
through  each  upper  leg  shall  not  exceed  2,250 
pounds. 


S7. 
cars. 


Seat  belt  assembly  requirements— passenger 


S7.1     Adjustment. 
S7.1.1     Except 


as  specified  in  S7. 1.1.1  and 
S7.1.1.2,  the  lap  belt  of  any  seat  belt  assembly  fur- 
nished in  accordance  with  S4.1.1  and  S4.1.2  shall 
adjust  by  means  of  an  emergency-locking  or 
automatic-locking  retractor  that  conforms  to 
Standard  No.  209  to  fit  persons  whose  dimensions 
range  from  those  of  a  50th-percentile  6-year-old 
child  to  those  of  a  95th-percentile  adult  male  and 
the  upper  torso  restraint  shall  adjust  by  means  of 


an  emergency-locking  retractor  or  a  manual 
adjusting  device  that  conforms  to  Standard  No. 
209  to  fit  persons  whose  dimensions  range  from 
those  of  a  5th-percentile  adult  female  to  those  of  a 
95th-percentile  adult  male,  with  the  seat  in  any 
position  and  the  seat  back  in  the  manufacturer's 
nominal  design  riding  position.  However,  an  upper 
torso  restraint  furnished  in  accordance  with 
S4. 1.2. 3. 1(a)  shall  adjust  by  means  of  an 
emergency-locking  retractor  that  conforms  to 
Standard  No.  209. 


S7.1.1.1  A  seat  belt  assembly  installed  at  the 
driver's  seating  position  shall  adjust  to  fit  persons 
whose  dimensions  range  from  those  of  a  5th- 
percentile  adult  female  to  those  of  a  95th-per- 
centile  adult  male. 

[S7.1 .1 .2.  (a)  A  seat  belt  assembly  installed  in  a 
motor  vehicle  other  than  a  forward  control  vehicle 
at  any  designated  seating  position  other  than  the 
outboard  positions  of  the  front  and  second  seats 
shall  adjust  either  by  a  retractor  as  specified  in 
§  7.1.1  or  by  a  manual  adjusting  device  that  con- 
forms to  §  571.209. 

(b)  A  seat  belt  assembly  installed  in  a  forward 
control  vehicle  at  any  designated  seating  position 
other  than  the  front  outboard  seating  positions 
shall  adjust  either  by  a  retractor  as  specified  in 
§  7.1.1  or  by  a  manual  adjusting  device  that  con- 
forms to  §  571.209.  (45  F.R.  20103-March  27, 
1980;  Effective:3/27/80)l 

[S7.1 .1 .3  A  lap  belt  installed  at  any  front  out- 
board designated  seating  position  in  a  vehicle 
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manufactured  on  or  after  September  1,  1982,  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  this  section  by  means  of 
an  emergency-locking  retractor  that  conforms  to 
Standard  No.  209. 

S7.1.1.4  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions 
of  S7.1-S7. 1.1.3,  emergency-locking  retractors  on 
belt  assemblies  located  in  positions  other  than 
front  outboard  designated  seating  positions  may 
be  equipped  with  a  manual  webbing  adjustment 
device  capable  of  causing  the  retractor  that  adjusts 
the  lap  belt  to  lock  when  the  belt  is  buckled.  (46 
F.R.  2064- January  8,  1981.  Effective:  9/1/82)1 


57.1 .2  The  intersection  of  the  upper  torso  belt 
with  the  lap  belt  in  any  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly 
furnished  in  accordance  with  84. 1.1  or  S4.1.2,  with 
the  upper  torso  manual  adjusting  device,  if  provided, 
adjusted  in  accordance  with  the  manufacturer's  in- 
structions, shall  be  at  least  6  inches  from  the  front 
vertical  centerline  of  a  50th-percentile  adult  male 
occupant,  measured  along  the  centerline  of  the  lap 
belt,  with  the  seat  in  its  rearmost  and  lowest 
adjustable  position  and  with  the  seat  back  in  the 
manufacturer's  nominal  design  riding  position. 

57.1.3  The  weights  and  dimensions  of  the 
vehicle  occupants  specified  in  this  standard  are  as 
follows: 


50th-percentile 
6-year-old  child 


Weight 47.3  pounds. 

Erect  sitting  height 25.4  inches.. 

Hip  breadth  (sitting) 8.4  inches  __ 

Hip  circumference  (sitting) 23.9  inches.. 

Waist  circumference  (sitting) 20.8  inches  __ 

Chest  depth 

Chest  circumference: 

(nipple) 

(upper) 

flower) 


5th-percentile 
adult  female 

102  pounds 

30.9  inches 

12.8  inches 

36.4  inches 

23.6  inches 

7.5  inches 

30.5  inches 

29.8  inches 

26.6  inches 


50th-percentile  95th-percentile 
adult  male  adult  male 

164  pounds 215  pounds 

35.7  inches 38  inches 

14.5  inches 16.5  inches 

42  inches 47.2  inches 

33  inches 42.5  inches 

9  inches 10.5  inches 

37.7  inches 44.5  inches 


S7.2  Latch  mechanism.  A  seat  belt  assembly 
installed  in  a  passenger  car,  except  an  automatic 
belt  assembly,  shall  have  a  latch  mechanism: 

(a)  Whose  components  are  accessible  to  a  seated 
occupant  in  both  the  stowed  and  operational 
positions; 

(b)  That  releases  both  the  upper  torso  restraint 
and  the  lap  belt  simultaneously,  if  the  assembly  has 
a  lap  belt  and  an  upper  torso  restraint  that  require 
unlatching  for  release  of  the  occupant;  and 

(c)  That  releases  at  a  single  point  by  a  push- 
button action. 

[S7.3  A  seat  belt  assembly  provided  at  the 
driver's  seating  position  shall  be  equipped  with  a 
warning  system  that  activates,  for  a  period  of  not 


less  than  4  seconds  and  not  more  than  8  seconds 
(beginning  when  the  vehicle  ignition  switch  is 
moved  to  the  "on"  or  the  "start"  position),  a  con- 
tinuous or  flashing  warning  light,  visible  to  the 
driver,  displaying  the  identifying  symbol  for  the 
seat  belt  telltale  shown  in  Table  2  of  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  101-80  or,  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  manufacturer  for  vehicles  manufac- 
tured before  September  1,  1980,  displaying  the 
words  "Fasten  Seat  Belts"  or  "Fasten  Belts" 
when  condition  (a)  exists,  and  a  continuous  or  in- 
termittent audible  signal  when  condition  (a)  exists 
simultaneously  with  condition  (b). 

(a)  The  vehicle's  ignition  switch  is  moved  to  the 
"on"  position  or  to  the  "start"  position. 

(b)  The  driver's  lap  belt  is  not  in  use,  as  deter- 
mined at  the  option  of  the  manufacturers,  either  by 
the  belt  latch  mechanism  not  being  fastened,  or  by 
the  belt  not  being  extended  at  least  4  inches  from 
its  stowed  position.  (45  F.R.  47151-July  14,  1980. 
Effective:  7/14/80)1 

57.3.1  [Deleted] 

57.3.2  [Deleted] 

57.3.3  [Deleted] 
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S7.3.4 

[Deleted] 

S7.3.5 

[Deleted] 

S7.3.5.1 

[Deleted] 

S7.3.5.2 

[Deleted] 

S7.3.5.3 

[Deleted] 

S7.3.5.4 

(Deleted] 

S7.3a 

[Deleted] 

[S7.4  Seat  belt  comfort  and  convenience. 

(a)  Automatic  seat  belts  installed  in  any  vehicle 
with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  manufac- 
tured on  or  after  September  1, 1982,  shall  meet  the 
requirements  of  S7.4.1,  S7.4.2,  and  S7.4.3. 

(b)  Manual  seat  belts,  other  than  manual  Type  2 
belts  in  front  seating  positions  in  passenger  cars, 
installed  in  any  vehicle  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less  manufactured  on  or  after 
September  1,  1982,  shall  meet  the  requirements  of 
S7.4.3,  S7.4.4,  S7.4.5,  and  S7.4.6. 

57.4.1  Convenience  hooks.  Any  manual  con- 
venience hook  or  other  device  that  is  provided  to 
stow  seat  belt  webbing  to  facilitate  entering  and 
exiting  the  vehicle  shall  automatically  release  the 
webbing  and  shall  remain  in  the  released  mode  for 
as  long  as  (a)  exists  simultaneously  with  (b),  at  the 
manufacturer's  option  where  applicable,  or  for  as 
long  as  (a)  exists  simultaneously  with  (c)— 

(a)  The  vehicle  ignition  swatch  is  moved  to  the 
"on"  or  "start"  position; 

(b)  The  vehicle's  drive  train  is  engaged; 

(c)  In  the  case  of  manual  transmission  vehicles, 
the  vehicle's  parking  brake  is  in  the  released  mode 
(not  engaged). 

57.4.2  Webbing  tension-relieving  device.  Any 
automatic  seat  belt  assembly  that  includes  either 
manual  or  automatic  devices  that  permit  the  in- 
troduction of  slack  in  the  webbing  of  the  upper 
torso  restraint  (e.g.,  "comfort  clips"  or  "window- 
shade"  devices)  shall  comply  with  the  injury 
criteria  of  S  5  of  this  standard  with  the  belt  web- 
bing in  any  position  to  which  it  can  be  adjusted. 
Any  belt  slack  that  can  be  introduced  into  the  belt 
system  by  means  of  any  tension-relieving  device  or 
design  shall  be  cancelled  each  time  the  adjacent 
vehicle  door  is  opened. 

57.4.3  Belt  contact  force.  When  tested  in  ac- 
cordance with  S10.6,  the  upper  torso  webbing  of 
any  seat  belt  assembly  shall  not  exert  more  than 
0.7  pounds  of  contact  force  when  measured  normal 


to  and  one  inch  from  the  chest  of  an  anthropomor- 
phic test  dummy,  positioned  in  accordance  with 
S8.1.11  in  the  seating  position  for  which  that 
assembly  is  provided,  at  the  point  where  the 
centerline  of  the  torso  belt  crosses  the  midsagittal 
line  on  the  dummy's  chest. 

57.4.4  Latchplate  access.  The  latchplate  of 
any  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be  located  within  the 
outboard  reach  envelope  of  either  the  outboard 
arm  or  the  inboard  arm  described  in  S10.5  and 
Figure  3  of  this  standard.  There  shall  be  sufficient 
clearance  between  the  vehicle  seat  and  the  side  of 
the  vehicle  interior  to  allow  unhindered  transit  of 
the  test  block  defined  in  Figure  4  of  this  standard 
to  the  latchplate  or  buckle. 

57.4.5  Retraction.  When  tested  under  the  condi- 
tions of  S8.1.2  and  S8.1.3,  with  anthropomorphic 
test  dummies  whose  arms  have  been  removed  posi- 
tioned in  the  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position  in  accordance  with  S8.1.11,  and  restrained 
by  the  belt  systems  for  those  positions,  the  torso 
and  lap  belt  webbing  of  any  of  those  seat  belt 
systems  shall  automatically  retract  to  their  com- 
pletely stowed  position  when  the  latchplate  is 
released  from  the  buckle  and  the  adjacent  vehicle 
door  is  in  the  open  position. 

57.4.6  Seat  belt  guides  and  hardware. 

57.4.6.1  Except  for  rear  seats  that  tumble,  the 
webbing  of  a  manual  seat  belt  assembly  that  is 
designed  to  pass  through  the  seat  cushion  or  be- 
tween the  seat  cushion  and  seat  back  shall  pass 
either  through  guide  openings  in  the  surface  of  the 
seat  cushion  or  through  flexible  conduits  between 
the  seat  cushion  and  seat  back  to  maintain  the  loca- 
tion of  the  seat  belt  latchplate  and  buckle  on  the 
seat  cushion. 

57.4.6.2  The  buckle  and  latchplate  of  a  manual 
seat  belt  assembly  subject  to  S7.4.6.1  shall  not  pass 
through  the  guides  or  conduits  provided  for  in 
S7.4.6.1  and  fall  behind  the  seat  when  the  events 
listed  below  occur  in  the  order  specified:  (a)  the  belt 
is  completely  retracted  or,  if  the  belt  is  nonretract- 
able,  the  belt  is  unlatched;  (b)  the  seat  is  moved  to 
any  position  to  which  it  is  designed  to  be  adjusted; 
and  (c)  the  seat  back,  if  foldable,  is  folded  forward 
as  far  as  possible  and  then  moved  backward  into 
position.  The  inboard  receptacle  end  of  a  seat  belt 
assembly  installed  at  a  front  outboard  designated 
seating  position  shall  be  accessible  with  the  center 
arm  rest  in  any  position  to  which  it  can  be  adjusted 
(without  having  to  move  the  armrest).  (46  F.R. 
2064- January  8,  1981.  Effective:  9/1/82)1 
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Attach  tho  inboard  reach  string 
(19-1/8"  long)  at  tlie  base  of 
the  head  on  centerline 


Rttr  viaw 
50th  %tlt 
dummy, 
Mstsd  in 
foremost 
left  adjust- 
m«nt  poiitlort 


Attach  the  outboard  reach  string 
(28"  long)  at  tliis  point  on  the 
torso  sheath 
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A  —  Using  flexible  tape  measure  8" 
from  back  centerline  10—1/4"  from 
front  centerlirte  to  find  anchor  point 
«   below  arm  pit  on  torso  sheath 
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Seat  Plane  is  90*^  to  the  Torso  Line 


Figure  3— LOCATION  OF  ANCHORING  POINTS  FOR  LATCHPLATE  REACH   LIMITING 
CHAINS  OR  STRINGS  TO  TEST  FOR  LATCHPLATE  ACCESSIBILITY 
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Clearance  Test  Block 


(Note  corners  are  rounded  off 
to  reduce  snagging.) 


Typical  arm  rest 


Figure  4— USE  OF  CLEARANCE  TEST  BLOCK  TO  DETERMINE  HAND/ARM  ACCESS 


PART  571;  S  208-9 


S8.    Test  conditions. 

S8.1  General  conditions.  The  following  condi- 
tions apply  to  the  frontal,  lateral,  and  rollover 
tests. 

58.1.1  The  vehicle,  including  test  devices  and 
instrumentation,  is  loaded  as  follows: 

(a)  Passenger  cars.  A  passenger  car  is  loaded  to 
its  unloaded  vehicle  weight  plus  its  rated  cargo  and 
luggage  capacity  weight,  secured  in  the  luggage 
area,  plus  the  weight  of  the  necessary  anthropo- 
morphic test  devices. 

(b)  Multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  and 
buses.  A  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle,  truck,  or 
bus  is  loaded  to  its  unloaded  vehicle  weight  plus 
300  pounds  or  its  rated  cargo  and  luggage  capacity 
weight,  whichever  is  less,  secured  in  the  load  car- 
rying area  and  distributed  as  nearly  as  possible  in 
proportion  to  its  gross  axle  weight  ratings,  plus  the 
weight  of  the  necessary  anthropomorphic  test 
devices. 

58.1.2  Adjustable  seats  are  in  the  adjustment 
position  midway  between  the  forwardmost  and 
rearmost  positions,  and  if  separately  adjustable  in 
a  vertical  direction,  are  at  the  lowest  position.  If  an 
adjustment  position  does  not  exist  midway  be- 
tween the  forwardmost  and  rearmost  positions, 
the  closest  adjustment  position  to  the  rear  of  the 
midpoint  is  used. 

58.1.3  Adjustable  seat  backs  are  in  the 
manufacturer's  nominal  design  riding  position.  If  a 
nominal  position  is  not  specified,  the  seat  back  is 
positioned  so  that  the  accelerometer  surface  in  the 
dummy  head,  as  positioned  in  the  vehicle,  is 
horizontal.  If  the  vehicle  is  equipped  with  ad- 
justable head  restraints,  each  is  adjusted  to  its 
highest  adjustment  position. 

58.1 .4  Adjustable  steering  controls  are  adjusted 
so  that  the  steering  wheel  hub  is  at  the  geometric 
center  of  the  locus  it  describes  when  it  is  moved 
through  its  full  range  of  driving  positions. 

58.1.5  Movable  vehicle  windows  and  vents  are 
in  the  fully  closed  position. 

58.1 .6  Convertibles  and  open-body  type  vehicles 
have  the  top,  if  any,  in  place  in  the  closed 
passenger  compartment  configuration. 

58.1 .7  Doors  are  fully  closed  and  latched  but  not 
locked. 

58.1.8  [Anthropomorphic  test  devices  used  for 
the  evaluation  of  restraint  systems  manufactured 


pursuant  to  applicable  portions  of  sections  S4.1.2 
and  S4.1.3  shall  conform  to  the  requirements  of 
Subpart  B  of  Part  572  of  this  title  for  a  50th 
percentile  adult  male  dummy.  (46  F.R.  2064— 
January  8,  1981.  Effective:  9/1/82)1 

58.1.9  Each  test  dummy  is  clothed  in  form- 
fitting  cotton  stretch  garments  with  short  sleeves 
and  midcalf  length  pants.  Each  foot  of  the  dummy 
is  equipped  with  a  size  llEE  shoe  which  meets  the 
configuration,  size,  sole,  and  heel  thickness 
specifications  of  MIL-S-13192  and  weighs 
1.25  ±0.2  pounds. 

58.1.10  Limb  joints  are  set  at  Ig,  barely 
restraining  the  weight  of  the  limb  when  extended 
horizontally.  Leg  joints  are  adjusted  with  the  torso 
in  the  supine  position. 

58.1.11  Dummy  placement  in  vehicle.  Anthro- 
pomorphic test  dummies  are  placed  in  the  vehicle 
in  accordance  with  S8. 1.1 1.1  and  S8. 1.1 1.2  and  ex- 
cept as  otherwise  specified  the  dummies  are  not 
restrained  during  an  impact  by  any  means  that 
require  occupant  action. 

S8.1.11.1  Vehiicle  equipped  with  front  bucket 
seats.  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  equipped  with  front 
bucket  seats,  dummies  are  placed  at  the  front  out- 
board designated  seating  positions  with  the  test 
device  torso  against  the  seat  back,  and  the  thighs 
against  the  seat  cushion  to  the  extent  permitted  by 
placement  of  the  dummy's  feet  in  accordance  with 
the  appropriate  paragraph  of  S8. 1.11.  The  dummy 
is  centered  on  the  seat  cushion  of  the  bucket  seat 
and  its  midsagittal  plane  is  vertical  and 
longitudinal. 

S8.1 .11.1.1     Driver   position   placement.   At   the 

driver's  position,  the  knees  of  the  dummy  are 
initially  set  14.5  inches  apart,  measured  between 
the  outer  surfaces  of  the  knee  pivot  bolt  heads, 
with  the  left  outer  surface  5.9  inches  from  the  mid- 
sagittal  plane  of  the  dummy.  The  right  foot  of  the 
dummy  rests  on  the  undepressed  accelerator  pedal 
with  the  rearmost  point  of  the  heel  on  the  floorpan 
in  the  plane  of  the  pedal.  If  the  foot  cannot  be 
placed  on  the  accelerator  pedal,  it  is  set  perpen- 
dicular to  the  tibia  and  placed  as  far  forward  as 
possible  in  the  direction  of  the  geometric  center  of 
the  pedal  with  the  rearmost  point  of  the  heel 
resting  on  the  floorpan.  The  plane  defined  by  the 
femur  and  tibia  centerlines  of  the  right  leg  is  as 
close  as  possible  to  vertical  without  inducing  torso 
movement  and  except  as  prevented  by  contact 
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with  a  vehicle  surface.  The  left  foot  is  placed  on  the 
toeboard  with  the  rearmost  point  of  the  heel 
resting  on  the  floorpan  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
point  of  intersection  of  the  planes  described  by  the 
toeboard  and  the  floorpan.  If  the  foot  cannot  be 
positioned  on  the  toeboard,  it  is  set  perpendicular 
to  the  tibia  and  placed  as  far  forward  as  possible 
with  the  heel  resting  on  the  floorpan.  The  femur 
and  tibia  centerlines  of  the  left  leg  fall  in  a  vertical 
plane  except  as  prevented  by  contact  with  a  vehicle 
surface. 

S8.1.11.1.2     Passenger    position    placement.    At 

the  right  front  designated  seating  position,  the 
femur,  tibia,  and  foot  centerlines  of  each  of  the 
dummy's  legs  fall  in  a  vertical  longitudinal  plane. 
The  feet  of  the  dummy  are  placed  on  the  toeboard 
with  the  rearmost  point  of  the  heel  resting  on  the 
floorpan  as  close  as  possible  to  the  point  of 
intersection  of  the  planes  described  by  the 
toeboard  and  the  floorpan.  If  the  feet  cannot  be 
positioned  flat  on  the  toeboard  they  are  set  perpen- 
dicular to  the  tibia  and  are  placed  as  far  forward  as 
possible  with  the  heels  resting  on  the  floorpan. 

S8.11 .2     Vehicle  equipped  with  bench  seating.  In 

the  case  of  a  vehicle  which  is  equipped  with  a  front 
bench  seat,  a  dummy  is  placed  at  the  left  front  out- 
board designated  seating  position  and  at  one  of  the 
two  other  designated  seating  positions  (or  at  the 
only  other  seating  position  if  only  one  is  provided), 
with  the  dummy  torso  against  the  seat  back  and 
the  thighs  against  the  seat  cushion  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  placement  of  the  dummy's  feet  in 
accordance  with  the  appropriate  paragraph  of 
S8.1.11.1. 

58.1.11.2.1  Driver    position    placement.    The 

dummy  is  placed  at  the  left  front  outboard 
designated  seating  position  so  that  its  midsagittal 
plane  is  vertical  and  longitudinal,  and  passes 
through  the  center  point  of  the  plane  described  by 
the  steering  wheel  rim.  The  legs,  knees,  and  feet  of 
the  dummy  are  placed  as  specified  in  S8. 1.11. 1.1. 

58.1. 11.2.2  Center    position    placement.    If    a 

dummy  is  placed  in  the  center  front  designated  seat- 
ing position,  it  is  placed  so  that  its  midsagittal  plane 
is  vertical  and  longitudinal,  and  19.5  inches  to  the 
right  of  the  midsagittal  plane  of  the  dummy  at  the 
driver's  position.  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  with  a 
drive  line  tunnel,  the  left  foot  of  the  dummy  is 
placed  flat  on  the  floor  so  that  the  centerline  of  the 
foot  is  coincident  with  the  centerline  of  the  vehicle, 


as  far  forward  as  possible  without  touching  any 
other  vehicle  component.  The  left  knee  is  located 
such  that  a  plane  defined  by  the  femur  centerline 
and  tibia  centerline  is  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
vertical  without  inducing  torso  movement.  The 
right  foot  of  the  dummy  is  placed  on  the  toeboard 
with  the  rearmost  point  of  the  heel  resting  at  the 
intersection  of  the  toeboard  and  the  floorpan  and 
the  left  side  of  the  dummy's  right  shoe  sole  in  con- 
tact with  the  drive  line  tunnel  where  it  intersects 
the  plane  of  the  floorpan.  If  the  foot  cannot  be 
placed  on  the  toeboard  it  is  set  perpendicular  to  the 
tibia  and  placed  as  far  forward  as  possible  with  the 
heel  resting  on  the  floorpan  and  the  left  side  of  the 
dummy's  right  shoe  sole  in  contact  with  the  drive 
line  tunnel  where  it  intersects  the  plane  of  the 
floorpan.  The  right  knee  is  located  such  that  the 
plane  defined  by  the  femur  centerline  and  the  tibia 
centerline  is  as  close  as  possible  to  the  vertical 
without  inducing  torso  displacement  or  rotation.  If 
the  vehicle  has  no  drive  line  tunnel,  leg  and  foot 
placement  conform  to  the  conditions  of  S8. 1.1 1.1. 2. 

S8.1 .11.2.3     Passenger  position  placement.  The 

dummy  is  placed  at  the  right  front  outboard 
designated  seating  position  as  specified  in 
S8.1.11.1.2,  except  that  the  midsagittal  plane  of 
the  dummy  is  vertical,  longitudinal,  and  the  same 
distance  from  the  longitudinal  centerline  as  the  mid- 
sagittal plane  of  the  dummy  at  the  driver's  position. 

S8.1.12  Instrumentation  does  not  affect  the 
motion  of  dummies  during  impact  or  rollover. 

S8.1 .1.13  The  stabilized  temperature  of  the  test 
instrument  specified  by  S8.1.8  is  at  any  level 
between  66°  F.  and  78°  F. 

S8.2     Lateral  moving  barrier  crash  test  conditions. 

The  following  conditions  apply  to  the  lateral 
moving  barrier  crash  test: 

58.2.1  The  moving  barrier,  including  the  impact 
surface,  supporting  structure,  and  carriage, 
weighs  4,000  pounds. 

58.2.2  The  impact  surface  of  the  barrier  is  a 
vertical,  rigid,  flat  rectangle,  78  inches  wide  and  60 
inches  high,  perpendicular  to  its  direction  of  move- 
ment, with  its  lower  edge  horizontal  and  5  inches 
above  the  ground  surface. 

58.2.3  During  the  entire  impact  sequence  the 
barrier  undergoes  no  significant  amount  of 
dynamic  or  static  deformation,  and  absorbs  no 
significant  portion  of  the  energy  resulting  from  the 
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impact,  except  for  energy  that  results  in  transla- 
tional  rebound  movement  of  the  barrier. 

58.2.4  During  the  entire  impact  sequence  the 
barrier  is  guided  so  that  it  travels  in  a  straight  line, 
with  no  significant  lateral,  vertical  or  rotational 
movement. 

58.2.5  The  concrete  surface  upon  which  the 
vehicle  is  tested  is  level,  rigid  and  of  uniform  con- 
struction, with  a  skid  number  of  75  when  measured 
in  accordance  with  American  Society  for  Testing 
and  Materials  Method  E-274-65T  at  40  mph,  omit- 
ting water  delivery  as  specified  in  paragraph  7.1  of 
that  method. 

S82.6  The  tested  vehicle's  brakes  are  disengaged 
and  the  transmission  is  in  neutral. 

S8.2.7  The  barrier  and  the  test  vehicle  are  posi- 
tioned so  that  at  impact— 

(a)  The  vehicle  is  at  rest  in  its  normal  attitude; 

(b)  The  barrier  is  traveling  in  a  direction  perpen- 
dicular to  the  longitudinal  axis  of  the  vehicle  at  20 
mph;  and 

(c)  A  vertical  plane  through  the  geometric 
center  of  the  barrier  impact  surface  and  perpen- 
dicular to  that  surface  passes  through  the  driver's 
seating  reference  point  in  the  tested  vehicle. 

S8.3  Rollover  test  conditions.  The  following  con- 
ditions apply  to  the  rollover  test: 

58.3.1  The  tested  vehicle's  brakes  are  disen- 
gaged and  the  transmission  is  in  neutral. 

58.3.2  The  concrete  surface  on  which  the  test  is 
conducted  is  level,  rigid,  of  uniform  construction, 
and  of  a  sufficient  size  that  the  vehicle  remains  on 
it  throughout  the  entire  rollover  cycle.  It  has  a  skid 
number  of  75  when  measured  in  accordance  with 
American  Society  of  Testing  and  Materials  Method 
E-274-65T  at  40  mph  omitting  water  delivery  as 
specified  in  paragraph  7.1  of  that  method. 

58.3.3  The  vehicle  is  placed  on  a  device,  similar 
to  that  illustrated  in  Figure  1,  having  a  platform  in 
the  form  of  a  flat,  rigid  plane  at  an  angle  of  23° 
from  the  horizontal.  At  the  lower  edge  of  the  plat- 
form is  an  unyielding  flange,  perpendicular  to  the 
platform  with  a  height  of  4  inches  and  a  length  suf- 
ficient to  hold  in  place  the  tires  that  rest  against  it. 
The  intersection  of  the  inner  face  of  the  flange 
with  the  upper  face  of  the  platform  is  9  inches 
above  the  rollover  surface.  No  other  restraints  are 
used  to  hold  the  vehicle  in  position  during  the 


deceleration  of  the  platform  and  the  departure  of 
the  vehicle. 

58.3.4  With  the  vehicle  on  the  test  platform,  the 
test  devices  remain  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the 
posture  specified  in  S8.1. 

58.3.5  Before  the  deceleration  pulse,  the  plat- 
form is  moving  horizontally,  and  perpendicularly 
to  the  longitudinal  axis  of  the  vehicle,  at  a  constant 
speed  of  30  mph  for  a  sufficient  period  of  time  for 
the  vehicle  to  become  motionless  relative  to  the 
platform. 

58.3.6  The  platform  is  decelerated  from  30  to  0 
mph  in  a  distance  of  not  more  than  3  feet,  without 
change  of  direction  and  without  transverse  or  rota- 
tional movement  during  the  deceleration  of  the 
platform  and  the  departure  of  the  vehicle.  The 
deceleration  rate  is  at  least  20g  for  a  minimum  of 
0.04  seconds. 

S9.  Pressure  vessels  and  explosive  devices. 

59.1  Pressure  vessels.  A  pressure  vessel  that  is 
continuously  pressurized  shall  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  49  CFR  §  178.65-2,  -6(b),  -7, 
-9(a)  and  (b),  and  -10.  It  shall  not  leak  or  evidence 
visible  distortion  when  tested  in  accordance  with 
§  178.65-ll(a)  and  shall  not  fail  in  any  of  the  ways 
enumerated  in  §  178. 65-1 1(b)  when  hydrostatically 
tested  to  destruction.  It  shall  not  crack  when  flat- 
tened in  accordance  with  §  178.65-12(a)  to  the 
limit  specified  in  §  178.65-12(a)  (4). 

59.2  Explosive  devices.  An  explosive  device 
shall  not  exhibit  any  of  the  characteristics  pro- 
hibited by  49  CFR  §  173.51.  All  explosive  material 
shall  be  enclosed  in  a  structure  that  is  capable  of 
containing  the  explosive  energy  without  sudden 
release  of  pressure  except  through  overpressure 
relief  devices  or  parts  designed  to  release  the 
pressure  during  actuation. 

S10.  Dummy  positioning  procedures.  The  dummy 
is  positioned  on  a  seat  as  specified  in  SI 0.1  through 
S10.3  to  achieve  the  conditions  of  S8.1.11. 

510.1  Initial  dummy  placement.  With  the  dummy 
at  its  designated  seating  position  as  described  in 
S8. 1 . 1 1 ,  place  the  upper  arms  against  the  seat  back 
and  tangent  to  the  side  of  the  upper  torso  and  the 
lower  arms  and  palms  against  the  outside  of  the 
thighs. 

510.2  Dummy  settling.  With  the  dummy  posi- 
tioned as  specified  in  SlO.l,  slowly  lift  the  dummy 
in  the  direction  parallel  to  the  plane  of  the  seat 
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back  until  its  buttocks  no  longer  contact  the  seat 
cushion  or  until  its  head  contacts  the  vehicle  roof. 
Using  a  flat,  square,  rigid  surface  with  an  area  of  9 
square  inches  and  oriented  so  that  its  edges  fall  in 
longitudinal  or  horizontal  planes,  apply  a  force  of 
50  pounds  through  the  center  of  the  rigid  surface 
against  the  dummy's  torso  in  the  horizontal  rear- 
ward direction  along  a  line  that  is  coincident  with 
the  midsagittal  plane  of  the  dummy  and  5.5  inches 
above  the  bottom  surface  of  its  buttocks.  Slowly 
remove  the  lifting  force. 

51 0.2.1  While  maintaining  the  contact  of  the 
force  application  plate  with  the  torso,  remove  as 
much  force  as  is  necessary  from  the  dummy's  torso 
to  allow  the  dummy  to  return  to  the  seat  cushion 
by  its  own  weight. 

51 0.2.2  Without  removing  the  force  applied  to 
the  lower  torso,  apply  additional  force  in  the 
horizontal,  forward  direction,  longitudinally 
against  the  upper  shoulders  of  the  dummy  suffi- 
cient to  flex  the  torso  forward  until  the  dummy's 
back  above  the  lumbar  spine  no  longer  contacts  the 
seat  back.  Rock  the  dummy  from  side  to  side  three 
times,  so  that  the  dummy  spine  is  at  any  angle 
from  the  vertical  of  not  less  than  14°  and  not  more 
than  16°  at  the  extreme  of  each  movement.  With 
the  midsagittal  plane  vertical,  push  the  upper  half 
of  the  torso  back  against  the  seat  back  with  a  force 
of  50  pounds  applied  in  the  horizontal  rearward 
direction  along  a  line  that  is  coincident  with  the 
midsagittal  plane  of  the  dummy  and  18  inches 
above  the  bottom  surface  of  its  buttocks.  Slowly 
remove  the  horizontal  force. 

S10.3     Placement   of   dummy  arms   and   hands. 

With  the  dummy  positioned  as  specified  in  S10.2 
and  without  inducing  torso  movement,  place  the 
arms,  elbows,  and  hands  of  the  dummy,  as 
appropriate  for  each  designated  seating  position  in 
accordance  with  SIO.3.1  or  SIO.3.2.  Following 
placement  of  the  limbs,  remove  the  force  applied 
against  the  lower  half  of  the  torso. 

S1 0.3.1  Driver's  position.  Move  the  upper  and 
the  lower  arms  of  the  dummy  at  the  driver's  posi- 
tion to  fully  outstretched  position  in  the  lowest 
possible  orientation.  Push  each  arm  rearward,  per- 
mitting bending  at  the  elbow,  until  the  palm  of 
each  hand  contacts  the  outer  part  of  the  rim  of  the 
steering  wheel  at  its  horizontal  centerline.  Place 
the  dummy's  thumbs  over  the  steering  wheel  rim, 
positioning  the  upper  and  lower  arm  centerlines  as 


close  as  possible  in  a  vertical  plane  without  induc- 
ing torso  movement. 

SI 0.3.2  Passenger  position.  Move  the  upper 
and  the  lower  arms  of  the  dummy  at  the  passenger 
position  to  fully  outstretched  position  in  the  lowest 
possible  orientation.  Push  each  arm  rearward,  per- 
mitting bending  at  the  elbow,  until  the  upper  arm 
contacts  the  seat  back  and  is  tangent  to  the  upper 
part  of  the  side  of  the  torso,  the  palm  contacts  the 
outside  of  the  thigh,  and  the  little  finger  is  barely  in 
contact  with  the  seat  cushion. 

S10.4  Head  adjustment.  Without  inducing 
torso  movement,  position  the  head  so  that  the  sur- 
face of  the  transverse  instrumentation  mounting 
platform  in  the  head  is  horizontal  and  the  head 
midsagittal  plane  fails  in  a  longitudinal  plane. 

[SI 0.5  The  reach  envelopes  specified  in  S7.4.7 
are  obtained  by  positioning  an  anthropomorphic 
test  dummy  in  the  driver's  seat  or  passenger's  seat 
in  its  forwardmost  adjustment  position.  Attach  the 
lines  for  the  inboard  and  outboard  arms  to  the  test 
dummy  as  described  in  Figure  3  of  this  standard. 
Extend  each  line  backward  and  outboard  to 
generate  the  compliance  arcs  of  the  outboard  reach 
envelope  of  the  test  dummy's  arms. 

SI 0.6  To  determine  compliance  with  S7.4.3  of 
this  standard,  position  the  anthropomorphic  test 
dummy  in  the  vehicle  in  accordance  with  S8.1.11 
and  under  the  conditions  of  S8.1.2  and  S8.1.3.  Pull 
the  belt  webbing  three  inches  from  the  dummy's 
chest  and  release  until  the  webbing  is  within  1  inch 
of  the  dummy's  chest  and  measure  belt  pressure. 
(46  F.R.  2064-January  8,  1981.  Effective: 
9/1/82)1 

S11.  On  and  before  August  31,  1981,  a 
manufacturer,  at  its  option  in  place  of  the  condi- 
tions specified  in  SIO  and  the  procedures  specified 
in  S8.1.2,  S8.1.3,  S8.1.9,  and  S8.1.11  through 
S8.1.13,  may  follow  the  procedures  of  SU.l 
through  S11.8. 

51 1.1  Adjustable  seats  are  in  the  adjustment 
position  midway  between  the  forwardmost  and 
rearmost  positions,  and  if  separately  adjustable  in 
a  vertical  direction,  are  at  the  lowest  position. 

51 1 .2  Adjustable  seat  backs  are  in  the  manufac- 
turer's nominal  design  riding  position. 

51 1 .3  Each  test  device  is  clothed  in  form-fitting 
cotton  stretch  garments. 
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511.4  Each  test  device  is  firmly  placed  in  a 
designated  seating  position  in  the  following 
manner: 

(a)  The  head  is  aligned  by  placing  the  test  device 
on  its  back  on  a  rigid,  level  surface  and  by 
adjusting  the  head  so  that  it  touches  the  level  sur- 
face and  is  laterally  centered  with  respect  to  the 
device's  axis  of  symmetry. 

(b)  The  test  device  is  placed  in  the  vehicle  in  the 
normal  upright  sitting  posture,  and  a  rigid  roller,  6 
inches  in  diameter  and  24  inches  long,  is  placed 
transversely  as  low  as  possible  against  the  front  of 
the  torso. 

(c)  The  roller  is  pressed  horizontally  against  the 
torso  with  a  force  of  50  pounds. 

(d)  Force  is  applied  at  the  shoulder  level  to  bend 
the  torso  forward  over  the  roller,  flexing  the  lower 
back,  and  to  return  the  test  device  to  the  upright 
sitting  posture. 

(e)  The  roller  is  slowly  released. 

511.5  Except  as  otherwise  herein  specified,  the 
test  devices  are  not  restrained  during  impacts  by 
any  means  that  require  occupant  action. 

511.6  The  hands  of  the  test  device  in  the 
driver's  designated  seating  position  are  on  the 
steering  wheel  rim  at  the  horizontal  centerline. 
The  right  foot  rests  on  the  undepressed  accelerator 
pedal,  with  the  heel  in  contact  with  the  point  where 
the  centerline  of  the  upper  surface  of  the 
undepressed  accelerator  pedal  intersects  the  upper 
surface  of  the  floor  covering.  The  left  leg  is  placed 
as  in  S11.7. 

511.7  The  hands  of  each  other  test  device  are 
resting  on  the  seat  with  the  palms  touching  the 
legs,  and  the  upper  arms  are  resting  against  the 
seat  back  and  flush  with  the  body.  Where  possible, 
the  legs  are  outstretched,  with  the  thighs  on  the 
seat  and  the  heels  touching  the  floor  with  the  foot 
at  90°  to  the  tibia.  Otherwise,  the  tibia  are  vertical 
with  the  feet  resting  on  the  floor.  The  left  leg  of  a 
test  device  in  the  center  front  designated  seating 


position  is  on  the  vehicle  centerline,  and  the  right 
leg  is  in  the  right  footwell.  The  left  and  right  legs 
of  a  test  device  in  the  center  rear  designated 
seating  position  are  in  the  left  and  right  footwells, 
respectively. 

S11.8  Instrumentation  does  not  affect  the 
motion  of  test  devices  during  impact  or  rollover. 

Interpretation 

Several  persons  have  raised  questions  as  to  what 
constitutes  a  "passive"  restraint  system— one  that 
requires  "no  action  by  vehicle  occupants"— as 
those  concepts  are  used  in  Standard  No.  208, 
Occupant  Crash  Protection  (36  F.R.  4600,  March 
10,  1971),  effective  January  1,  1972.  Specifically,  it 
has  been  asked  whether  occupant  protection 
systems  that  require  occupants  to  take  protective 
action  as  a  prerequisite  to  entering,  seating 
themselves  in,  or  operating  a  vehicle  can  qualify  as 
a  system  that  requires  "no  action."  One  commonly 
discussed  example  of  such  "forced  action"  systems 
is  a  seat  belt  interlock,  which  requires  a  seat  belt  to 
be  fastened  before  the  vehicle  ignition  system  is 
operative. 

The  concept  of  an  occupant  protection  system 
that  requires  "no  action  by  vehicle  occupants"  as 
used  in  Standard  No.  208  is  intended  to  designate  a 
system  that  requires  no  action  other  than  would  be 
required  if  the  protective  system  were  not  present 
in  the  vehicle.  Under  this  interpretation  the 
concept  does  not  include  "forced  action"  systems 
as  described  above. 

This  interpretation  is  not  intended  to  rule  out  the 
possibility  that  further  rulemaking  action  may  be 
taken  in  the  future  to  permit  such  systems  in 
certain  cases. 


36  F.R.  4600 
March  10,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  209 

Seat  Bel'  Assemblies — Passenger  Cars,   Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks, 

and  Buses 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  209  (32 
F.R.  2415,  as  amended  32  F.R.  3310),  specifies 
requirements  for  seat  belt  assemblies  for  use  in 
passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks  and  buses,  incorporating  by  reference  the 
requirements  of  Department  of  Commerce,  Na- 
tional Bureau  of  Standards,  Standards  for  Seat 
Belts  for  Use  in  Motor  Vehicles  (15  C.F.R.  Part 
9; 31  F.R.  11528). 

The  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  has  determined  in  the  interests 
of  clarity  and  ease  of  reference  that  the  require- 
ments specified  by  15  C.F.R.  Part  9  should  be 
incorporated  into  Standard  No.  209  where  it  is 
presently  incorporated  only  by  reference.  There- 
fore Standard  No.  209  is  hereby  amended  by 
deleting  present  paragraph  S3  and  adding  new 
paragraphs  S3,  S4,  and  S5,  so  as  to  incorporate 
the  requirements  of  15  C.F.R.  Part  9.  Accord- 
ingly 15  C.F.R.  Part  9  is  hereby  deleted. 

Since  this  amendment  imposes  no  additional 
burden  on  any  person  and  involves  no  substantive 
change  in  the  requirements  of  Standard  No.  209, 
notice  and  public  procedure  hereon  are  unneces- 
sary and  good  cause  is  shown  that  an  effective 


date  earlier  than  180  days  aft«r  issuance  is  in 
the  public  interest  and  the  amendment  may  be 
made  effective  less  than  30  days  after  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register.  The  requirement  of 
former  Paragraph  S3  of  Standard  No.  209  that 
seat  belt  assemblies  shall  use  the  attachment 
hardware  specified  in  15  C.F.R.  §  9.3(f)  "or 
approved  equivalent  hardware"  has  been  incor- 
porated into  new  Paragraph  S4.1(f)  of  Standard 
No.  209. 

This  amendment  is  made  under  the  authority 
of  sections  103,  117(c)  and  119  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966 
(15  U.S.C.  sees.  1392,  1405(c),  and  1407)  and 
the  delegation  of  authority  contained  in  the 
Regulations  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  (49 
C.F.R.  '§  1(c)),  and  is  effective  upon  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  December  24, 
1968. 

Lowell  K.  Bridwell, 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 

34  F.R.   115 
January  4,  1969 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  209 

Seat  Belt  Assemblies  In  Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  69-23;  Notice  No.  2) 


This  notice  amends  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  209  in  §  571.21  of  Title  49 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Kegulations,  to  upgrade 
the  requirements  for  seatbelt  assemblies  for  use 
in  passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles, trucks,  and  buses.  As  amended,  the 
standard  is  both  an  equipment  and  a  vehicle 
standard.  The  equipment  aspect  applies  to  a 
seatbelt  assembly  manufactured  on  or  after  the 
effective  date.  The  vehicle  aspect  applies  to  an 
assembly  installed  in  a  vehicle  manufactured  on 
or  after  the  effective  date,  regardless  of  when 
the  assembly  was  manufactured. 

During  the  period  since  the  original  issuance 
of  Standard  No.  209,  laboratory  tests  and  ex- 
perience with  actual  seatbelt  usage  have  disclosed 
areas  where  improvements  in  performance  re- 
quirements are  necessary.  Consequently,  a  notice 
of  proposed  amendments  to  the  standard  was 
published  on  March  17,  1970  (35  F.R.  4641)  to 
upgrade  the  performance  requirements  for  seat- 
belt  assemblies.  Interested  persons  were  given 
an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  contents  of 
the  proposed  rule.  These  comments,  and  other 
available  data,  have  been  carefully  considered 
in  the  development  of  these  amendments. 

Paragraph  S4.1(f)  of  the  standard  is  amended 
to  make  it  clear  that  a  manufacturer  may  use 
bolts  other  than  the  specified  bolts  if  the  substi- 
tuted bolts  are  equivalent. 

The  standard  formerly  required  a  Type  1  or 
Type  2  seatbelt  assembly  to  be  adjustable  to  fit 
an  occupant  with  the  weight  and  dimensions  of 
a  95th-percentile  adult  male.  To  insure  that  belt 
assemblies  can  be  adjusted  to  fit  the  range  of 
occupants  who  may  use  them,  paragraph  S4.1(g) 
is  amended  to  require  each  Type  1  or  Type  2 


seatbelt  assembly  to  be  adjustable  to  fit  occupants 
whose  weight  and  dimensions  range  from  those 
of  a  5th-percentile  adult  female  to  those  of  a 
95th-percentile  adult  male.  A  belt  assembly 
installed  for  an  adjustable  seat  must  conform 
to  the  requirements  regardless  of  seat  position. 
Several  comments  noted  that  no  dimensions  were 
specified  in  the  notice  for  the  various  occupants 
which  a  belt  assembly  must  fit.  To  remedy  the 
problem,  the  standard  provides  a  table  of  weights 
and  dimensions  for  5th-percentile  adult  females 
and  95th-percentile  adult  males. 

In  the  notice,  it  was  proposed  to  reduce  the 
force  required  to  release  seat  belt  buckles  from 
30  to  22.5  pounds  and  to  require  that  the  release 
force  for  pushbutton-type  buckles  be  applied 
no  closer  than  0.125  inch  from  the  edge  of  the 
pushbutton  access  opening.  In  light  of  comments 
received,  and  other  available  information,  the 
value  of  30  poimds  has  been  retained.  The  pro- 
cedure for  testing  the  buckle  release  force  of  a 
pushbutton-type  buckle  has  been  amended  as  pro- 
posed, however,  to  insure  that  the  release  force 
will  not  be  applied  so  close  to  the  edge  of  the 
access  opening  that  the  button  might  tilt  in  a 
manner  unrepresentative  of  actual  use  conditions 
and  thereby  exaggerate  the  release  force. 

The  buckle  crush  release  requirements  are 
amended  to  extend  the  standard's  crush  release 
requirements  to  all  Type  1  and  Type  2  seatbelt 
buckles,  and  to  require  application  of  the  test 
load  to  areas  of  a  buckle  other  than  directly  over 
the  center  of  the  release  mechanism.  Experience 
has  indicated  that  non-pushbutton  buckle  release 
mechanisms  are  also  subject  to  impairment  when 
compressed,  and  occupants  using  such  buckles 
are  therefore  provided  equivalent  protection  by 
the  extension  of  the  buckle  crush  release  require- 
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ments.  In  laboratory  tests  on  pushbutton-type 
buckles,  buckle  release  or  malfunction  occurred 
when  a  compressive  force  as  low  as  275  pounds 
was  applied  to  a  surface  area  other  than  the 
area  directly  over  the  pushbutton.  The  amended 
test  will  tend  to  eliminate  buckle  designs  that 
are  prone  to  accidental  damage,  or  that  release 
during  the  initial  phase  of  the  accident. 

The  notice  proposed  a  new  buckle  latch  test 
procedure  in  which  a  specified  tensile  load  was 
to  be  applied  at  30°  to  the  buckle.  In  the  light 
of  comments  received  and  other  information  that 
has  become  available  indicating  that  the  require- 
ment was  not  justified,  the  procedure  has  not 
been  adopted. 

In  response  to  comments  that  the  acceleration 
levels  proposed  in  the  notice  were  too  high,  the 
acceleration  level  above  which  an  emergency- 
locking  retractor  must  lock  has  been  reduced 
from  2g,  as  proposed,  to  0.7g,  and  the  accelera- 
tion level  below  which  the  retractor  must  not 
lock  has  been  reduced  from  Ig  to  0.3g.  For 
reasons  of  occupant  convenience,  the  notice  pro- 
posed that  the  required  upper  limit  on  accelera- 
tion had  to  be  met  only  when  the  webbing  was 
extended  to  the  length  necessary  to  fit  a  5th- 
percentile  adult  female.  Upon  review  it  has  been 
determined  that  the  proposed  free  travel  distance 
could  make  a  belt  unsafe  for  use  by  a  child,  and. 


further,  that  an  adequate  measure  of  convenience 
is  provided  by  the  requirement  that  a  belt  not 
lock  at  accelerations  of  less  than  0.3g.  Accord- 
ingly, the  standard  does  not  limit  the  belt  with- 
drawal range  within  which  the  acceleration  levels 
rpust  be  met.  For  similar  reasons,  the  retraction 
force  requirements  are  required  to  be  met  regard- 
less of  the  amount  of  belt  withdrawal. 

As  stated  in  the  notice,  the  hex-bar  abrasion 
test  does  not  adequately  simulate  the  type  of 
webbing  abrasion  caused  by  some  buckles.  The 
standard  as  amended  retains  the  hex-bar  test, 
but  supplements  it  with  an  additional  abrasion 
requirement,  under  which  webbing  is  required  to 
retain  at  least  75  percent  of  its  breaking  strength 
after  being  repeatedly  passed  through  the  as- 
sembly buckle  or  manual  adjustment  device. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1971. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  209  in  §571.21  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 


Issued  on  March  3,  1971. 


Douglas  W.  Toms, 
Acting    Administrator. 

36   F.R.  4607 
March    10,    1971 
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PREAMBLE   TO   AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  209 


Seat  Belt  Assemblies  for  Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  209,  in  §  571.21  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  to  clarify 
the  method  in  which  the  buckle  release  force  of 
a  Type  3  seat  belt  assembly  is  measured. 

The  standard  provides  (S4.3(d)(l),  S5.2(d) 
(1))  that  the  force  required  to  release  a  Type  3 
assembly  buckle  is  measured  following  the  as- 
sembly test  of  S5.3,  with  a  force  of  45±5 
pounds  applied  to  a  torso  block  restrained  by  the 
Type  3  assembly.  The  test  procedure  was  in- 
tended to  represent  the  situation  in  which  the 
vehicle  is  inverted  and  the  child  is  held  by  the 
harness.  The  force  applied  along  the  line  of  the 
belt  is  of  primary  significance,  but  it  appears 
that  the  release  force  of  some  buckles  is  signifi- 
cantly increased  by  the  pressure  of  the  torso 
block  on  the  back  of  the  buckle.  This  pressure 
is  not  regarded  as  representative  of  actual  condi- 
tions, in  that  the  hard  surface  of  the  torso  block 
offers  much  more  resistance  than  would  a  child's 
body.  To  eliminate  the  effects  of  such  pressure 
by  the  torso  block,  section  85.3  (c)(1)  of  the 
standard  is  amended  to  read  as  set  forth  below. 

Since  this  amendment  is  interpretative  and 
clarifying  in  intent  and  imposes  no  additional 


burden  on   any   person,  notice  and   public  pro- 
cedure thereon  are  unnecessary. 

Effective  date:  April  1,  1971. 

The  major  usage  of  Type  3  seat  belt  assembly 
buckles  will  be  on  child  seating  systems  that 
comply  with  Standard  No.  213,  effective  April  1, 
1971.  So  that  the  amendment  to  Standard  No. 
209  will  have  maximum  effect,  good  cause  is 
found  for  establishing  an  effective  date  sooner 
than  180  days  after  issuance.  Since  the  amend- 
ment is  interpretative  in  nature  and  relieves  a  re- 
striction, there  is  also  good  cause  for  establish- 
ing an  effective  date  sooner  than  30  days  after 
issuance. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  209,  in  §571.21  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 


Issued  on  March  23,  1971. 


Douglas  W.  Toms, 
Acting    Administrator. 

36  F.R.  5973 
.V.srch  27,   1971 
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(Except   OS   noted   in   the   Rule) 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  209 
Seat  Belt  Assemblies  in  Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  69-23;   Notice  No.  3) 

S4.1(f),  American  Safety  Equipment  Corpora- 
tion requested  that  the  reference  to  Standard 
No.  210  be  omitted,  so  that  anchorage  nuts,  plates, 
and  washers  would  not  have  to  be  supplied  if 
the  vehicle  has  an  anchorage  that  does  not  re- 
quire them.  The  request  has  been  found  reason- 
able, and  the  standard  is  amended  accordingly. 

3.  The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration has  also  evaluated  requests  by  the 
American  Safety  Equipment  Corporation  con- 
cerning the  range  of  occupants  that  a  belt  must 
adjust  to  fit,  the  test  buckle  release  force  test 
procedure,  and  the  buckle  crush  resistance  test 
procedure.  The  amended  adjustment  require- 
ments (S4.1(g)(l)  and  (2))  specify  more  ex- 
actly the  range  of  occupants  that  was  intended 
by  the  original  standard.  The  importance  of 
having  installed  belts  of  proper  length  for  the 
normal  range  of  occupants  outweighs,  in  the 
agency's  judgment,  the  effort  involved  in  ascer- 
taining vehicle  dimensions.  The  adjustment  re- 
quirements are  therefore  not  changed.  With 
respect  to  the  buckle  test  procedures,  the  peti- 
tioner's requests  relating  to  the  clarity  of  the 
buckle  release  procedure  and  to  the  need  for  an 
explanatory  diagram  to  accompany  the  crush  test 
are  also  denied.  Although  the  buckle  release 
test  no  longer  refers  to  a  method  for  testing  lever 
action  buckles,  the  method  was  little  more  than 
a  suggestion  and  may  in  some  cases  have  con- 
flicted with  the  intent  of  the  procedure  that  the 
force  shall  be  applied  so  as  to  produce  maximum 
releasing  effect.  The  diagram  requested  to  show 
the  buckle  crush  procedure  is  not  regarded  as 
essential  to  understanding  the  procedure  and  has 
not  been  adopted. 

4.  Although  no  petition  was  received  directly 
relating  to  the  subject,  the  Swedish  Trade  Com- 
mission, on  behalf  of  the  Swedish  manufactur- 


Reconsideration   and   Amendment 

The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  filed  pursuant  to  §  553.35  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Kegulations,  requesting  recon- 
sideration of  various  amendments  to  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  209,  Seat  Belt 
Assemblies,  that  were  published  March  10,  1971 
(36  F.R.  4607).  The  petitions  are  granted  in 
part  and  denied  in  part.  Requests  not  expressly 
discussed  in  this  notice  should  be  considered 
denied. 

1.  One  of  the  results  of  the  March  10  amend- 
ments was  that  as  of  September  1,  1971,  the 
standard  would  have  become  a  vehicle  standard 
as  well  as  an  equipment  standard,  i.e.,  vehicles 
manufactured  after  the  effective  date  would  have 
had  to  have  equipment  conforming  to  the  new 
requirements.  The  amendments  relating  to  emer- 
gency-locking retractors  are  such,  however,  that 
with  normal  production  tolerances  it  would  be 
difficult  to  manufacture  retractors  that  conform 
to  the  currently  applicable  requirements  so  that 
they  would  also  conform  to  the  post-September  1 
requirements,  and  vice-versa.  This  creates  an 
awkward  situation,  in  which  retractors  supplied 
to  vehicle  manufacturers  for  use  on  September  1 
would  have  to  be  made  on  September  1  and  not 
before. 

The  vehicle  aspect  of  the  standard  is  therefore 
being  deleted,  and  the  date  on  which  the 
amended  requirements  become  mandatory  is  post- 
poned to  January  1,  1972,  to  coincide  with  the 
effective  date  of  the  new  Standard  No.  208.  To 
allow  for  efficient  changeover,  manufacturers  are 
permitted  to  manufacture  belts  to  either  the  cur- 
rent or  the  amended  requirements  between 
September  1,  1971,  and  January  1,  1972. 

2.  With  respect  to  the  technical  amendments 
to    the    attachment    hardware    requirements    in 
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ers,  has  expressed  uncertainty  as  to  how  the 
crush  test  is  to  be  applied  to  seat  belt  assemblies 
that  have  a  buckle  mounted  on  a  rigid  or  semi- 
rigid bracket  between  the  front  seats.  As  de- 
scribed by  the  Commission,  one  design  would 
tend  to  bend  downwards  under  the  pressure  of 
the  test  device  long  before  the  required  force  of 
400  pounds  could  be  reached.  In  this  case,  the 
buckle  will  have  to  be  supix)rted  from  beneath, 
just  as  the  conventional  lap  belt  has  to  have  some 
rigid  backing  in  order  to  reach  the  400-pound 
level.  It  is  anticipated  that  if  additional  ques- 
tions are  raised  concerning  tlie  method  of  force 
application  to  specific  buckles,  such  questions  can 
be  answered  through  administrative  interpreta- 
tion. 

5.  Several  petitions  questioned  the  need  to 
test  a  vehicle-sensitive  emergency-locking  re- 
tractor by  accelerating  it  "in  three  directions 
normal  to  each  other  with  its  central  axis 
oriented  horizontally".  The  pendulum  device 
used  in  most  vehicle-sensitive  retractors  can  sense 
lateral  accelerations  and  sense  the  tilt  of  the 
vehicle,  but  it  cannot  readily  sense  upward  or 
downward  accelerations  of  the  type  required  by 
the  three-direction  test  when  the  retractor  is 
oriented  horizontally.  It  was  suggested  by 
Volvo  that  a  retractor  that  locks  when  tilted  to 
35°  in  any  direction  should  be  exempt  from  the 
acceleration  requirement.  Volkswagen  recom- 
mended accelerating  the  retractor  in  the  hori- 
zontal plane  in  two  directions  normal  to  each 
other.  On  reconsideration,  the  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  has  concluded 
that  it  is  appropriate  to  relieve  such  a  retractor 
from  the  vertical  acceleration  requirement  when 
it  is  oriented  horizontally  and  to  establish  an 
alternative  to  the  requirement  that  it  lock  when 
accelerated  in  directions  out  of  the  horizontal 
plane,  but  that  accelerations  within  the  hori- 
zontal plane  should  continue  to  be  required. 

Accordingly,  S5.2(j)  is  amended  to  require  a 
vehicle-sensitive  retractor  to  be  accelerated  in  the 
horizontal  plane  in  two  directions  normal  to 
each  other.  During  these  accelerations,  the  re- 
tractor will  be  oriented  at  the  angle  in  which  it 
is  installed  in  the  vehicle.  In  addition,  the  re- 
tractor must  either  lock  when  accelerated  in 
orientations  out  of  the  horizontal  as  prescribed 
in  the  March  10  rule  or  lock  by  gravity  when 


tilted  in  any  direction  to  any  angle  greater  than 
45°. 

6.  One  petitioner  questioned  the  correctness  of 
requiring  webbing-sensitive  retractors  to  be  ac- 
celerated in  the  direction  of  webbing  retraction, 
rather  than  in  the  direction  of  webbing  with- 
drawal. The  usage  is  necessary  because  under 
the  test  procedures  of  S5.2(j)  it  is  the  retractor^ 
and  not  the  webbing,  that  is  accelerated.  The 
acceleration  must  be  in  the  direction  that  will 
reel  the  webbing  out  of  the  retractor — z.e.,  the 
direction  in  which  the  webbing  moves  when  re- 
tracting. 

7.  An  additional  question  on  retractor  ac- 
celeration levels  concerns  the  distance  which  a 
belt  must  be  withdrawn  in  determining  compli- 
ance with  the  requirement  that  the  retractor  shall 
not  lock  at  0.3g  or  less  (S4.3(i)  (ii) ).  The 
Hamill  Manufacturing  Company  has  requested 
an  amendment  to  S4.3(j)(ii)  to  provide  that  the 
retractor  shall  not  lock  before  the  webbing  ex- 
tends a  short  distance  at  an  acceleration  of  0.3g. 
The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration recognizes  that  many  retractors  may  be 
velocity-sensitive  to  some  degree  as  well  as 
acceleration-sensitive.  Although  a  retractor  that 
locks  at  too  low  a  \elocity  would  be  an  incon- 
venience, the  NHTSA  recognizes  that  an  occu- 
pant does  not  ordinarily  accelerate  the  belt  after 
an  initial  pull  and  that  the  usual  velocity  in- 
volved in  withdrawing  the  belt  is  low.  On  re- 
consideration, the  NHTSA  has  therefore  decided 
to  amend  S4.3{j)(ii)  to  provide  that  the  re- 
tractor shall  not  lock  before  the  webbing  extends 
2  inches  at  0.3g. 

8.  Several  i^etitioners  pointed  out  that  the  re- 
quirements for  retractor  force  specified  in 
S4.3(j)(iii)  and  (iv)  were  not  appropriate  for 
systems  in  which  a  single  length  of  webbing  is 
used  to  provide  both  lap  and  slioulder  restraint. 
In  a  typical  installation  of  this  sort,  the  webbing 
passes  from  a  floor-mounted  retractor  up  to  a 
fitting  on  the  B-pillar,  then  down  across  the 
shoulder  to  a  slip  joint  on  the  buckle  connector, 
and  from  there  back  across  the  lap  to  an  out- 
board floor  attachment.  Although  such  a  system 
may  provide  satisfactory  restraint,  it  cannot 
simultaneously  exceed  a  retractive  force  of  1.5 
pounds   on   the   lap  belt    and   have   a   retractive 
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force  on  the  shoulder  belt  of  between  0.45  and 
1.1  pounds,  and  it  would  therefore  fail  to  con- 
form to  tlie  standard  as  published  March  10. 

Upon  reconsideration,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  has  decided  to 
amend  S4.3(j)  by  establishing  retraction  forces 
for  3-point  systems  that  employ  a  single  length 
of  webbing.  A  new  subsection  (v)  is  added  that 
requires  such  a  system  to  have  a  retraction  force 
falling  within  the  range  0.45  pounds-1.50  pounds, 
and  (iii)  and  (iv)  are  amended  so  that  they  do 
not  apply  to  retractors  in  such  systems.  This 
range  was  suggested  by  Volkswagen,  Volvo,  and 
Klippan,  and  is  considered  to  be  a  reasonable 
compromise  between  the  need  to  i)rovide  com- 
plete retraction  of  the  belt  when  not  in  use  and 


Efhctlva:  January   1,   1972 
(Except  at  noted  In  the  Rultl 

the  need  to  limit  the  force  so  that  it  will  not  be 
uncomfortable  to  occupants. 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1972,  except  that 
seat  belt  assemblies  manufactured  on  or  after 
September  1,  1971  and  before  January  1,  1972, 
may  conform  either  to  the  current  requirements 
of  Standard  No.  209  in  49  CFR  571.21  or  to  the 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  209  as  amended 
by  this  notice  and  the  notice  of  March  10,  1971 
(36  F.R.  4607). 

Issued  on  August  26, 1971. 

Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 

36    F.R.   17430 
August  31,   1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  209 

Seat  Belt  Assemblies 


(Docket  No.  73-16;   Notice  2) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  certain 
requirements  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  209  (49  CFR  571.209),  Seat  belt  assemblies, 
relating  to  the  width  of  belt  webbing  and  to  the 
performance  of  seat  belt  retractors.  The  amend- 
ments were  proposed  in  a  notice  published  June 
20,  1973  (38  FR  16084). 

In  the  June  20  notice,  the  agency  proposed  to 
allow  the  width  of  those  portions  of  a  combina- 
tion lap  and  shoulder  belt  that  do  not  touch  the 
occupant  to  be  less  than  the  1.8  inches  formerly 
required  by  the  standard.  The  Chrysler  Cor- 
poration, in  its  comment,  suggested  that  nar- 
rower webbing  should  also  be  permitted  for  the 
type  of  lap  belt  that  is  used  by  itself.  The 
agency  agrees  that  a  lap  belt  in  combination  with 
a  shoulder  belt  (known  as  Type  2  assembly)  is 
indistinguishable  from  an  independent  lap  belt 
(Type  1  assembly),  as  far  as  the  width  of  its 
webbing  is  concerned,  and  is  therefore  amending 
the  standard  to  permit  narrower  webbing  for 
non-contact  portions  of  Type  1  belts  as  well  as 
Type  2  belts. 

Chrysler  also  requested  narrower  webbing  for 
non-contact  portions  of  children's  harnesses 
(Type  3  assemblies).  In  view  of  the  close-fit- 
ting design  of  Type  3  assemblies,  the  agency  has 
not  found  a  benefit  to  be  gained  from  the  use 
of  narrower  webbing  in  the  few  areas  of  non- 
contact.  The  Type  3  requirements  are  not  being 
amended  at  this  time.  The  American  Safety 
Equipment  Corporation  requested  that  the  con- 
tactability  of  the  webbing  with  occupants  be 
determined  with  a  range  of  occupants.  The 
agency  remains  persuaded  that  the  use  of  a  95th 
percentile  adult  male  occupant  will  be  sufficient 
to  insure  that  the  narrower  webbing  will  not 
touch    any    occupant    who    uses    the    seat.      The 


agency  therefore  declines  to  adopt  American 
Safety's  suggestion. 

The  proposed  amendment  of  the  emergency- 
locking  retractor  requirements  of  S4.3  drew  sev- 
eral comments,  not  all  of  them  relating  to  the 
parts  of  S4.3  that  were  proposed  to  be  changed. 
Mercedes  Benz  requested  revision  of  the  require- 
ment of  S4.3(j)(2)  that  the  retractor  must  not 
lock  before  the  webbing  extends  2  inches  under 
an  acceleration  of  0.3g  or  less.  The  0.3g  require- 
ment had  been  carried  over  without  change  from 
the  previous  version  of  S4.3  and  was  thought  to 
be  a  reasonable  means  of  preventing  retractors 
from  being  inconveniently  sensitive.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  find  sufficient  cause  at  this 
time  to  alter  its  conclusion  concerning  the  most 
appropriate  minimum  level  and  is  therefore  re- 
taining the  minimum  level  of  0.3g. 

A  second  issue  raised  by  Mercedes  Benz  con- 
cerns the  treatment  under  section  S4.3(j)  of  a 
retractor  having  both  vehicle  sensitive  and 
webbing  sensitive  features.  It  has  been  the 
NHTSA's  position  that  with  respect  to  the  maxi- 
mum permissible  locking  level,  a  dual-action  re- 
tractor would  conform  if  it  met  either  of  the 
applicable  requirements.  Thus,  a  dual-action 
retractor  whose  webbing-sensitive  mechanism 
locks  within  1  inch  at  an  acceleration  of  0.7g 
will  conform,  even  though  its  vehicle-sensitive 
mechanism  is  not  capable  of  locking  at  its  re- 
quired level.  With  respect  to  the  minimum 
locking  level,  however,  different  considerations 
apply.  The  agency's  intent  in  providing  a  mini- 
mum level  below  which  the  retractor  must  not 
lock  is  to  enhance  the  convenie)ice  of  the  system. 
The  webbing-sensitive  mechanism  that  locks  be- 
low 0.3g  would  be  no  less  inconvenient  if  coupled 
with  a  vehicle  sensitive  mechanism  than  it  would 
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be  if  used  by  itself.  The  agency  has  there- 
fore concluded  that  a  dual-action  retractor  may 
conform  to  the  maximum  locking  acceleration 
level  of  0.7g  (S4.3(j)(l))  with  either  mech- 
anism, but  that  it  must  conform  to  both  mini- 
mum locking  level  requirements  (S4.3(j)(2) 
and  (3)). 

The  tilt  angle  of  17°  proposed  as  the  minimum 
locking  level  for  vehicle  sensitive  retractors  was 
stated  by  several  comments  to  be  too  high.  Al- 
though there  was  general  agreement  as  to  the 
advisability  of  using  a  tilt  test  rather  than  an 
acceleration  test,  lower  tilt  angles  were  suggested, 
ranging  downward  to  11°.  After  considering 
the  comments,  the  NHTSA  has  concluded  that 
a  moderate  downward  revision  to  15°  will  pre- 
vent retractor  lockup  in  normal  road  operation 
and  has  adopted  that  angle  in  S4.3(j)(3).  The 
suggestion  by  Ford  and  American  Motors  that 
the  "retractor  drum's  central  axis"  may  be  diffi- 
cult to  determine  in  complicated  mechanisms 
has  been  found  to  have  merit  and  the  require- 
ment as  adopted  refers  to  the  orientation  at 
which  the  retractor  is  installed  in  the  vehicle. 

The  proposed  revisions  to  the  minimum  re- 
traction force  requirements  for  retractors  at- 
tached to  upper  torso  restraints  encountered 
several  objections,  the  principal  one  being  that 
no  one  was  certain  about  the  meaning  of  the 
proposed  requirement  that  the  retractor  should 
"retract  the  webbing  fully."  The  quoted  lan- 
guage had  been  proposed  in  response  to  a  peti- 
tion by  General  Motors  requesting  amendment  of 
the  requirement  that  the  retractor  exert  a  re- 
tractive force  of  not  less  than  0.45  pound.  The 
GM  petition  had  requested  a  force  of  0.2  pound, 
but  the  agency's  initial  intent,  as  reflected  in  the 
notice,  was  to  grant  a  potentially  greater  relief 
by  deleting  reference  to  a  specific  minimum 
force.  It  appears  from  the  confusion  in  the  com- 
ments that  a  contrary  result  might  be  produced 
in  some  cases,  and  the  agency  has  fherefore  con- 
cluded that  a  simple  reduction  in  the  force  level 
to  the  level  requested  by  GM  is  the  least  com- 
plicated and  most  readily  enforceable  means  of 
lowering  thfe  minimum  force  level.  The  sugges- 
tion by  Ford,  that  the  ability  to  retract  is  im- 
plicit in  the  definition  of  retractor  and  that  no 


minimum  force  level  is  required,  has  some  merit, 
but  the  agency  prefers  to  retain  a  measurable 
minimum  level. 

There  were  several  questions  of  interpretation 
concerning  the  point  at  which  the  retraction 
force  is  to  be  measured.  The  test  procedures 
of  S5.2  provide  that  the  webbing  is  to  be  fully 
extended,  passing  over  any  hardware  or  other 
material  specified  for  use  with  the  webbing,  and 
that  it  is  then  to  be  retracted  and  the  retraction 
force  measured  as  the  lowest  force  within  plus 
or  minus  2  inches  of  75  percent  extension.  The 
procedure  is  intended  to  measure  the  ability  of 
the  retractor  to  retract  the  webbing  as  installed 
in  the  vehicle,  and  the  point  of  measurement 
most  consistent  with  this  intent  is  the  most  dis- 
tant point  of  the  webbing  from  the  retractor. 
The  NHTSA  intends  to  conduct  its  measure- 
ments in  this  fashion. 

The  proposed  amendment  to  S5.2  that  would 
amend  the  test  procedures  to  reflect  the  limita- 
tion of  the  0.3g  acceleration  level  to  webbing- 
sensitive  retractors  was  not  objected  to  and  is 
adopted  as  proposed. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S4.2(a), 
S4.3(j),  and  S5.2(j)  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  209,  49  CFR  §571.209,  are 
amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  August  28,  1973.  The  NHTSA 
finds  it  desirable  to  allow  manufacturers  to  pro- 
duce seat  belt  assemblies  under  the  requirements 
as  hereby  amended  (which  generally  are  relaxed 
relative  to  previous  requirements)  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  next  phase  of  Standard  No. 
208  (49  CFR  571.208).  It  is  therefore  found  for 
good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate  effective 
date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  August  23,  1973. 

James    B.    Gregory 
Administrator 

38   F.R.  22958 
August  28,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  209 

Seat  Belt  Assemblies 
(Docket  No.  73-16;   Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  209,  Seat 
belt  assemblies,  49  CFR  571.^09,  to  reduce  the 
minimum  retraction  force  required  of  emergency- 
locking  retractors  attached  to  lap  belts  from  1.5 
pounds  to  0.6  pounds.  This  amendment  to  S4.3 
(j)  (4)  responds  to  a  rulemaking  petition  submit- 
ted by  Toyo  Kogyo. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  published 
October  2,  1973  (38  F.R.  27303),  proposed  the 
modification  because  the  1.5-pound  force  could 
prove  excessive  for  occupant  comfort,  and  ex- 
perience with  the  0.6-pound  level  in  automatic- 
locking  retractors  has  been  satisfactory.  Their 
performance  at  0.6  pounds  does  not  support  an 
assertion  in  one  comment  to  the  docket  that 
degradation  of  the  retractor  elements  over  time 
would  result  in  almost  total  loss  of  retractive 
force.  All  other  comments  to  the  docket  were 
favorable. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S4.3(j)(4) 
of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  209,  Seat 
belt  assemblies,  49  CFR  571.209,  is  amended 

Effective  date:  January  24,  1974.  Because  the 
amendment  relaxes  a  requirement  and  creates  no 
additional  burden,  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown  that  an  effective  date  earlier  than  one 
hundred  eighty  days  after  issuance  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  January  18,  1974. 


James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  2771 
January  24,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY 

STANDARD  NO.  209 

Seat  Belt  Assemblies 
(Docket  No.  74-9;  Notice  7) 


ACTION:  Final  rule;  response  to  petitions  for 
reconsideration. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  responds  to  five  petitions 
for  reconsideration  and  petitions  for  rulemaking 
concerning  Standard  No.  213,  Child  Restraint 
Systems.  In  response  to  the  petitions,  the  agency  is 
changing  the  labeling  requirements  to  permit  the 
use  of  alternative  language,  modifying  the 
minimum  radius  of  curvature  requirement  for 
restraint  system  surfaces  and  extending  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  standard  from  June  1,  1980,  to 
January  1,  1981.  In  addition,  several  typographical 
errors  are  corrected  in  Standard  No.  209,  Seat  Belt 
Assemblies. 

DATES:  The  amendments  are  effective  on  May  1, 
1980.  The  effective  date  of  the  standard  is  changed 
from  Jime  1,  1980,  to  January  1,  1981. 

FOR    FURTHER    INFORMATION    CONTACT:     Mr. 

Vladislav  Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle  Standards, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration, 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20590  (202-426-2264). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  December 
13,  1979  (44  F.R.  72131)  NHTSA  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  a  final  rule  establishing  Standard 
No.  213,  Child  Restraint  Systems,  and  making  cer- 
tain amendments  to  Standard  No.  209,  Seat  Belt 
Assemblies  and  Anchorages.  Subsequently,  peti- 
tions for  reconsideration  were  timely  filed  with  the 
agency  by  Cosco,  General  Motors,  Juvenile  Prod- 
ucts Manufacturers  Association  (JPMA),  and 
Strolee.  Subsequent  to  the  time  for  filing  petitions 
for  reconsideration,  Strolee  also  filed  a  petition  for 
rulemaking  to  amend  the  standard.  After  evaluat- 


ing the  petitions,  the  agency  has  decided  to  modify, 
as  fully  explained  below,  some  of  the  requirements 
of  Standard  No.  213.  All  other  requests  for 
modifications  are  denied.  The  agency  is  also  cor- 
recting several  minor  typographical  errors  in  the 
text  of  Standard  No.  209. 

Labeling 

Standard  No.  213  requires  manufacturers  to 
place  a  permanently  mounted  label  on  the  restraint 
to  encourage  its  proper  use.  General  Motors  (GM) 
petitioned  for  reconsideration  of  three  of  the  label- 
ing requirements. 

Section  S5.5.2(f)  of  the  standard  requires  each 
child  restraint  to  be  labeled  with  the  size  and 
weight  ranges  of  children  capable  of  using  the 
restraint.  In  its  petition,  GM  said  that  the  require- 
ment could  "unnecessarily  preclude  some  children 
from  using  the  restraint  or  suggest  use  by  children 
too  large  for  the  restraint."  GM  also  commented 
that  some  infant  restraints  are  intended  to  be  used 
from  birth  and  thus  the  lower  size  and  weight 
limitation  serves  no  purpose. 

In  addition,  GM  said  that  stating  the  upper  size 
limit  for  infant  restraints  in  terms  of  seated  height 
rather  than  in  standing  height  is  a  more  appro- 
priate way  to  set  size  limitations  for  infants.  For 
example,  GM  said  that  an  infant  with  a  short  torso 
and  long  legs  might  be  precluded  from  using  the 
restraint  if  the  limitation  is  stated  in  terms  of 
standing  height,  while  an  infant  with  short  legs 
and  a  torso  too  long  for  the  restraint  would  be  in- 
appropriately included  among  ones  who  could  sup- 
posedly use  the  restraint.  GM  requested  that  infant 
restraints  be  allowed  to  be  labeled  with  an  optional 
statement  limiting  use  by  upper  weight  and  seated 
height. 
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NHTSA  agrees  that  specifying  a  lower  weight 
and  size  limit  is  unnecessary  for  an  infant  carrier 
designed  to  be  used  from  birth  and  has  amended 
the  standard  accordingly.  The  agency  has  decided 
not  to  adopt  GM's  proposal  to  state  the  upper  size 
limit  in  seating  rather  than  standing  height.  The 
purpose  of  the  label  is  to  provide  important  in- 
structions and  warnings  in  as  simple  and 
understandable  terms  as  possible.  Standing  height, 
rather  than  seating  height,  is  a  measurement 
parents  are  familiar  with  and  which  is  commonly 
measured  during  pediatric  examinations.  As  GM 
pointed  out,  it  is  possible  to  establish  a  limit  based 
on  standing  height  which  would  exclude  any  infant 
whose  seating  height  is  too  high  to  properly  use  the 
restraint.  Therefore,  the  agency  will  continue  to 
require  the  upper  size  limit  to  be  stated  in  terms  of 
standing  height. 

GM  also  requested  that  manufacturers  be  al- 
lowed to  establish  a  lower  usage  limit  for  restraints 
used  for  older  children  based  on  the  child's  ability 
to  sit  upright  rather  than  on  his  or  her  size  and 
weight.  GM  said  the  lower  limit  "is  not  as  depend- 
ent upon  the  child's  size  as  it  is  on  the  child's  ability 
to  hold  its  head  up  (sit  upright)  by  itself.  This  im- 
portant capability  is  achieved  at  a  wide  range  of 
child  sizes."  NHTSA  agrees  that  the  type  of  label 
GM  proposes  can  clearly  inform  parents  on  which 
children  can  safely  use  a  restraint  and  therefore 
will  permit  use  of  such  a  label. 

Section  S5. 5.2(g)  of  the  standard  requires  the 
use  of  the  word  "Warning"  preceding  the  state- 
ment that  failure  to  follow  the  manufacturer's 
instructions  can  lead  to  injury  to  a  child.  GM 
requested  that  the  word  "Caution"  be  permitted  as 
an  alternative  to  "Warning."  GM  said  that  since 
1975  it  has  used  caution  in  its  labels  and  owners' 
and  service  manuals  as  a  lead  or  signal  word  where 
the  message  conveys  instructions  to  prevent  possi- 
ble personal  injury.  GM  said  that  the  words  caution 
and  warning  are  generally  accepted  as  synonymous. 

The  agency  believes  that  the  word  "Warning," 
when  used  in  its  ordinary  dictionary  sense,  is  a 
stronger  term  that  conveys  a  greater  sense  of 
danger  than  the  word  "Caution"  and  thus  will  em- 
phasize the  importance  of  following  the  specified 
instructions.  Therefore,  the  agency  will  continue 
to  require  the  use  of  the  word  "Warning." 

Section  S5.5.2(k)  of  the  standard  requires 
restraints  to  be  labeled  that  they  are  to  be  used  in  a 


rear-facing  position  when  used  with  an  infant.  GM 
said  that  while  the  requirement  is  appropriate  for 
so-called  convertible  child  restraints  (restraints 
that  can  be  used  by  infants  in  a  rear-facing  position 
and  by  children  in  a  forward-facing  position),  it  is 
potentially  misleading  when  used  with  a  restraint 
designed  exclusively  for  infants.  GM  said  the  cur- 
rent label  might  imply  that  the  restraints  can  be 
used  in  forward-facing  positions  with  children.  GM 
recommended  that  restraints  designed  only  for  in- 
fants be  permitted  to  have  the  statement,  "Place 
this  infant  restraint  in  a  rear-facing  position  when 
using  it  in  the  vehicle."  The  agency's  purpose  for 
establishing  the  labeling  requirement  was  to 
preclude  the  apparent  widespread  misuse  of 
restraints  designed  for  infants  in  a  forward-facing 
rather  than  rear-facing  position.  Since  GM's 
recommended  label  will  accomplish  that  goal,  the 
agency  is  amending  the  standard  to  permit  its  use. 

Radius  of  Curvature 

Section  S5.2.2.1(c)  of  the  standard  requires  sur- 
faces designed  to  restrain  the  forward  movement  of 
a  child's  torso  to  be  flat  or  convex  with  a  radius  of 
curvature  of  the  underlying  structure  of  not  less 
than  3  inches.  Ford  Motor  Co.  objected  to  the  3-inch 
limitation  on  radius  of  curvature  arguing  that 
measuring  the  radius  of  curvature  of  the  underlying 
structure  would  eliminate  designs  that  have  not  pro- 
duced serious  injuries  in  actual  crashes.  Ford  said 
the  shield  of  its  Tot-Guard  has  a  radius  of  curvature 
from  2.2  to  2.3  inches  and  it  had  no  evidence  of 
serious  injury  being  caused  by  the  shield  when  the 
restraint  has  been  properly  used. 

The  purpose  of  the  radius  of  curvature  require- 
ment was  to  prohibit  the  use  of  surfaces  that  might 
concentrate  impact  forces  on  vulnerable  portions 
of  a  child's  body.  It  was  not  the  agency's  intent  to 
prohibit  existing  designs,  such  as  the  Tot-Guard, 
which  have  not  produced  injuries  in  actual  crashes. 
Since  a  2-inch  radius  of  curvature  should  therefore 
not  produce  injury  the  agency  has  decided  to 
change  the  radius  of  curvature  requirement  from  3 
to  2  inches. 

Although  the  standard  sets  a  minimum  radius  of 
curvature  for  surfaces  designed  to  restrain  the  for- 
ward movement  of  a  child,  it  does  not  set  a 
minimum  surface  area  for  that  surface.  Prototypes 
of  new  restraints  shown  to  the  agency  by  some 
manufacturers  indicate  that  they  are  voluntarily 
incorporating   sufficient   surface   areas   in    their 
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designs.  The  agency  encourages  all  manufacturers 
to  use  surface  areas  at  least  equivalent  to  those  of 
the  designs  used  by  today's  better  restraints. 

Occupant  Excursion 

Section  S5. 1.3.1  of  the  standard  sets  a  limit  on 
the  amount  of  knee  excursion  experienced  by  the 
test  dummy  during  the  simulated  crash  tests.  It 
specifies  that  "at  the  time  of  maximum  knee 
forward  excursion  the  forward  rotation  of  the 
dummy's  torso  from  the  dummy's  initial  seating 
configuration  shall  be  at  least  15°  measured  in  the 
saggital  plane  along  the  line  connecting  the 
shoulder  and  hip  pivot  points." 

Ford  Motor  Co.  objected  to  the  requirements 
that  the  dummy's  torso  rotate  at  least  15  degrees. 
Ford  said  that  it  is  impossible  to  measure  the  15 
degree  angle  on  restraints  such  as  the  Tot-Guard 
since  the  test  dummy  "folds  around  the  shield  in 
such  a  manner  that  there  is  no  'line'  from  the 
shoulder  to  the  hip  point."  In  addition,  restraints, 
such  as  the  Tot-Guard,  that  enclose  the  lower  torso 
of  the  child  can  conceal  the  test  dummy  hip  pivot 
point. 

The  agency  established  Ted  the  knee  excursion 
and  torso  rotation  requirements  to  prevent 
manufacturers  from  controlling  the  amount  of  test 
dummy  head  excursion  by  allovdng  the  test  dummy 
to  submarine  excessively  during  a  crash  (i.e., 
allowing  the  test  dummy  to  slide  too  far  downward 
underneath  the  lap  belt  and  forward,  legs  first).  A 
review  of  the  agency's  testing  of  child  restraints 
shows  that  current  designs  that  comply  with  the 
knee  excursion  limit  do  not  allow  submarining. 
Since  the  knee  excursion  limit  apparently  will  pro- 
vide sufficient  protection  to  prevent  submarining, 
the  agency  has  decided  to  drop  the  torso  rotation 
requirement.  If  future  testing  discloses  any  prob- 
lems with  submarining,  the  agency  will  act  to 
establish  a  new  torso  rotation  requirement  as  an 
additional  safeguard. 

Head  Impact  Protection 

Section  S5.2.3  requires  that  each  child  restraint 
designed  for  use  by  children  under  20  pounds  have 
energy-absorbing  material  covering  "each  system 
surface  which  is  contactable  by  the  dummy  head." 
Strolee  petitioned  the  agency  to  amend  this  re- 
quirement because  it  would  prohibit  the  use  of 
unpadded  grommets  in  the  child  restraint.  Strolee 
explained  that  some  "manufacturers  use  grom- 


mets to  support  the  fabric  portions  of  a  car  seat 
where  the  shoulder  belt  and  lap  belt  penetrate  the 
upholstery.  These  grommets  retain  the  fabric  in 
place  and  give  needed  support  where  the  strap 
comes  through  to  the  front  of  the  unit."  Because  of 
the  use  of  the  grommets  in  positioning  the  energy- 
absorbing  padding  and  belts,  the  agency  does  not 
want  to  prohibit  their  use.  However,  to  ensure  that 
use  of  the  grommets  will  not  compromise  the  head 
impact  protection  for  the  child,  the  agency  will 
only  allow  grommets  or  other  structures  that  com- 
ply with  the  protrusion  limitations  specified  in  sec- 
tion S5.2.4.  That  section  prohibits  protrusions  that 
are  more  than  %  of  an  inch  high  and  have  a  radius 
of  less  than  V4  inch.  Because  this  amendment 
makes  a  minor  change  in  the  standard  to  relieve  a 
restriction,  prior  notice  and  a  comment  period  are 
deemed  unnecessary. 

Belt  Requirements 

Strolee  petitioned  the  agency  to  amend  the  re- 
quirement that  all  of  the  belts  used  in  the  child 
restraint  system  must  be  IV2  inches  in  width. 
Strolee  said  that  straps  used  in  some  restraints  to 
position  the  upper  torso  restraints  have  "  'snaps' 
so  that  the  parent  may  release  this  positioning  belt 
conveniently."  Strolee  argued  that  such  straps 
should  be  exempt  from  the  belt  width  requirement 
since  "the  snap  would  release  far  before  any  loads 
could  be  experienced." 

The  agency  still  believes  that  any  belt  that  comes 
into  contact  with  the  child  should  be  of  a  minimum 
width  so  as  not  to  concentrate  forces  on  a  limited 
area  of  the  child.  This  requirement  would  reduce 
the  possibility  of  injury  in  instances  where  the  snap 
on  a  positioning  strap  failed  to  open.  Strolee's  peti- 
tion is  therefore  denied. 

Strolee  has  also  raised  a  question  about  the  inter- 
pretation of  section  S5.4.3.3  on  belt  systems. 
Strolee  asked  whether  the  section  requires  a 
manufacturer  to  provide  both  upper  torso  belts,  a 
lap  belt  and  a  crotch  strap  or  whether  a  manufac- 
turer can  use  a  "hybrid"  system  which  uses  upper 
torso  belts,  a  shield,  in  place  of  a  lap  belt,  and  a 
crotch  strap.  The  agency's  intent  was  to  allow  the 
use  of  hybrid  systems.  The  agency  established  the 
minimum  radius  of  curvature  requirements  of  sec- 
tion S5. 2. 2. 1(c)  to  ensure  that  any  shield  used  in 
place  of  a  lap  or  other  belt  would  not  concentrate 
forces  on  a  limited  area  of  the  child's  body. 
NHTSA  has  amended  section  S5.4.3.3  to  clarify 
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the  agency's  intent.  Because  this  is  an  inter- 
pretative amendment,  which  imposes  no  new 
restrictions,  prior  notice  and  a  comment  period  are 
deemed  unnecessary. 

Height  Requirements 

^  Strolee  asked  the  agency  to  reconsider  the  re- 
quirements for  seat  back  surface  heights  set  in  sec- 
tion S5.2.1.1.  Strolee  argued  that  the  higher  seat 
back  required  by  the  standard  would  restrict  the 
driver's  rear  vision  when  the  child  restraint  is 
placed  in  the  rear  seat. 

The  final  rule  established  a  new  seat  back  height 
requirement  for  restraints  recommended  for  use 
by  children  that  weigh  more  than  40  pounds.  To 
provide  sufficient  protection  for  those  children's 
heads,  the  agency  required  the  seat  back  height  to 
be  22  inches.  The  agency  explained  that  the  22-inch 
requirement  was  based  on  anthropometric  data 
showing  that  the  seating  height  of  children 
weighing  40  or  more  pounds  can  exceed  23  inches. 
The  agency  still  believes  that  22-inch  requirement 
is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  largest  child 
for  which  the  restraint  is  recommended.  NHTSA 
notes  that  child  restraints  can  be  designed  to  ac- 
commodate the  higher  seat  backs  without  allowing 
the  overall  height  of  the  child  restraint  to  unduly 
hinder  the  driver's  vision. 

Padding 

In  its  petition,  JPMA  claimed  that  the  standard 
"calls  for  the  application  of  outdated  specifica- 
tions" for  determining  the  performance  of  child 
restraint  padding  in  a  25-percent  compression- 
deflection  test.  A  review  of  the  most  recent  edition 
of  the  American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials 
(ASTM)  handbook  shows  that  the  compression- 
deflection  test  in  two  of  the  three  ASTM  standards 
referenced  by  the  agency  has  not  changed.  The 
third  standard  (ASTM  D1565)  referenced  by  the 
agency  has  been  replaced.  However,  the  replace- 
ment standard  does  not  contain  a  25  percent 
compression-deflection  test.  Therefore,  the  agency 
will  continue  to  use  the  three  ASTM  standards 
referenced  in  the  December  1979  final  rule. 

Effective  Date 

Cosco,  Strolee,  and  the  Juvenile  Products 
Manufacturers  Association  (JPMA)  petitioned  the 


agency  for  an  extension  of  the  June  1,  1980,  effec- 
tive date.  They  requested  that  the  effective  date  be 
changed  to  at  least  January  1,  1981,  and  Strolee 
requested  a  delay  until  March  1,  1981.  They  argued 
that  the  June  1,  1980,  effective  date  does  not  allow 
manufacturers  sufficient  time  to  develop,  test  and 
tool  new  child  restraints. 

Testing  done  for  the  agency  has  shown  that 
many  of  the  better  child  restraint  systems  cur- 
rently on  the  market  can  meet  the  injury  criteria 
and  occupant  excursion  limitation  set  by  the  stand- 
ard. Some  of  those  seats  would  need  changes  in 
their  labeling,  removal  of  arm  rests  and  new  belt 
buckles  and  padding  to  meet  the  standard.  Such 
relatively  minor  changes  can  be  made  in  the  time 
available  before  the  June  1,  1980,  effective  date. 

Several  manufacturers  have  informed  the  agency 
that  they  are  designing  new  restraints  to  meet  the 
standard.  Based  on  prototypes  of  those  restraints 
shown  to  the  agency,  NHTSA  believes  that  these 
new  restraints  may  be  more  convenient  to  use,  less 
susceptible  to  misuse  and  provide  a  higher  overall 
level  of  protection  than  current  restraints.  Based 
on  leadtime  information  provided  by  individual 
manufacturers  and  the  JPMA,  the  agency  con- 
cludes that  extending  the  standard  from  June  1, 
1980,  to  January  1,  1981,  will  provide  sufficient 
leadtime.  Providing  a  year's  leadtime  is  in  agree- 
ment with  the  leadtime  estimates  provided  by  the 
manufacturers  as  to  the  time  necessary  for  design 
and  testing,  tooling  and  buckle  redesign. 

Compatibility  With  Vehicle  Belts 

On  December  12,  1979,  NHTSA  held  a  public 
meeting  on  child  transportation  safety.  At  that 
meeting,  several  participants  commented  about 
the  difficulty,  and  in  some  cases  the  impossibility, 
of  securing  some  child  restraint  systems  with  a 
vehicle  lap  belt  because  the  belt  will  not  go  around 
the  restraint.  Testing  done  by  the  agency  during 
the  development  of  the  recently  proposed  comfort 
and  convenience  rulemaking  also  confirms  that 
problem.  The  agency  reminds  child  restraint 
manufacturers  that  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Restraint  Systems,  requires  all  child  restraints  to 
be  capable  of  being  restrained  by  a  vehicle  lap  belt. 

Corrections 

In  the  final  rule  published  on  Standard  No.  209, 
Seat  Belt  Assemblies,   there  were  a  number  of 
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typographical  errors,   such  as  listing  the  lower  menters.    The    standards    have    therefore    been 

chest  circumference  of  the  5  percentile  female  as  amended  to  include  that  requirement. 

36.6  inches  rather  than  the  correct  figure  of  26.6  The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Vladislav 

inches.  Those  errors  have  been  corrected.  Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  and 

In  addition,  the  final  rules  for  Standards  No.  209  Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel, 

and  No.  213  inadvertently  did  not  include  a  re-  Issued  on  April  23,  1980. 

quirement  on  belt  resistance  to  buckle  abrasion.  Joan  Claybrook 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  for  both  stand-  Administrator 

ards  included  the  belt  buckle  abrasion  require-  45  F.R.  29045 

ments,  which  were  not  opposed  by  any  of  the  com-  May  1, 1980 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY 

STANDARD  NO.  209 

Seat  Belt  Assemblies 
(Docket  No.  80-12;  Notice  2) 


ACTION:    Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Safety  Standard 
No.  209,  Seat  Belt  Assemblies,  to  exempt  seat  belts 
installed  in  conjunction  with  automatic  restraint 
systems  from  the  belt  elongation  requirements  of 
the  standard.  This  amendment  is  based  on  a  peti- 
tion for  rulemaking  submitted  by  Mercedes-Benz 
of  North  America  and  follows  the  publication  of  a 
proposal.  The  amendment  permits  manufacturers 
to  install  belt  systems  incorporating  load-limiting 
devices  which  are  intended  to  make  further  reduc- 
tions in  head  and  upper  torso  injuries  during  an  ac- 
cident. Some  load-limiting  belt  systems  utilize  web- 
bing that  elongates  more  than  is  currently  allowed 
by  Standard  No.  209.  This  amendment  would  per- 
mit this  and  other  type  systems  to  exceed  the  max- 
imum elongation  allowed  by  the  standard. 


DATES: 

1981. 


This  amendment  is  effective  January  12, 


ADDRESSES:  Any  petition  for  reconsideration 
should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice 
number  and  be  submitted  to:  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR    FURTHER    INFORMATION    CONTACT:     Mr. 

William  Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration, 
Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2264). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  209,  Seat  Belt  Assemblies  (49  CFR 
571.209),  specifies  performance  requirements  for 
seat  belts  to  be  used  in  motor  vehicles.  One  of  these 
performance  requirements  specifies  the  maximum 


amount  that  the  webbing  of  a  belt  assembly  is  per- 
mitted to  extend  or  elongate  when  subjected  to 
certain  specified  forces  (paragraph  S4.2(c)). 
Mercedes-Benz  of  North  America  petitioned 
NHTSA  to  exempt  seat  belt  assemblies  installed  in 
passenger  cars  in  conjunction  with  air  cushion 
restraint  systems  from  the  webbing  elongation 
requirements  of  the  standard.  The  agency  granted 
that  petition  and  issued  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  to  amend  the  standard  on  August  4, 
1980  (45  F.R.  51626). 

Mercedes  is  considering  the  use  of  a  belt  system 
that  incorporates  a  load-limiting  device.  A  load- 
limiter  is  a  seat  belt  assembly  component  or 
feature  that  controls  tension  on  the  seat  belt  and 
modulates  or  limits  the  force  loads  that  are  im- 
parted to  a  restrained  vehicle  occupant  by  the  belt 
assembly  during  a  crash.  Load-limiting  devices  are 
intended  to  reduce  head  and  upper  torso  injuries 
through  increased  energy  management.  A  load- 
limiter  can  be  a  separate  component  of  the  seat 
belt  system,  such  as  a  torsion  bar  that  allows  the 
retractor  to  reel  out  additional  webbing  when  a 
certain  designed  force  level  is  reached.  The  load- 
limiter  can  also  be  a  feature  of  the  webbing  itself, 
such  as  webbing  that  will  elongate  to  certain 
designed  lengths  when  subjected  to  particular 
force  levels.  Mercedes  is  interested  in  using  the  lat- 
ter type  load-limiting  system.  However,  the  web- 
bing in  the  Mercedes  belt  system  would  elongate 
beyond  the  limits  that  are  currently  specified  in 
Standard  No.  209.  Mercedes'  petition  stated  that 
this  type  belt  system  should  be  allowed  in  vehicles 
equipped  with  air  cushion  restraints  since  the  two 
systems  used  in  conjunction  with  one  another  can 
be  designed  to  achieve  the  maximum  reduction  in 
head  injuries  and  upper-torso  injuries. 
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Although  safety  belts  protect  occupants  from 
life-threatening  impacts  with  the  vehicle  interior, 
the  forces  necessarily  generated  by  the  belts  upon 
occupants  during  a  crash  can  result  in  upper  torso 
injury.  As  noted  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemak- 
ing, data  available  to  the  agency  indicate  that  load- 
limiting  belts  can  reduce  these  injuries,  as  well  as 
working  in  combination  with  an  automatic 
restraint  system  to  provide  protection  for  impacts 
with  the  vehicle  interior.  The  proposal  specified 
that  both  Type  1  (lap  belts)  and  Tj^e  2  (combina- 
tion lap  and  shoulder  belts)  manual  belts  having 
load-limiting  devices  and  used  in  conjunction  with 
automatic  restraints  would  be  exempted  from  the 
elongation  requirements.  Additionally,  the  pro- 
posal specified  that  such  belts  would  have  to  be 
labeled  to  clarify  that  they  are  intended  for  use 
only  in  vehicles  equipped  with  automatic  restraint 
systems. 

The  proposal  limited  the  use  of  load-limiting 
belts  to  vehicles  equipped  with  automatic 
restraints  since  there  are  currently  no  dynamic 
performance  requirements  or  injury  criteria  for 
manual  belt  systems  used  alone.  There  are  no  re- 
quirements to  ensure  that  a  load-limiting  belt 
system  would  protect  vehicle  occupants  from  im- 
pacting the  steering  wheel,  instrument  panel  and 
windshield,  which  would  be  very  likely  if  the  belts 
elongated  beyond  the  limits  specified  in  Standard 
No.  209.  Therefore,  the  elongation  requirements 
are  necessary  to  ensure  that  manual  belts  used  as 
the  sole  restraint  system  will  adequately  restrain 
vehicle  occupants. 

Nine  comments  were  submitted  in  response  to 
the  August  4  proposal,  all  supporting  the  exemp- 
tion for  load-limiting  belts.  Vehicle  manufacturers 
stated  that  the  proposed  exemption  from  the 
elongation  requirements  would  allow  design  flex- 
ibility and  lead  to  improved  occupant  restraint 
systems. 

American  Motors  Corporation  (AMC)  stated  that 
the  exemption  for  load-limiting  belts  should  only 
apply  to  Type  2  manual  belts.  The  company  argued 
that  the  only  available  data  relates  to  the  ability  of 
Type  2  load-limiting  belts  to  reduce  certain  head 
and  upper-torso  injuries.  AMC  stated  that  torso  in- 
jury is  not  a  function  of  lap  belt  loads  and  that  no 
similar  correlation  has  been  made  between  lap  belt 
loads  and  pelvic  fractures.  Therefore,  the  company 
believes  that  the  exemption  from  the  elongation  re- 


quirements for  Type  1  belts  should  be  postponed 
until  specific  injury  patterns  can  be  correlated  with 
lap  belt  loads. 

The  agency  proposed  allowing  the  exemption  for 
both  Type  1  and  Type  2  belts  in  order  to  give 
manufacturers  broader  design  latitude  to  use  load- 
limiting  features  on  all  belt  systems  used  in  con- 
junction with  automatic  restraints.  AMC  is  correct 
in  its  statement  that  more  data  are  available 
regarding  the  correlation  between  Type  2  belts  and 
upper-torso  injury  than  is  available  regarding  load- 
limiting  features  on  Type  1  belts.  However,  com- 
ments received  from  Rolls-Royce  Motors  stated 
that  the  company  has  tested  manual  Type  1  belts 
incorporating  load-limiting  features  and  found  that 
better  results  are  obtained  under  the  injury  criteria 
of  Safety  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR  571.208)  than 
with  Type  1  belts  which  must  comply  with  the 
elongation  requirements.  In  light  of  this  informa- 
tion, and  the  fact  that  load-limiting  Type  1  belts 
would  only  be  allowed  in  conjunction  with  auto- 
matic restraint  systems  complying  with  the  injury 
criteria  of  Standard  No.  208,  the  agency  has  de- 
cided to  include  Type  1  belts  in  the  exemption.  This 
will  allow  manufacturers  to  develop  innovative 
designs  to  maximize  the  protection  provided  by  its 
automatic  restraint  systems.  If  future  data  in- 
dicate a  problem  with  Type  1  belts  that  incorporate 
load-limiting  features,  the  exemption  from  the 
elongation  requirements  can  be  reconsidered  by 
the  agency. 

The  August  4,  1980,  notice  proposed  to  add  a 
new  definition  to  Standard  No.  209  to  define  "load- 
limiter,"  and  limited  the  exemption  from  the 
elongation  requirements  to  belts  incorporating 
load-limiters  and  installed  in  conjunction  with 
automatic  restraints.  Volvo  of  America  Corpora- 
tion commented  that  the  definition  of  "load- 
limiter"  is  very  broad  and  could  be  interpreted  to 
include  all  existing  belt  webbing.  Volvo  stated  that 
the  exemption  should,  therefore,  apply  to  any  Type 
1  or  2  belt  installed  in  conjunction  with  an 
automatic  restraint,  and  not  be  limited  to  load- 
limiting  belts. 

While  the  agency  understands  Volvo's  point  that 
the  proposed  language  may  be  extremely  detailed, 
we  believe  the  language  is  necessary  to  clarify  the 
exemption  and  to  avoid  confusion  for  belt  manufac- 
turers. Safety  Standard  No.  209  is  an  equipment 
standard  rather  than  a  vehicle  standard,  and  each 
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seat  belt  assembly  must  be  certified  by  the  belt 
manufacturer.  The  proposed  language  was  intended 
to  create  a  clear  distinction  between  belts  comply- 
ing with  elongation  requirements  of  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  209  and  those  that  incorporate  load- 
limiting  features  that  preclude  compliance  with  the 
elongation  requirements.  The  proposed  language 
explained  which  belt  systems  must  be  labeled  as 
being  for  use  only  in  vehicles  equipped  with 
automatic  restraints.  The  agency  believes  this 
language,  including  the  definition  of  "load- 
limiter,"  is  necessary  at  the  current  time  to  clarify 
the  requirements  for  those  persons  or  manufac- 
turers who  may  not  be  totally  familiar  with  the 
requirements  of  Safety  Standard  No.  209.  Other- 
wise, it  would  not  be  clear  from  the  standard  why 
certain  belts  are  exempted  from  the  elongation  re- 
quirements of  the  standard. 

In  another  comment  related  to  this  same  subject, 
General  Motors  Corporation  pointed  out  that  the 
proposed  labeling  requirement  for  load-limiting 
belts  could  apply  to  all  Type  1  and  2  belts  incor- 
porating load-limiting  features  even  if  all  current 
209  requirements  are  met.  General  Motors  stated 
that  load-limiting  belt  systems  that  can,  never- 
theless, comply  with  the  elongation  requirements 
of  the  standard  should  not  be  limited  in  their  ap- 
plication to  vehicles  equipped  with  automatic 
restraint  systems.  The  agency  agrees  with  this 
argument,  and  the  language  is  changed  in  this 
amendment  accordingly. 

General  Motors  also  questioned  the  need  to  re- 
quire any  label  at  all  on  load-limiting  belts.  The 
proposal  specified  that  such  belts  would  have  to  be 
permanently  marked  or  labeled  to  indicate  the 
assembly  may  only  be  installed  in  vehicles  in  con- 
junction with  an  automatic  restraint  system. 
General  Motors  argued  that  a  label  is  not 
necessary  to  control  the  installation  of  load- 
limiting  belts  in  the  proper  vehicles.  Seat  belt 
manufacturers  must  currently  provide  appropriate 
installation  instructions  for  its  equipment.  General 
Motors  contends  that  this  requirement,  coupled 
with  the  fact  that  replacement  belts  are  generally 
ordered  and  installed  by  a  repair  facility,  will  en- 
sure that  load-limiting  belts  are  only  installed  in 
vehicles  equipped  with  automatic  restraints.  The 
agency  does  not  agree  with  this  position.  As  stated 
earlier,  the  agency  believes  that  care  must  be 
taken  to  distinguish  load-limiting  belt  systems 
from  other  systems.  If  there  is  a  label  on  the  belt 


itself,  a  person  making  the  installation  will  be 
aware  that  the  belt  should  only  be  installed  in  con- 
junction with  automatic  restraints.  This  should  be 
made  obvious  to  the  person  making  the  installation 
without  reference  to  the  installation  instructions. 
Further,  none  of  the  other  commenters  objected  to 
the  proposed  labeling  requirement.  American 
Motors  Corporation  specifically  stated  that  a  label 
is  necessary. 

General  Motors  is  correct  in  its  statement  that 
this  warning  will  also  be  provided  in  the  installa- 
tion instructions  provided  by  the  belt  manufac- 
turer. Paragraphs  S4.1(l)  of  Safety  Standard  No. 
209  provides,  in  part,  that  the  installation  instruc- 
tion sheet  provided  by  the  belt  manufacturer  shall 
state  whether  the  assembly  is  for  universal  in- 
stallation or  for  installation  only  in  specifically 
stated  motor  vehicles.  Therefore,  belt  manufac- 
turers will  be  required  to  specify  in  the  installation 
instructions  that  load-limiting  belts  are  only  to  be 
installed  in  combination  with  automatic  restraint 
systems.  The  agency  believes  that  at  the  current 
time  these  duplicative  warnings,  in  the  instruction 
sheet  and  on  a  belt  label,  are  a  necessary  precau- 
tion to  ensure  that  load-limiting  belts  are  only  in- 
stalled in  the  proper  vehicles.  After  a  majority  of 
vehicles  on  the  road  are  equipped  with  automatic 
restraints,  such  labeling  may  no  longer  be 
necessary. 

Volvo  of  America  Corporation  commented  that 
some  upper  limit  on  belt  elongation  may  be  re- 
quired for  Type  1  manual  belts  incorporating  load- 
limiting  features,  although  no  such  limit  was 
specified  in  the  proposal.  Volvo  pointed  out  that 
Type  1  belts  installed  in  conjunction  with  air 
cushion  restraints  will  also  provide  roll-over  pro- 
tection for  vehicle  occupants.  The  company  is  con- 
cerned that  if  no  upper  limit  on  elongation  is 
specified,  such  belts  may  not  provide  the  intended 
protection  in  roll-over  accidents. 

While  the  agency  agrees  that  this  is  a  legitimate 
concern,  it  does  not  believe  it  is  necessary  to 
specify  such  an  upper  limit  at  the  current  time.  It  is 
not  likely  that  manufacturers  will  design  load- 
limiting  belt  systems  that  will  elongate  appreciably 
beyond  the  limits  specified  in  Standard  No.  209. 
Presumably,  load-limiting  belts  will  be  designed  to 
provide  actual  restraint  in  conjunction  with  the 
automatic  restraint  system,  if  the  vehicle  is  to  com- 
ply with  the  injury  criteria  of  Safety  Standard  No. 
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208.  If  a  load-limiting  belt  design  elongates  to  the 
extent  that  it  would  provide  no  protection  in  roll- 
over accidents,  it  would  also  not  provide  any  pro- 
tection in  frontal  crashes.  Therefore,  it  is  not  likely 
that  manufacturers  would  permit  such  extensive 
elongation  in  their  systems.  Moreover,  the  forces 
generated  in  frontal  crashes  are  more  severe  than 
those  that  occur  in  roll-over  accidents,  so  the 
elongation  that  would  occur  even  with  load- 
limiting  systems  would  not  be  as  great  in  roll-over 
accidents  as  in  frontal  accidents.  The  agency 
believes  that  manufacturers  should  be  given  broad 
latitude  in  the  development  of  load-limiting  belt 
systems  to  be  used  in  vehicles  equipped  with 
automatic  restraints.  In  light  of  these  considera- 
tions, no  upper  limit  on  belt  elongation  is  specified 
in  this  amendment.  Manufacturers  should  be 
cognizant  of  the  point  made  by  Volvo,  however, 
during  the  development  of  their  systems. 

The  comments  of  Renault  USA  included  general 
questions  regarding  automatic  seat  belts  and  the 
relationship  between  Safety  Standard  No.  208  and 
Safety  Standard  No.  209.  Some  confusion  ap- 
parently exists  regarding  paragraph  S4.5.3.4  of 
Safety  Standard  No.  208  and  agency  interpreta- 
tions regarding  that  paragraph.  The  agency  has 
stated  in  the  past  that  only  automatic  belts  that  are 
installed  to  meet  the  frontal  crash  protection 
requirements  of  S5.1  of  Standard  No.  208  are  ex- 
empted from  the  requirements  of  Standard  No. 

209.  Yet,  the  agency  has  also  stated  that  those  por- 
tions of  Standard  No.  209  relating  to  retractors 
are  applicable  to  all  automatic  belts.  Renault  finds 
these  statements  inconsistent. 

Paragraph  S4. 5.3.4  of  Standard  No.  208  is  a 
general  provision  which  exempts  certain  automatic 
belts,  those  meeting  the  injury  criteria  of  the 
standard,  from  the  requirements  of  Standard  No. 
209.  However,  paragraph  S4. 5.3. 3(a)  of  Standard 
No.  208  specifically  provides  that  automatic  belts 
shall  conform  to  S7.1  of  Standard  No.  208,  and 
that  paragraph  relates  to  the  performance  require- 
ments for  belt  retractors  specified  in  Standard  No. 
209.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  agency  has  stated 
that  all  automatic  belts  must  comply  with  the 
retractor  requirements,  notwithstanding  the 
general  exemption  specified  in  S4.5.3.4. 

Renault  contends  that  paragraph  S4.5.3.4  is  also 
inconsistent  by  its  own  terms  since,  Renault 
states,  an  automatic  belt  system  must  always  com- 
ply with  the  injury  criteria  of  S5.1  of  Standard  No. 
208.  This  incorrect  Paragraph  S4.5.3  of  Safety 
Standard  No.  208  specifies  that  an  automatic  belt 


may  be  used  to  meet  the  crash  protection  require- 
ments of  any  option  under  S4  and  in  place  of  any 
seat  belt  assembly  otherwise  required  by  that  op- 
tion. Therefore,  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the 
automatic  restraint  requirements  of  the  standard, 
automatic  belts  could  be  used  to  satisfy  the  third 
option  of  section  S4— the  seat  belt  option. 
Automatic  belts  installed  under  the  third  option 
would  not  be  required  to  comply  with  the  injury 
criteria  of  S5.1,  since  the  injury  criteria  is  only 
specified  as  a  requirement  under  option  1  and  op- 
tion 2.  Manufacturers  are  permitted,  however,  to 
install  automatic  belts  in  satisfaction  of  either  op- 
tion 1  or  option  2  and  to  certify  to  the  injury 
criteria,  if  they  desire.  In  summary,  automatic 
belts  installed  in  passenger  cars  in  compliance  with 
the  injury  criteria  of  Safety  Standard  No.  208  are 
only  required  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
Safety  Standard  No.  209  relating  to  retractors. 
They  are  not  required  to  comply  with  any  other 
provision  in  Standard  No.  209.  Automatic  belts  in- 
stalled in  passenger  cars  that  are  not  certified  as 
being  in  compliance  with  the  injury  criteria  of 
Standard  No.  208,  i.e.,  those  installed  under  the 
third  option  of  the  standard,  are  required  to  com- 
ply with  all  provisions  of  Standard  No.  209.  Manual 
seat  belts  having  load-limiters,  installed  in  vehicles 
in  conjunction  with  automatic  restraints  meeting 
the  injury  criteria  of  Standard  No.  208,  are  re- 
quired to  comply  with  all  provisions  of  Standard 
No.  209  except  the  elongation  requirements  (by 
this  amendment). 

The  agency  has  determined  that  this  amendment 
is  not  a  significant  regulation  under  Executive 
Order  12221,  "Improving  Government  Regula- 
tions," and  the  Departmental  guidelines  im- 
plementing that  Order.  Therefore,  a  regulatory 
analysis  is  not  required.  The  exemption  specified  in 
this  amendment  provides  manufacturers  with 
broader  design  alternatives  and  should  have  little 
if  any  economic  or  environmental  impact.  Conse- 
quently, the  agency  has  also  determined  that  a 
regulatory  evaluation  is  not  required. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  the  development  of  this  rule  are  William  Smith 
and  Hugh  Oates,  respectively. 

Issued  on  January  5,  1981. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 
46  F.R.  2618 
January  12,  1981 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  209 

Seat  Belt  Assemblies 

(Docket  No.  69-23) 


S1.     Purpose  and  Scope. 

This  standard  specifies  requirements  for  seat 
belt  assemblies. 

52.  Application. 

This  standard  applies  to  seat  belt  assemblies  for 
use  in  passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses. 

53.  Definitions. 

"Adjustment  hardware"  means  any  or  all  hard- 
ware designed  for  adjusting  the  size  of  a  seat  belt 
assembly  to  fit  the  user,  including  such  hardware 
that  may  be  integral  with  a  buckle,  attachment 
hardware,  or  retractor. 

"Attachment  hardware"  means  any  or  all  hard- 
ware designed  for  securing  the  webbing  of  a  seat 
belt  assembly  to  a  motor  vehicle. 

"Automatic-locking  retractor"  means  a  retrac- 
tor incorporating  adjustment  hardware  by  means 
of  a  positive  self-locking  mechanism  which  is 
capable  when  locked  of  withstanding  restraint 
forces. 

"Buckle"  means  a  quick  release  connector  which 
fastens  a  person  in  a  seat  belt  assembly. 

"Emergency-locking  retractor"  means  a  retrac- 
tor incorporating  adjustment  hardware  by  means 
of  a  locking  mechanism  that  is  activated  by  vehicle 
acceleration,  webbing  movement  relative  to  the 
vehicle,  or  other  automatic  action  during  an 
emergency  and  is  capable  when  locked  of  with- 
standing restraint  forces. 

"Hardware"  means  any  metal  or  rigid  plastic 
part  of  a  seat  belt  assembly. 

"Load-limiter"  means  a  seat  belt  assembly  com- 
ponent or  feature  that  controls  tension  on  the  seat 
belt  to  modulate  the  forces  that  are  imparted  to  oc- 
cupants restrained  by  the  belt  assembly  during  a 
crash. 


"Nonlocking  retractor"  means  a  retractor  from 
which  the  webbing  is  extended  to  essentially  its  full 
length  by  a  small  external  force,  which  provides  no 
adjustment  for  assembly  length,  and  which  may  or 
may  not  be  capable  of  sustaining  restraint  forces  at 
maximum  webbing  extension. 

"Pelvic  restraint"  means  a  seat  belt  assembly  or 
portion  thereof  intended  to  restrain  movement  of 
the  pelvis. 

"Retractor"  means  a  device  for  storing  part  or 
all  of  the  webbing  in  a  seat  belt  assembly. 

"Seat  back  retainer"  means  the  portion  of  some 
seat  belt  assemblies  designed  to  restrict  forward 
movement  of  a  seat  back. 

"Seat  belt  assembly"  means  any  strap,  webbing, 
or  similar  device  designed  to  secure  a  person  in  a 
motor  vehicle  in  order  to  mitigate  the  results  of 
any  accident,  including  all  necessary  buckles  and 
other  fasteners,  and  all  hardware  designed  for  in- 
stalling such  seat  belt  assembly  in  a  motor  vehicle. 

"Strap"  means  a  narrow  non- woven  material  used 
in  a  seat  belt  assembly  in  place  of  webbing. 

"Type  1  seat  belt  assembly"  is  a  lap  belt  for 
pelvic  restraint. 

"Type  2  seat  belt  assembly"  is  a  combination  of 
pelvic  and  upper-torso  restraints. 

"Type  2a  shoulder  belt"  is  an  upper- torso 
restraint  for  use  only  in  conjunction  with  a  lap  belt 
as  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly. 

"Upper  torso  restraint"  means  a  portion  of  a 
seat  belt  assembly  intended  to  restrain  movement 
of  the  chest  and  shoulder  regions. 

"Webbing"  means  a  narrow  fabric  woven  with 
continuous  filling  yams  and  finished  selvages. 

S4.     Requirements. 

S4.1  (a)  Single  occupancy.  A  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  be  designed  for  use  by  one,  and  only 
one,  person  at  any  one  time. 

(b)  Pelvic  restraint.  A  seat  belt  assembly  shall 
provide  pelvic  restraint  whether  or  not  upper  torso 
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restraint  is  provided,  and  the  pelvic  restraint  shall 
be  designed  to  remain  on  the  pelvis  under  all  condi- 
tions ,  including  collision  or  roll-over  of  the  motor 
vehicle.  Pelvic  restraint  of  a  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  that  can  be  used  without  upper  torso 
restraint  shall  comply  with  requirements  for  Type 
1  seat  belt  assembly  in  S4.1  to  S4.4. 

(c)  Upper  torso  restraint.  A  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  provide  upper-torso  restraint 
without  shifting  the  pelvic  restraint  into  the 
abdominal  region.  An  upper-torso  restraint  shall 
be  designed  to  minimize  vertical  forces  on  the 
shoulders  and  spine.  Hardware  for  upper-torso 
restraint  shall  be  so  designed  and  located  in  the 
seat  belt  assembly  that  the  possibility  of  injury  to 
the  occupant  is  minimized. 

A  Type  2a  shoulder  belt  shall  comply  with 
applicable  requirements  for  a  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  in  S4.1  to  S4.4,  inclusive. 

(d)  Hardware.  All  hardware  parts  which 
contact  under  normal  usage  a  person,  clothing,  or 
webbing  shall  be  free  from  burrs  and  sharp  edges. 

(e)  Release.  A  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  be  provided  with  a  buckle  or  buckles 
readily  acccessible  to  the  occupant  to  permit  his 
easy  and  rapid  removal  from  the  assembly.  Buckle 
release  mechanism  shall  be  designed  to  minimize 
the  possibility  of  accidental  release.  A  buckle  with 
release  mechanism  in  the  latched  position  shall 
have  only  one  opening  in  which  the  tongue  can  be 
inserted  on  the  end  of  the  buckle  designed  to 
receive  and  latch  the  tongue. 

(f)  Attachment  hardware.  A  seat  belt  assembly 
shall  include  all  hardware  necessary  for  installa- 
tion in  a  motor  vehicle  in  accordance  with  SAE 
Recommended  Practice  J800b,  Motor  Vehicle  Seat 
Belt  Installations,  September  1965.  However,  seat 
belt  assemblies  designed  for  fnstallation  in  motor 
vehicles  equipped  with  seat  belt  assembly 
anchorages  that  do  not  require  anchorage  nuts, 
plates,  or  washers,  need  not  have  such  hardware, 
but  shall  have  7/16-20  UNF-2A  or  1/2-13 
UNC-2A  attachment  bolts  or  equivalent  hard- 
ware. The  hardware  shall  be  designed  to  prevent 
attachment  bolts  and  other  parts  from  becoming 
disengaged  from  the  vehicle  while  in  service.  Rein- 
forcing plates  or  washers  furnished  for  universal 
floor  installations  shall  be  of  steel,  free  from  burrs 
and  sharp  edges  on  the  peripheral  edges  adjacent 
to  the  vehicle,  at  least  0.06  inch  in  thickness  and  at 


least  4  square  inches  in  projected  area.  The 
distance  between  any  edge  of  the  plate  and  the 
edge  of  the  bolt  hole  shall  be  at  least  0.6  inch.  Any 
corner  shall  be  rounded  to  a  radius  of  not  less  than 
0.25  inch  or  cut  so  that  no  corner  angle  is  less  than 
135°  and  no  side  is  less  than  0.25  inch  in  length, 
(g)  Adjustment. 

(1)  A  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  shall 
be  capable  of  adjustment  to  fit  occupants  whose 
dimensions  and  weight  range  from  those  of  a 
5th-percentile  adult  female  to  those  of  a  95th- 
percentile  adult  male.  The  seat  belt  assembly 
shall  have  either  an  automatic-locking  retractor, 
an  emergency-locking  retractor,  or  an  adjusting 
device  that  is  within  the  reach  of  the  occupant. 

(2)  A  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  for 
use  in  a  vehicle  having  seats  that  are  adjustable 
shall  conform  to  the  requirements  of  S4.1(g)  (1) 
regardless  of  seat  position.  However,  if  a  seat 
has  a  back  that  is  separately  adjustable,  the 
requirements  of  S4.1(g)  (1)  need  be  met  only  with 
the  seat  back  in  the  manufacturer's  nominal 
design  riding  position. 

(3)  The  adult  occupants  referred  to  in  S4.1(g)  (1) 
shall  have  the  following  measurements: 


5th-percentile 
adult  female 


95th-percenti]e 
adult  male 


Weight 

102  pounds 

215  pounds. 

E  rect  sitting  height 

.__    30.9  inches 

38  inches. 

Hip  breadth  (sitting) 

.__    12.8  inches. 

16.4  inches. 

Hip  circumference 

(sitting) 

,_     36.4  inches 

47.2  inches. 

Waist  circumference 

(sitting) 

__    23.6  inches 

42.5  inches. 

Chest  depth 

.     7.5  inches 

10.5  inches. 

Chest  circumference: 

(nipple).          

__    30.5  inches -j 

(upper) 

..    29.8  inches \ 

44.5  inches. 

(lower) 

__    26.6  inches ) 

(h)  Webbing.  The  ends  of  webbing  in  a  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  be  protected  or  treated  to  prevent 
raveling.  The  end  of  webbing  in  a  seat  belt 
assembly  having  a  metal-to-metal  buckle  that  is 
used  by  the  occupant  to  adjust  the  size  of  the 
assembly  shall  not  pull  out  of  the  adjustment  hard- 
ware at  maximum  size  adjustment.  Provision  shall 
be  made  for  essentially  unimpeded  movement  of 
webbing  routed  between  a  seat  back  and  seat 
cushion  and  attached  to  a  retractor  located  behind 
the  seat. 
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17^  (i)  Strap.  A  strap  used  in-  a  seat  belt  assembly 
to  sustain  restraint  forces  shall  comply  with  the 
requirements  for  webbing  in  S4.2,  and  if  the  strap 
is  made  from  a  rigid  material,  it  shall  comply  with 
applicable  requirements  in  S4.2,  S4.3  and  S4.4. 

(j)  Marking.  Each  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be 
permanently  and  legibly  marked  or  labeled  with 
year  of  manufacture,  model,  and  name  or 
trademark  of  manufacturer  or  distributor,  or  of 
importer  if  manufactured  outside  the  United 
States.  A  model  shall  consist  of  a  single  combina- 
tion of  webbing  having  a  specific  type  of  fiber 
weave  and  construction,  and  hardware  having  a 
specific  design.  Webbings  of  various  colors  may 
be  included  under  the  same  model,  but  webbing  of 
each  color  shall  comply  with  the  requirements  for 
webbing  in  S4.2. 

(k)  Installation  instructions.  A  seat  belt 
assembly  or  retractor  shall  be  accompanied  by  an 
instruction  sheet  providing  sufficient  information 
for  installing  the  assembly  in  a  motor  vehicle 
except  for  a  seat  belt  assembly  installed  in  a  motor 
vehicle  by  an  automobile  manufacturer.  The 
installation  instructions  shall  state  whether  the 
assembly  is  for  universal  installation  or  for  installa- 
tion only  in  specifically  stated  motor  vehicles,  and 
shall  include  at  least  those  items  in  SAE  Recom- 
mended Practice,  Motor  Vehicle  Seat  Belt  Installa- 
tions—SAE  J800b,  published  by  the  Society  of 
Automotive  Engineers. 

(1)  Usage  and  maintenance  instructions.  A  seat 
belt  assembly  or  retractor  shall  be  accompanied  by 
written  instructions  for  the  proper  use  of  the 
assembly,  stressing  particularly  the  importance  of 
wearing  the  assembly  snugly  and  properly  located 
on  the  body,  and  on  the  maintenance  of  the 
assembly  and  periodic  inspection  of  all  com- 
ponents. The  instructions  shall  show  the  proper 
manner  of  threading  webbing  in  the  hardware  of 
seat  belt  assemblies  in  which  the  webbing  is  not 
permanently  fastened.  Instructions  for  a  non- 
locking retractor  shall  include  a  caution  that  the 
webbing  must  be  fully  extended  from  the  retractor 
during  use  of  the  seat  belt  assembly  unless  the 
retractor  is  attached  to  the  free  end  of  webbing 
which  is  not  subjected  to  any  tension  during 
restraint  of  an  occupant  by  the  assembly.  Instruc- 
tions for  Type  2a  shoulder  belt  shall  include  a 
warning  that  the  shoulder  belt  is  not  to  be  used 
without  a  lap  belt. 


(m)  Workmanship.  Seat  belt  assemblies  shall 
have  good  workmanship  in  accordance  with  good 
commercial  practice. 

S4.2     Requirements  for  webbing. 

(a)  Width.  The  width  of  the  webbing  in  a  seat 
belt  assembly  shall  be  not  less  than  1.8  inches, 
except  for  portions  that  do  not  touch  a  95th- 
percentile  adult  male  with  the  seat  in  any  adjust- 
ment position  and  the  seat  back  in  the  manufac- 
turer's nominal  design  riding  position  when 
measured  under  the  conditions  prescribed  in 
S5.1(a). 

(b)  Breaking  strength.  The  webbing,  in  a  seat 
belt  assembly  shall  have  not  less  than  the  following 
breaking  strength  when  tested  by  the  procedures 
specified  in  S5.1(b):  Type  1  seat  belt  assembly— 
6,000  pounds  or  2,720  kilograms;  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly— 5,000  pounds  or  2,270  kilograms  for 
webbing  in  pelvic  restraint  and  4,000  pounds  or 
1,810  kilograms  for  webbing  in  upper-torso 
restraint. 

(c)  Elongation.  Except  as  provided  in  S4.5,  the 
webbing  in  a  seat  belt  assembly  shall  not  be  ex- 
tended to  more  than  the  following  elongations 
when  subjected  to  the  specified  forces  in  accord- 
ance with  the  procedure  specified  in  S5.1(c):  Type  1 
seat  belt  assembly—  20  percent  at  2,500  pounds  or 
1,130  kilograms;  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly— 30 
percent  at  2,500  pounds  or  1,130  kilograms  for 
webbing  in  pelvic  restraint  and  40  percent  at  2,500 
pounds  or  1,130  kilograms  for  webbing  in  upper- 
torso  restraint. 

[(d)  Resistance  to  abrasion.  The  webbing  of  a 
seat  belt  assembly,  after  being  subjected  to  abra- 
sion as  specified  in  S5.1(d)  or  S5.3(c),  shall  have  a 
breaking  strength  of  not  less  than  75  percent  of  the 
breaking  strength  listed  in  S4.2(b)  for  that  type  of 
belt  assembly.  (45  F.R.  29045-May  1, 1980.  Effec- 
tive: 5/l/8Qi] 

(e)  Resistance  to  light.  The  webbing  in  a  seat 
belt  assembly  after  exposure  to  the  Hght  of  a  car- 
bon arc  and  tested  by  the  procedure  specified  in 
S5.1(e)  shall  have  a  breaking  strength  not  less  than 
60  percent  of  the  strength  before  exposure  to  the 
carbon  arc  and  shall  have  a  color  retention  not  less 
than  No.  2  on  the  Geometric  Gray  Scale  published 
by  the  American  Association  of  Textile  Chemists 
and  Colorists,  Post  Office  Box  886,  Durham,  N.C. 

(f)  Resistance  to  micro-organisms.  The  web- 
bing in  a  seat  belt  assembly  after  being  subjected 
to  micro-organisms  and  tested  by  the  procedures 
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specified  in  S5.1(f)  shall  have  a  breaking  strength 
not  less  than  85  percent  of  the  strength  before 
subjection  to  micro-organisms. 

(g)  Colorfastness  to  crocking.  The  webbing  in  a 
seat  belt  assembly  shall  not  transfer  color  to  a 
crock  cloth  either  wet  or  dry  to  a  greater  degree 
than  class  3  on  the  AATCC  Chart  for  Measuring 
Transference  of  Color  published  by  the  American 
Association  of  Textile  Chemists  and  Colorists, 
when  tested  by  the  procedure  specified  in  S5.1(g). 

(h)  Colorfastness  to  staining.  The  webbing  in  a 
seat  belt  assembly  shall  not  stain  to  a  greater 
degree  than  class  3  on  the  AATCC  Chart  for 
Measuring  Transference  of  Color  published  by  the 
American  Association  of  Textile  Chemists  and 
Colorists,  when  tested  by  the  procedure  specified 
in  S5.1(h). 

S4.3     Requirements  for  hardware. 

(a)  Corrosion  resistance. 

(1)  Attachment  hardware  of  a  seat  belt 
assembly  after  being  subjected  to  the  conditions 
specified  in  S5.2(a)  shall  be  free  of  ferrous  cor- 
rosion on  significant  surfaces  except  for  per- 
missible ferrous  corrosion  at  peripheral  edges  or 
edges  of  holes  on  underfloor  reinforcing  plates 
and  washers.  Alternatively,  such  hardware  at 
or  near  the  floor  shall  be  protected  against  corro- 
sion by  at  least  a  Type  KS  electrodeposited 
coating  of  nickel,  or  copper  and  nickel,  and  other 
attachment  hardware  shall  be  protected  by  a 
Type  QS  electrodeposited  coating  of  nickel  or 
copper  and  nickel,  in  accordance  with  Tentative 
Specifications  for  Electrodeposited  Coatings  of 
Nickel  and  Chromium  on  Steel,  ASTM  Designa- 
tion: A166-61T,  published  by  the  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials,  1916  Race 
Street,  Philadelphia,  Pa.  19103,  but  such  hard- 
ware shall  not  be  racked  for  electroplating  in 
locations  subjected  to  maximum  stresses. 

(2)  Surfaces  of  buckles,  retractors  and 
metallic  parts,  other  than  attachment  hardware, 
of  a  seat  belt  assembly  after  subjection  to  the 
conditions  specified  in  S5.2(a)  shall  be  free  of 
ferrous  or  nonferrous  corrosion  which  may  be 
transferred,  either  directly  or  by  means  of  the 
webbing,  to  the  occupant  or  his  clothing  when 
the  assembly  is  worn.  After  test,  buckles  shall 
conform  to  applicable  requirements  in 
paragraphs  (d)  to  (g)  of  this  section. 


(b)  Temperature  resistance.  Plastic  or  other 
nonmetallic  hardware  parts  of  a  seat  belt  assembly 
when  subjected  to  the  conditions  specified  in 
S5.2(b)  shall  not  warp  or  otherwise  deteriorate  to 
cause  the  assembly  to  operate  improperly  or  fail  to 
comply  with  applicable  requirements  in  this  section 
and  S4.4. 

(c)  Attachment  hardware. 

(1)  Eye  bolts,  shoulder  bolts,  or  other  bolts 
used  to  secure  the  pelvic  restraint  of  a  seat  belt 
assembly  to  a  motor  vehicle  shall  withstand  a 
force  of  9,000  pounds  or  4,080  kilograms  when 
tested  by  the  procedure  specified  in  S5.2(c)  (1), 
except  that  attachment  bolts  of  a  seat  belt 
assembly  designed  for  installation  in  specific 
models  of  motor  vehicles  in  which  the  ends  of 
two  or  more  seat  belt  assemblies  can  not  be 
attached  to  the  vehicle  by  a  single  bolt  shall  have 
a  breaking  strength  of  not  less  than  5,000  pounds 
or  2,270  kilograms. 

(2)  Other  attachment  hardware  designed  to 
receive  the  ends  of  two  seat  belt  assemblies  shall 
withstand  a  tensile  force  of  at  least  6,000  pounds 
or  2,720  kilograms  without  fracture  of  any 
section  when  tested  by  the  procedure  specified  in 
S5.2(c)  (2). 

(3)  A  seat  belt  assembly  having  single  attach- 
ment hooks  of  the  quick-disconnect  type  for 
connecting  webbing  to  an  eye  bolt  shall  be  pro- 
vided with  a  retaining  latch  or  keeper  which  shall 
not  move  more  than  0.08  inch  or  2  millimeters  in 
either  the  vertical  or  horizontal  direction  when 
tested  by  the  procedure  specified  in  S5.2(c)  (3). 
(d)  Buckle  release. 

(1)  The  buckle  of  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  release  when  a  force  of  not  more 
than  30  pounds  or  14  kilograms  is  applied. 

(2)  A  buckle  designed  for  pushbutton  applica- 
tion of  buckle  release  force  shall  have  a  minimum 
area  of  0.7  square  inch  or  4.5  square  centimeters 
with  a  minimum  linear  dimension  of  0.4  inch  or 
10  millimeters  for  applying  the  release  force,  or  a 
buckle  designed  for  lever  application  of  a  buckle 
release  force  shall  permit  the  insertion  of  a 
cylinder  0.4  inch  or  10  millimeters  in  diameter 
and  1.5  inches  or  38  millimeters  in  length  to  at 
least  the  midpoint  of  the  cylinder  along  the 
cylinder's  entire  length  in  the  actuation  portion 
of  the  buckle  release.  A  buckle  having  other 
design  for  release  shall  have  adequate  access  for 
two  or  more  fingers  to  actuate  release. 
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(3)  The  buckle  of  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  not  release  under  a  compressive 
force  of  400  pounds  applied  as  prescribed  in 
paragraph  S5.2(d)  (3).  The  buckle  shall  be 
operable  and  shall  meet  the  applicable 
requirements  of  paragraph  S4.4  after  the 
compressive  force  has  been  removed. 

(e)  Adjustment  force.  The  force  required  to 
decrease  the  size  of  a  seat  belt  assembly  shall  not 
exceed  11  pounds  or  5  kilograms  when  measured 
by  the  procedure  specified  in  S5.2(e). 

(f)  Tilt-lock  adjustment.  The  buckle  of  a  seat 
belt  assembly  having  tilt-lock  adjustment  shall  lock 
the  webbing  when  tested  by  the  procedure 
specified  in  S5.2(f )  at  an  angle  of  not  less  than  30 
degrees  between  the  base  of  the  buckle  and  the 
anchor  webbing. 

(g)  Buckle  latch.  The  buckle  latch  of  a  seat  belt 
assembly  when  tested  by  the  procedure  specified  in 
S5.2(g)  shall  not  fail,  nor  gall  or  wear  to  an  extent 
that  normal  latching  and  unlatching  is  impaired, 
and  a  metal-to-metal  buckle  shall  separate  when  in 
any  position  of  partial  engagement  by  a  force  of 
not  more  than  5  pounds  or  2.3  kilograms. 

(h)  Nonlocking  retractor.  The  webbing  of  a  seat 
belt  assembly  shall  extend  from  a  nonlocking 
retractor  within  0.25  inch  or  6  millimeters  of 
maximum  length  when  a  tension  is  applied  as 
prescribed  in  S5.2(h).  A  nonlocking  retractor  on 
upper-torso  restraint  shall  be  attached  to  the 
nonadjustable  end  of  the  assembly,  the  reel  of  the 
retractor  shall  be  easily  visible  to  an  occupant 
while  wearing  the  assembly,  and  the  maximum 
retraction  force  shall  not  exceed  1.1  pounds  or  0.5 
kilogram  in  any  strap  or  webbing  that  contacts  the 
shoulder  when  measured  by  the  procedure 
specified  in  S5.2(h),  unless  the  retractor  is  attached 
to  the  free  end  of  webbing  which  is  not  subjected  to 
any  tension  during  restraint  of  an  occupant  by  the 
assembly. 

(i)  Automatic-locking  retractor.  The  webbing 
of  a  seat  belt  assembly  equipped  with  an  automatic- 
locking  retractor,  when  tested  by  the  procedure 
specified  in  S5.2(i),  shall  not  move  more  than  1  inch 
or  25  millimeters  between  locking  positions  of  the 
retractor,  and  shall  be  retracted  with  a  force  under 
zero  acceleration  of  not  less  than  0.6  pound  or  0.27 
kilogram  when  attached  to  pelvic  restraint,  and 
not  less  than  0.45  pound  or  0.2  kilogram  nor  more 
than  1.1  pounds  or  0.5  kilogram  in  any  strap  or 


webbing  that  contacts  the  shoulder  of  an  occupant 
when  the  retractor  is  attached  to  upper-torso 
restraint.  An  automatic-locking  retractor  attached 
to  upper-torso  restraint  shall  not  increase  the 
restraint  on  the  occupant  of  the  seat  belt  assembly 
during  use  in  a  vehicle  traveling  over  rough  roads 
as  prescribed  in  S5.2(i). 

(j)  Emergency-locking  retractor.  An 
emergency-locking  retractor  of  a  Type  1  or  Type  2 
seat  belt  assembly,  when  tested  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  specified  in  paragraph  S5.2(j)— 

(1)  Shall  lock  before  the  webbing  extends  1 
inch  when  the  retractor  is  subjected  to  an 
acceleration  of  0.7g; 

(2)  Shall  not  lock,  if  the  retractor  is  sensitive 
to  webbing  withdrawal,  before  the  webbing 
extends  2  inches  when  the  retractor  is  subjected 
to  an  acceleration  of  0.3g  or  less; 

(3)  Shall  not  lock,  if  the  retractor  is  sensitive 
to  vehicle  acceleration,  when  the  retractor  is 
rotated  in  any  direction  to  any  angle  of  15°  or 
less  from  its  orientation  in  the  vehicle; 

(4)  Shall  exert  a  retroactive  force  of  at  least 
0.6  pound  under  zero  acceleration  when  attached 
only  to  the  pelvic  restraint; 

(5)  Shall  exert  a  retractive  force  of  not  less 
than  0.2  pound  and  not  more  than  1.1  pounds 
under  zero  acceleration  when  attached  only  to  an 
upper-torso  restraint; 

(6)  Shall  exert  a  retractive  force  of  not  less 
than  0.2  pound  and  not  more  than  1.5  pounds 
under  zero  acceleration  when  attached  to  a  strap 
or  webbing  that  restrains  both  the  upper  torso 
and  the  pelvis. 

(k)  Performance  of  retractor.  A  retractor  used 
on  a  seat  belt  assembly  after  subjection  to  the  tests 
specified  in  S5.2(k)  shall  comply  with  applicable 
requirements  in  paragraphs  (h)  to  (j)  of  this  section 
and  S4.4,  except  that  the  retraction  force  shall  be 
not  less  than  50  percent  of  its  original  retraction 
force. 

S4.4     Requirements  for  assembly  performance. 

(a)  Type  1  seat  belt  assembly.  Except  as  pro- 
vided in  S4.5,  the  complete  seat  belt  assembly  in- 
cluding webbing,  straps,  buckles,  adjustment  and 
attachment  hardware,  and  retractors  shall  comply 
with  the  following  requirements  when  tested  by 
the  procedures  specified  in  S5.3(a): 

(1)  The  assembly  loop  shall  withstand  a  force 

of  not  less  than  5,000  pounds  or  2,270  kilograms; 
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that  is,  each  structural  component  of  the 
assembly  shall  withstand  a  force  of  not  less  than 
2,500  pounds  or  1,130  kilograms. 

(2)  The  assembly  loop  shall  extend  not  more 
than  7  inches  or  18  centimeters  when  subjected 
to  a  force  of  5,000  pounds  or  2,270  kilograms; 
that  is,  the  length  of  the  assembly  between 
anchorages  shall  not  increase  more  than  14 
inches  or  36  centimeters. 

(3)  Any  webbing  cut  by  the  hardware  during 
test  shall  have  a  breaking  strength  at  the  cut  of 
not  less  than  4,200  pounds  or  1,910  kilograms. 

(4)  Complete  fracture  through  any  solid 
section  of  metal  attachment  hardware  shall  not 
occur  during  test. 

(b)  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly.  Except  as  pro- 
vided in  S4.5,  the  components  of  a  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  including  webbing,  straps,  buckles,  ad- 
justment and  attachment  hardware,  and  retractors 
shall  comply  with  the  following  requirements  when 
tested  by  the  procedure  specified  in  S5.3(b): 

(1)  The  structural  components  in  the  pelvic 
restraint  shall  withstand  a  force  of  not  less  than 
2,500  pounds  or  1,139  kilograms. 

(2)  The  structural  components  in  the  upper 
torso  restraint  shall  withstand  a  force  of  not  less 
than  1,500  pounds  or  680  kilograms. 

(3)  The  structural  components  in  the  assembly 
that  are  common  to  pelvic  and  upper  torso 
restraints  shall  withstand  a  force  of  not  less  than 
3,000  pounds  or  1,360  kilograms. 

(4)  The  length  of  the  pelvic  restraint  between 
anchorages  shall  not  increase  more  than  20 
inches  or  50  centimeters  when  subjected  to  a 
force  of  2,500  pounds  or  1,130  kilograms. 

(5)  The  length  of  the  upper  torso  restraint 
between  anchorages  shall  not  increase  more 
than  20  inches  or  50  centimeters  when  subjected 
to  a  force  of  1,500  pounds  or  680  kilograms. 

(6)  Any  webbing  cut  by  the  hardware  during 
test  shall  have  a  breaking  strength  of  not  less 
than  3,500  pounds  or  1,590  kilograms  at  a  cut  in 
webbing  of  the  pelvic  restraint,  or  not  less  than 
2,800  pounds  or  1,270  kilograms  at  a  cut  in 
webbing  of  the  upper-torso  restraint. 

(7)  Complete  fracture  through  any  solid 
section  of  metal  attachment  hardware  shall  not 
occur  during  test. 


[S4.5     Load-limiter. 

(a)  A  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that  includes 
a  load-limiter  is  not  required  to  comply  with  the  elonga- 
tion requirements  of  S4.2(c),  S4.4(a)  (2),  S4.4(b)  (4)  or 
S4.4(b)  (5). 

(b)  A  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that  Includes 
a  load-limiter  and  that  does  not  comply  with  the  elonga- 
tion requirements  of  this  standard  may  be  installed  in 
motor  vehicles  only  in  conjunction  with  an  automatic 
restraint  system  as  part  of  a  total  occupant  restraint 
system. 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  marking  requirements  specified 
in  S4.1(k),  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  that  in- 
cludes a  load-limiter  and  that  does  not  comply  with  the 
elongation  requirements  of  this  standard  shall  be  per- 
manently and  legibly  marked  or  labeled  with  the  follow- 
ing words: 

"This  seat  belt  assembly  may  only  be  installed  in 
vehicles  in  combination  with  an  automatic  restraint 
system  such  as  an  air  cushion  or  an  automatic  belt."  (46 
F.R.  2618-January  12,  1981.  Effective:  1/12/81)1 

S5.     Demonstration  Procedures. 
S5.1     Webbing. 

(a)  Width.  The  width  of  webbing  from  three 
seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  measured  after  con- 
ditioning for  at  least  24  hours  in  an  atmosphere 
having  relative  humidity  between  48  and  67  per- 
cent and  a  temperature  of  23°  ±2°  or  73.4°  ±3.6°. 
The  tension  during  measurement  of  width  shall  be 
not  more  than  5  pounds  or  2  kilograms  on  webbing 
from  a  Type  1  or  Type  3  seat  belt  assembly,  and 
2,200  ±  100  pounds  or  1,000  ±50  kilograms  on  web- 
bing from  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly.  The  width 
of  webbing  from  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  may 
be  measured  during  the  breaking  strength  test 
described  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Breaking  strength.  Webbing  from  three 
seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  conditioned  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and 
tested  for  breaking  strength  in  a  testing  machine 
of  suitable  capacity  verified  to  have  an  error  of  not 
more  than  1  percent  in  the  range  of  the  breaking 
strength  of  the  webbing  by  the  Tentative  Methods 
of  Verification  of  Testing  Machines,  ASTM 
Designation:  E4-64,  published  by  the  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials,  1916  Race 
Street,  PhOadelphia,  PA  19103. 


(Rev.  1/12/81) 
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A  MINUS  0.06  INCH  0.15  CENTIMETER 

FIGURE  1 


The  machine  shall  be  equipped  with  split  drum 
grips  illustrated  in  Figure  1,  having  a  diameter 
between  2  and  4  inches  or  5  and  10  centimeters. 
The  rate  of  grip  separation  shall  be  between  2  and 
4  inches  per  minute  or  5  and  10  centimeters  per 
minute.  The  distance  between  the  centers  of  the 
grips  at  the  start  of  the  test  shall  be  between  4  and 
10  inches  or  10  and  25  centimeters.  After  placing 
the  specimen  in  the  grips,  the  webbing  shall  be 
stretched  continuously  at  a  uniform  rate  to  failure. 
Each  value  shall  be  not  less  than  the  applicable 
breaking  strength  requirement  in  S4.2(b),  but  the 
median  value  shaU  be  used  for  determining  the 
retention  of  breaking  strength  in  paragraphs  (d), 
(e),  and  (f )  of  this  section. 


(c)  Elongation.  Elongation  shall  be  measured 
during  the  breaking  strength  test  described  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  by  the  following 
procedure:  A  preload  between  44  and  55  pounds  or 
20  and  25  kilograms  shall  be  placed  on  the  webbing 
moimted  in  the  grips  of  the  testing  machine  and 
the  needle  points  of  an  extensometer,  in  which  the 
points  remain  parallel  during  test,  are  inserted  in 
the  center  of  the  specimen.  Initially  the  points  shall 
be  set  at  a  known  distance  apart  between  4  and  8 
inches  or  10  and  20  centimeters.  When  the  force  on 
the  webbing  reaches  the  value  specified  in  S4.2(c), 
the  increase  in  separation  of  the  points  of  the 
extensometer  shall  be  measured  and  the  percent 
elongation  shall  be  calculated  to  the  nearest  0.5 
percent.  Each  value  shall  be  not  more  than  the 
appropriate  elongation  requirement  in  S4.2(c). 

(d)  Resistance  to  abrasion.  The  webbing  from 
three  seat  belt  assembhes  shall  be  tested  for 
resistance  to  abrasion  by  rubbing  over  the  hexagon 
bar  prescribed  in  Figure  2  in  the  following  manner: 


A- WEBBING 

B- WEIGHT 

C- HEXAGONAL   ROD 

STEEL  — SAE   51416 

ROCKWELL   HARDNESS  — B-97  TO   B-101 

SURFACE  — COLD   DRAWN    FINISH 

SIZE  —  0.250  ±  0.001    INCH    OR 
6.35  ±  0.03   MILLIMETER 

RADIUS  ON    EDGES  — 0.020  ±  0.004   INCH   OR 
0.5  ±  0.1    MILLIMETER 
D-DRUM    DIAMETER -16   INCHES  OR 

40  CENTIMETERS 
E  — CRANK 
F  — CRANK  ARM 
G  — ANGLE   BETWEEN  WEBBING  -  85  ±  2   PEGS. 


FIGURE  2 
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The  webbing  shall  be  mounted  in  the  apparatus 
shown  schematically  in  Figure  2.  One  end  of  the 
webbing  (A)  shall  be  attached  to  a  weight  (B)  which 
has  a  mass  of  5.2  ±0.1  pounds  or  2.35  ±0.05  kilo- 
grams, except  that  a  mass  of  3.3  ±0.1  pounds  or 
1.50  ±0.05  kilograms  shall  be  used  for  webbing  in 
pelvic  and  upper- torso  restraints  of  a  belt  assembly 
used  in  a  child  restraint  system.  The  webbing  shall 
be  passed  over  the  two  new  abrading  edges  of  the 
hexagon  bar  (C)  and  the  other  end  attached  to  an 
oscillating  drum  (D)  which  has  a  stroke  of  13  inches 
or  33  centimeters.  Suitable  guides  shall  be  used  to 
prevent  movement  of  the  webbing  along  the  axis  of 
hexagonal  bar  C.  Drum  D  shall  be  oscillated  for 
5,000  strokes  or  2,500  cycles  at  a  rate  of  60  ±2 
strokes  per  minute  or  30  ±  1  cycles  per  minute.  The 
abraded  webbing  shall  be  conditioned  as  prescribed 
in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  tested  for 
breaking  strength  by  the  procedure  described  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  section.  The  median  values 
for  the  breaking  strengths  determined  on  abraded 
and  unabraded  specimens  shall  be  used  to  calculate 
the  percentage  of  braking  strength  retained. 

(e)  Resistance  to  light.  Webbing  at  least  20 
inches  or  50  centimeters  in  length  from  three  seat 
belt  assemblies  shall  be  suspended  vertically  on  the 
inside  of  the  specimen  rack  in  a  Type  E  carbon-arc 
light-exposure  apparatus  described  in  Recom- 
mended Practice  for  Operation  of  Light  and 
Water-Exposure  Apparatus  (Carbon- Arc  Type)  for 
Artifical  Weathering  Test,  ASTM  Designation: 
E42-64,  published  by  the  American  Society  for 
Testing  and  Materials.  The  apparatus  shall  be 
operated  without  water  spray  at  an  air  tempera- 
ture of  60°  ±2°  or  140°  ±3.6°  measured  at  a  point 
1.0  ±0.2  inch  or  25  ±5  millimeters  outside  the 
specimen  rack  and  midway  in  height.  The  tempera- 
ture sensing  element  shall  be  shielded  from  radia- 
tion. The  specimens  shall  be  exposed  to  the  light 
from  the  carbon  arc  for  100  hours  and  then  condi- 
tioned as  prescribed  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion. The  colorfastness  of  the  exposed  and  condi- 
tioned specimens  shall  be  determined  on  the 
Geometric  Gray  Scale  issued  by  the  American 
Association  of  Textile  Chemists  and  Colorists.  The 
breaking  strength  of  the  specimens  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  procedure  prescribed  in  paragraph  (b) 
of  this  section.  The  median  values  for  the  breaking 
strengths  determined  on  exposed  and  unexposed 
specimens  shall  be  used  to  calculate  the  percentage 
of  breaking  strength  retained. 


(f )  Resistance  to  micro-organisms.  Webbing  at 
least  20  inches  or  50  centimeters  in  length  from 
three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  subjected  suc- 
cessively to  the  procedures  prescribed  in  Section 
ICl— Water  Leaching,  Section  1C2— Volatiliza- 
tion, and  Section  lB3-Soil  Burial  Test  of  AATCC 
Tentative  Test  Method  30-1957T,  Fungicides, 
Evaluation  of  Textiles;  Mildew  and  Rot  Resistance 
of  Textiles,  published  by  American  Association  of 
Textile  Chemists  and  Colorists.  After  soil-burial 
for  a  period  of  2  weeks,  the  specimen  shall  be 
washed  in  water,  dried  and  conditioned  as  pre- 
scribed in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section.  The  break- 
ing strengths  of  the  specimens  shall  be  determined 
by  the  procedure  prescribed  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section.  The  median  values  for  the  breaking 
strengths  determined  on  exposed  and  unexposed 
specimens  shall  be  used  to  calculate  the  percentage 
of  breaking  strength  retained. 

Note.— This  test  shall  not  be  required  on  webbing 
made  from  material  which  is  inherently  resistant 
to  micro-organisms. 

(g)  Colorfastness  to  crocking.  Webbing  from 
three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested  by  the 
procedure  specified  in  Standard  Test  Method 
8—1961,  Colorfastness  to  Crocking  (Rubbing) 
published  by  the  American  Association  of  Textile 
Chemists  and  Colorists. 

(h)  Colorfastness  to  staining.  Webbing  from 
three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested  by  the  pro- 
cedure specified  in  Standard  Test  Method  107— 
1962,  Colorfastness  to  Water,  published  by  the 
American  Association  of  Textile  Chemists  and  Col- 
orists, with  the  following  modifications:  Distilled 
water  shaD  be  used,  perspiration  tester  shall  be 
used,  the  drying  time  in  paragraph  4  of  procedures 
shall  be  4  hours,  and  section  entitled  "Evaluation 
Method  for  Staining  (3)"  shall  be  used  to  determine 
colorfastness  to  staining  on  the  AATCC  Chart  for 
Measuring  Transference  of  Colors. 

S5.2     Hardware. 

(a)  Corrosion  resistance.  Three  seat  belt 
assemblies  shall  be  tested  by  Standard  Method  of 
Salt  Spray  (Fog)  Testing,  ASTM  Designation: 
B117-64,  published  by  the  American  Society  for 
Testing  and  Materials.  The  period  of  test  shall  be 
50  hours  for  all  attachment  hardware  at  or  near 
the  floor,  consisting  of  two  periods  of  24  hours 
exposure  to  salt  spray  followed  by  1  hour  drying 
and  25  hours  for  all  other  hardware,  consisting  of 
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one  period  of  24  hours  exposure  to  salt  spray 
followed  by  1  hour  drying.  In  the  salt  spray  test 
chamber,  the  parts  from  the  three  assemblies  shall 
be  oriented  differently,  selecting  those  orienta- 
tions most  likely  to  develop  corrosion  on  the  larger 
areas.  At  the  end  of  test,  the  seat  belt  assembly 
shall  be  washed  thoroughly  with  water  to  remove 
the  salt.  After  drying  for  at  least  24  hours  under 
standard  laboratory  conditions  specified  in  S5.1(a) 
attachment  hardware  shall  be  examined  for  ferrous 
corrosion  on  significant  surfaces,  that  is,  all  sur- 
faces that  can  be  contacted  by  a  sphere  0.75  inch  or 
2  centimeters  in  diameter,  and  other  hardware 
shall  be  examined  for  ferrous  and  nonferrous  cor- 
rosion which  may  be  transferred,  either  directly  or 
by  means  of  the  webbing,  to  a  person  or  his  cloth- 
ing during  use  of  a  seat  belt  assembly  incorporating 
the  hardware. 

Note.— When  attachment  and  other  hardware  are 
permanently  fastened,  by  sewing  or  other  means,  to 
the  same  piece  of  webbing,  separate  assemblies  shall 
be  used  to  test  the  two  types  of  hardware.  The  test 
for  corrosion  resistance  shall  not  be  required  for  at- 
tachment hardware  made  from  corrosion-resistant 
steel  containing  at  least  11.5  percent  chromium  or 
for  attachment  hardware  protected  with  an  electro- 
deposited  coating  of  nickel,  or  copper  and  nickel,  as 
prescribed  in  S4.3{a).  The  assembly  that  has  been 
used  to  test  the  corrosion  resistance  of  the  buckle 
shall  be  used  to  measure  adjustment  force,  tilt-lock 
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OR 
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adjustment,  and  buckle  latch  in  paragraphs  (e),  (f) 
and  (g),  respectively,  of  this  section,  assembly  per- 
formance in  S5.3  and  buckle  release  force  in  para- 
graph (d)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Temperature  resistance.  Three  seat  belt  as- 
semblies having  plastic  or  nonmetallic  hardware  or 
having  retractors  shall  be  subjected  to  the  condi- 
tions prescribed  in  Procedure  IV  of  Standard 
Methods  of  Test  for  Resistance  of  Plastics  to  Ac- 
celerated Service  Conditions  published  by  the 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials,  under 
designation  D  756-56.  The  dimension  and  weight 
measurement  shall  be  omitted.  Buckles  shall  be  un- 
latched and  retractors  shall  be  fully  retracted  dur- 
ing conditioning.  The  hardware  parts  after  condi- 
tioning shall  be  used  for  all  applicable  tests  in  S4.3 
and  S4.4. 

(c)  Attachment  hardware. 

(1)  Attachment  bolts  used  to  secure  the  pelvic 
restraint  of  a  seat  belt  assembly  to  a  motor  ve- 
hicle shall  be  tested  in  a  manner  similar  to  that 
shown  in  Figure  3.  The  load  shall  be  applied  at  an 
angle  of  45  degrees  to  the  axis  of  the  bolt 
through  attachment  hardware  from  the  seat  belt 
assembly,  or  through  a  special  fixture  which 
simulates  the  loading  applied  by  the  attachment 
hardware.  The  attachment  hardware  or  simulated 
fixture  shall  be  fastened  by  the  bolt  to  the  anchor- 
age shown  in  Figure  3,  which  has  a  standard  7/ 
16-20  UNF-2B  or  1/2-13  UNC-2B  threaded 
hole  in  a  hardened  steel  plate  at  least  0.4  inch  or 
1  centimeter  in  thickness.  The  bolt  shall  be  in- 
stalled with  two  full  threads  exposed  from  the 
fully  seated  position.  The  appropriate  force  re- 
quired by  S4.3(c)  shall  be  applied.  A  bolt  from 
each  of  three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested. 
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(2)  Attachment  hardware,  other  than  bolts,  de- 
signed to  receive  the  ends  of  two  seat  belt  assem- 
blies shall  be  subjected  to  a  tensile  force  of  6,000 
pounds  or  2,720  kilograms  in  a  manner  simulating 
use.  The  hardware  shall  be  examined  for  fracture 
after  the  force  is  released.  Attachment  hardware 
from  three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested. 

(3)  Single  attachment  hook  for  connecting 
webbing  to  any  eye  bolt  shall  be  tested  in  the 
following  manner:  The  hook  shall  be  held  rigidly 
so  that  the  retainer  latch  or  keeper,  with  cotter 
pin  or  other  locking  device  in  place,  is  in  a  hori- 
zontal position  as  shown  in  Figure  4.  A  force  of 
150  ±2  pounds  or  68  ±1  kUograms  shall  be  ap- 
plied vertically  as  near  as  possible  to  the  free  end 
of  the  retainer  latch,  and  the  movement  of  the 
latch  by  this  force  at  the  point  of  application  shall 
be  measured.  The  vertical  force  shall  be  released, 
and  a  force  of  150  ±2  pounds  or  68  ±  1  kilograms 
shall  be  applied  horizontally  as  near  as  possible 
to  the  free  end  of  the  retainer  latch.  The  move- 
ment of  the  latch  by  this  force  at  the  point  of  load 
application  shall  be  measured.  Alternatively,  the 
hook  may  be  held  in  other  positions,  provided  the 
forces  are  applied  and  the  movements  of  the 
latch  are  measured  at  the  points  indicated  in 
Figure  4.  A  single  attachment  hook  from  each  of 
three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested. 

(d)  Buckle  release. 

(1)  Three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested 
to  determine  compliance  with  the  maximum 
buckle  release  force  requirements,  follovnng  the 
assembly  test  in  S5.3.  After  subjection  to  the 
force  applicable  for  the  assembly  being  tested, 
the  force  shall  be  reduced  and  maintained  at  150 
pounds  on  the  assembly  loop  of  a  Type  1  seat  belt 
assembly,  75  pounds  on  the  components  of  a 
Type  2  seat  belt  assembly,  or  45  pounds  on  a 
Type  3  seat  belt  assembly.  The  buckle  release 
force  shall  be  measured  by  applying  a  force  on 
the  buckle  in  a  manner  and  direction  typical  of 
those  which  would  be  employed  by  a  seat  belt  oc- 
cupant. For  pushbutton-release  buckles,  the 
force  shall  be  applied  at  least  0.125  inch  from  the 
edge  of  the  push-button  access  opening  of  the 
buckle  in  a  direction  that  produces  maximum 
releasing  effect.  For  lever-release  buckles,  the 
force  shall  be  applied  on  the  centerline  of  the 
buckle  level  or  finger  tab  in  a  direction  that  pro- 
duces maximum  releasing  effect. 


(2)  The  area  for  application  of  release  force  on 
pushbutton  actuated  buckle  shall  be  measured  to 
the  nearest  0.05  square  inch  or  0.3  square  centi- 
meter. The  cylinder  specified  in  S4.3(d)  shall  be 
inserted  in  the  actuation  portion  of  a  lever  re- 
lease buckle  for  determination  of  compliance 
with  the  requirement.  A  buckle  with  other  re- 
lease actuation  shall  be  examined  for  access  of 
release  by  fingers. 

(3)  The  buckle  of  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  be  subjected  to  a  compressive 
force  of  400  pounds  applied  anywhere  on  a  test 
line  that  is  coincident  writh  the  centerline  of  the 
belt  extended  through  the  buckle  or  on  any  line 
that  extends  over  the  center  of  the  release  mech- 
anism and  intersects  the  extended  centerline  of 
the  belt  at  an  angle  of  60°.  The  load  shall  be  ap- 
plied by  using  a  curved  cylindrical  bar  having  a 
cross  section  diameter  of  0.75  inch  and  a  radius 
of  curvature  of  6  inches,  placed  with  its  longitu- 
dinal centerline  along  the  test  line  and  its  center 
directly  above  the  point  on  the  buckle  to  which 
the  load  will  be  applied.  The  buckle  shall  be 
latched,  and  a  tensile  force  of  75  pounds  shall  be 
applied  to  the  connected  webbing  during  the  ap- 
plication of  the  compressive  force.  Buckles  from 
three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested  to 
determine  compliance  with  paragraph  S4.3(d)  (3). 

(e)  Adjustment  force.  Three  seat  belt  assem- 
blies shall  be  tested  for  adjustment  force  on  the 
webbing  at  the  buckle,  or  other  manual  adjusting 
device  normally  used  to  adjust  the  size  of  the  as- 
sembly. With  no  load  on  the  anchor  end,  the  web- 
bing shall  be  drawn  through  the  adjusting  device  at 
a  rate  of  20  ±  2  inches  per  minute  or  50  ±  5  centi- 
meters per  minute  and  the  maximum  force  shall  be 
measured  to  the  nearest  0.25  pound  or  0.1  kilo- 
gram after  the  first  1.0  inch  or  25  millimeters  of 
webbing  movement.  The  webbing  shall  be  precy- 
cled  10  times  prior  to  measurement. 

(f )  Tilt-lock  adjustment.  This  test  shall  be  made 
on  buckles  or  other  manual  adjusting  devices  hav- 
ing tilt-lock  adjustment  normally  used  to  adjust  the 
size  of  the  assembly.  Three  buckles  or  devices  shall 
be  tested.  The  base  of  the  adjustment  mechanism 
and  the  anchor  end  of  the  webbing  shall  be  oriented 
in  planes  normal  to  each  other.  The  webbing  shall 
be  drawn  through  the  adjustment  mechanism  in  a 
direction  to  increase  belt  length  at  a  rate  of  20  ±  2 
inches  per  minute  or  50  ±  5  centimeters  per  minute 
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while  the  plane  of  the  base  is  slowly  rotated  in  a  di- 
rection to  lock  the  webbing.  Rotation  shall  be 
stopped  when  the  webbing  locks,  but  the  pull  on 
the  webbing  shall  be  continued  until  there  is  a  re- 
sistance of  at  least  20  pounds  or  9  kilograms.  The 
locking  angle  between  the  anchor  end  of  the  web- 
bing and  the  base  of  the  adjustment  mechanism 
shall  be  measured  to  the  nearest  degree.  The  web- 
bing shall  be  precycled  10  times  prior  to  measure- 
ment. 

(g)  Buckle  latch.  The  buckles  from  three  seat 
belt  assemblies  shall  be  opened  fully  and  closed  at 
least  10  times.  [Then  the  buckles  shall  be  clamped 
or  firmly  held  against  a  flat  surface  so  as  to  permit 
normal  movement  of  buckle  parts,  but  with  the 
metal  mating  plate  (metal-to-metal  buckles)  or 
webbing  end  (metal-to-webbing  buckles)  with- 
drawn from  the  buckle.  (45  F.R.  29045-May  1, 
1980.  Effective:  5/1/80)1  The  release  mechanism 
shall  be  moved  200  times  through  the  maximum 
possible  travel  against  its  stop  with  a  force  of  30  ±  3 
pounds  or  14  ±  1  kilograms  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed 
30  cycles  per  minute.  The  buckle  shall  be  examined 
to  determine  compliance  with  the  performance  re- 
quirements of  S4.3(g).  A  metal-to-metal  buckle 
shall  be  examined  to  determine  whether  partial  en- 
gagement is  possible  by  means  of  any  technique 
representative  of  actual  use.  If  partial  engagement 
is  possible,  the  maximum  force  of  separation  when 
in  such  partial  engagement  shall  be  determined. 

(h)  Nonlocking  retractor.  After  the  retractor  is 
cycled  10  times  by  full  extension  and  retraction  of 
the  webbing,  the  retractor  and  webbing  shall  be 
suspended  vertically  and  a  force  of  4  pounds  or  1.8 
kilograms  shall  be  applied  to  extend  the  webbing 
from  the  retractor.  The  force  shall  be  reduced  to  3 
pounds  or  1.4  kilograms  when  attached  to  a  pelvic 
restraint,  or  to  1.1  pounds  or  0.5  kilogram  per 
strap  or  webbing  that  contacts  the  shoulder  of  an 
occupant  when  retractor  is  attached  to  an  upper- 
torso  restraint.  The  residual  extension  of  the  web- 
bing shall  be  measured  by  manual  rotation  of  the 
retractor  drum  or  by  disengaging  the  retraction 
mechanism.  Measurements  shall  be  made  on  three 
retractors.  The  location  of  the  retractor  attached 
to  upper-torso  restraint  shall  be  examined  for 
visibility  of  reel  during  use  of  seat  belt  assembly  in 
a  vehicle. 

Note.— This  test  shall  not  be  required  on  a  nonlock- 
ing retractor  attached  to  the  free-end  of  webbing 
which  is  not  subjected  to  any  tension  during  restraint 
of  an  occupant  by  the  assembly. 


(i)  Automatic-locking  retractor.  Three  retrac- 
tors shall  be  tested  in  a  manner  to  permit  the  re- 
traction force  to  be  determined  exclusive  of  the 
gravitational  forces  on  hardware  or  webbing  being 
retracted.  The  webbing  shall  be  fully  extended 
from  the  retractor.  While  the  webbing  is  being  re- 
tracted, the  average  force  of  retraction  within  plus 
or  minus  2  inches  or  5  centimeters  of  75  percent 
extension  (25-percent  retraction)  shall  be  deter- 
mined and  the  webbing  movement  between  adja- 
cent locking  segments  shall  be  measured  in  the 
same  region  of  extension.  A  seat  belt  assembly 
with  automatic  locking  retractor  in  upper  torso 
restraint  shall  be  tested  in  a  vehicle  in  a  manner 
prescribed  by  the  installation  and  usage  instruc- 
tions. The  retraction  force  on  the  occupant  of  the 
seat  belt  assembly  shall  be  determined  before  and 
after  traveling  for  10  minutes  at  a  speed  of  15 
miles  per  hour  or  24  kilometers  per  hour  or  more 
over  a  rough  road  (e.g.,  Belgian  block  road)  where 
the  occupant  is  subjected  to  displacement  with  re- 
spect to  the  vehicle  in  both  horizontal  and  vertical 
directions.  Measurements  shall  be  made  with  the 
vehicle  stopped  and  the  occupant  in  the  normal 
seated  position. 

(j)  Emergency-locking  retractor.  A  retractor 
shall  be  tested  in  a  manner  that  permits  the  retrac- 
tion force  to  be  determined  exclusive  of  the  gravi- 
tational forces  on  hardware  or  webbing  being  re- 
tracted. The  webbing  shall  be  fully  extended  from 
the  retractor,  passing  over  or  through  any  hard- 
ware or  other  material  specified  in  the  installation 
instructions.  While  the  webbing  is  being  retracted, 
the  lowest  force  of  retraction  within  plus  or  minus 
2  inches  of  75  percent  extension  shall  be  deter- 
mined. A  retractor  that  is  sensitive  to  webbing 
withdrawal  shall  be  subjected  to  an  acceleration  of 
0.3g  within  a  period  of  50  milliseconds  while  the 
webbing  is  at  75-percent  extension,  to  determine 
compliance  with  S4.3(j)  (2).  The  retractor  shall  be 
subjected  to  an  acceleration  of  0.7g  within  a  period 
of  50  milliseconds,  while  the  webbing  is  at 
75-percent  extension,  and  the  webbing  movement 
before  locking  shall  be  measured  under  the  follow- 
ing conditions:  For  a  retractor  sensitive  to  web- 
bing withdrawal,  the  retractor  shall  be  accelerated 
in  the  direction  of  webbing  retraction  while  the 
retractor  drum's  central  axis  is  oriented  horizon- 
tally and  at  angles  of  45°,  90°,  135°,  and  180°  to 
the  horizontal  plane.  For  a  retractor  sensitive  to 
vehicle  acceleration,  the  retractor  shall  be— 
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(1)  accelerated  in  the  horizontal  plane  in  two 
directions  normal  to  each  other,  while  the  retrac- 
tor drum's  central  axis  is  oriented  at  the  angle  at 
which  it  is  installed  in  the  vehicle;  and, 

(2)  accelerated  in  three  directions  normal  to 
each  other  while  the  retractor  drum's  central 
axis  is  oriented  at  angles  of  45°,  90°,  135°  and 
180°  from  the  angle  at  which  it  is  installed  in  the 
vehicle,  unless  the  retractor  locks  by  gravita- 
tional force  when  tilted  in  any  direction  to  any 
angle  greater  than  45°  from  the  angle  at  which  it 
is  installed  in  the  vehicle. 

(k)  Performance  of  retractor.  After  completion 
of  the  corrosion-resistance  test  described  in  para- 
graph (a)  of  this  section,  the  webbing  shall  be  fully 
extended  and  allowed  to  dry  for  at  least  24  hours 
under  standard  laboratory  conditions  specified  in 
S5.1(a).  [The  retractor  shall  be  examined  for  fer- 
rous and  nonferrous  corrosion  which  may  be  trans- 
ferred, either  directly  or  by  means  of  the  webbing, 
to  a  person  or  his  clothing  during  use  of  a  seat  belt 
assembly  incorporating  the  retractor,  and  for  fer- 
rous corrosion  on  significant  surfaces  if  the  retrac- 
tor is  part  of  the  attachment  hardware.  (45  F.R. 
29045-May  1,  1980.  Effective:  5/1/80)1  The  web- 
bing shall  be  withdrawn  manually  and  allowed  to 
retract  for  25  cycles.  The  retractor  shall  be 
mounted  in  an  apparatus  capable  of  extending  the 
webbing  fully,  applying  a  force  of  20  pounds  or  9 
kilograms  at  full  extension,  and  allowing  the  web- 
bing to  retract  freely  and  completely.  The  webbing 
shall  be  withdrawn  from  the  retractor  and  allowed 
to  retract  repeatedly  in  this  apparatus  until  2,500 
cycles  are  completed.  The  retractor  and  webbing 
shall  then  be  subjected  to  the  temperature  resist- 
ance test  prescribed  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion. The  retractor  shall  be  subjected  to  2,500  addi- 
tional cycles  of  webbing  withdrawal  and  retraction. 
Then,  the  retractor  and  webbing  shall  be  subjected 
to  dust  in  a  chamber  similar  to  one  illustrated  in 
Figure  6  containing  about  2  pounds  or  0.9  kilogram 
of  coarse  grade  dust  conforming  to  the  specifica- 
tion given  in  SAE  Recommended  Practice,  Air 
Cleaner  Test  Code-SAE  J726a,  published  by  the 
Society  of  Automotive  Engineers.  The  dust  shall 
be  agitated  every  20  minutes  for  5  seconds  by  com- 
pressed air,  free  of  oil  and  moisture,  at  a  gauge 
pressure  of  80  ±8  pounds  per  square  inch  or 
5.6  ±0.6  kilograms  per  square  centimeter  entering 
through  an  orifice  0.060  ±0.004  inch  or  1.5  ±0.1 
millimeters  in  diameter.  The  webbing  shall  be  ex- 


tended to  the  top  of  the  chamber  and  kept  ex- 
ended  at  all  times  except  that  the  webbing  shall  be 
subjected  to  10  cycles  of  complete  retraction  and 
extension  within  1  to  2  minutes  after  each  agita- 
tion of  the  dust.  At  the  end  of  5  hours,  the 
assembly  shall  be  removed  from  the  chamber.  The 
webbing  shall  be  fully  withdrawn  from  the  retrac- 
tor manually  and  allowed  to  retract  completely  for 
25  cycles.  An  automatic-locking  retractor  or  a 
nonlocking  retractor  attached  to  pelvic  restraint 
shall  be  subjected  to  5,000  additional  cycles  of  web- 
bing withdrawal  and  retraction.  An  emergency- 
locking  retractor  or  a  nonlocking  retractor  attached 
to  upper-torso  restraint  shall  be  subjected  to 
45,000  additional  cycles  of  webbing  withdrawal 
and  retraction  between  50  and  100  percent  exten- 
sion. The  locking  mechanism  of  an  emergency-lock- 
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ing  retractor  shall  be  actuated  at  least  10,000 
times  within  50  to  100  percent  extension  of  web- 
bing during  the  50,000  cycles.  At  the  end  of  test, 
compliance  of  the  retractors  with  applicable  re- 
quirements in  S4.3(h),  (i),  and  (j)  shall  be  deter- 
mined. Three  retractors  shall  be  tested  for  per- 
formance. 

S5.3  Assembly  Performance. 

(a)  Type  1  seat  belt  assembly.  Three  complete 
seat  belt  assemblies,  including  webbing,  straps, 
buckles,  adjustment  and  attachment  hardware, 
and  retractors,  arranged  in  the  form  of  a  loop  as 
shown  in  Figure  5,  shall  be  tested  in  the  following 
manner: 

(1)  The  testing  machine  shall  conform  to  the 
requirements  specified  in  S5.1(b).  A  double-roller 
block  shall  be  attached  to  one  head  of  the  testing 
machine.  This  block  shall  consist  of  2  rollers  4 
inches  or  10  centimeters  in  diameter  and  suffi- 
ciently long  so  that  no  part  of  the  seat  belt 
assembly  touches  parts  of  the  block  other  than 
the  rollers  during  test.  The  rollers  shall  be 
mounted  on  anti-friction  bearings  and  spaced  12 
inches  or  30  centimeters  between  centers,  and 
shall  have  sufficient  capacity  so  that  there  is  no 
brinelling,  bending  or  other  distortion  of  parts 
which  may  affect  the  results.  An  anchorage  bar 
shall  be  fastened  to  the  other  head  of  the  testing 
machine. 

(2)  The  attachment  hardware  furnished  with 
the  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be  attached  to  the 
anchorage  bar.  The  anchor  points  shall  be  spaced 
so  that  the  webbing  is  parallel  in  the  two  sides  of 
the  loop.  The  attaching  bolts  shall  be  parallel  to, 
or  at  an  angle  of  45  or  90  degrees  to  the  webbing, 
whichever  results  in  an  angle  nearest  to  90  de- 
grees between  webbing  and  attachment  hard- 
ware except  that  eye  bolts  shall  be  vertical,  and 
attaching  bolts  or  nonthreaded  anchorages  of  a 
seat  belt  assembly  designed  for  use  in  specific 
models  of  motor  vehicles  shall  be  installed  to  pro- 
duce the  maximum  angle  in  use  indicated  by  the 
installation  instructions,  utilizing  special  fixtures 
if  necessary  to  simulate  installation  in  the  motor 
vehicle.  Rigid  adapters  between  anchorage  bar 
and  attachment  hardware  shall  be  used  if  neces- 
sary to  locate  and  orient  the  adjustment  hard- 
ware. The  adapters  shall  have  a  flat  support  face 
perpendicular  to  the  threaded  hole  for  the  attach- 
ing bolt  and  adequate  in  area  to  provide  full  sup- 


port for  the  base  of  the  attachment  hardware 
connected  to  the  webbing.  If  necessary,  a  washer 
shall  be  used  under  a  swivel  plate  or  other  attach- 
ment hardware  to  prevent  the  webbing  from 
being  damaged  as  the  attaching  bolt  is  tightened. 
(3)  The  length  of  the  assembly  loop  from  at- 
taching bolt  to  attaching  bolt  shall  be  adjusted  to 
about  51  inches  or  130  centimeters,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  possible.  A  force  of  55  pounds  or  25 
kilograms  shall  be  applied  to  the  loop  to  remove 
any  slack  in  webbing  at  hardware.  The  force 
shall  be  removed  and  the  heads  of  the  testing 
machine  shall  be  adjusted  for  an  assembly  loop 
between  48  and  50  inches  or  122  and  127  centi- 
meters in  length.  The  length  of  the  assembly  loop 
shall  then  be  adjusted  by  applying  a  force  be- 
tween 20  and  22  pounds  or  9  and  10  kilograms  to 
the  free  end  of  the  webbing  at  the  buckle,  or  by 
the  retraction  force  of  an  automatic-locking  or 
emergency-locking  retractor.  A  seat  belt  assem- 
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bly  that  cannot  be  adjusted  to  this  length  shall  be 
adjusted  as  closely  as  possible.  An  automatic- 
locking  or  emergency-locking  retractor  when  in- 
cluded in  a  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be  locked  at 
the  start  of  the  test  with  a  tension  on  the  web- 
bing slightly  in  excess  of  the  retractive  force  in 
order  to  keep  the  retractor  locked.  The  buckle 
shall  be  in  a  location  so  that  it  does  not  touch  the 
rollers  during  test,  but  to  facilitate  making  the 
buckle  release  test  in  S5.2(d)  the  buckle  should  be 
between  the  rollers  or  near  a  roller  in  one  leg. 

(4)  The  heads  of  the  testing  machine  shall  be 
separated  at  a  rate  between  2  and  4  inches  per 
minute  or  5  and  10  centimeters  per  minute  until 
a  force  of  5,000  ±50  pounds  or  2,270  ±20  kilo- 
grams is  applied  to  the  assembly  loop.  The  exten- 
sion of  the  loop  shall  be  determined  from  meas- 
urements of  head  separation  before  and  after  the 
force  is  applied.  The  force  shall  be  decreased  to 
150  ±10  pounds  or  68  ±4  kilograms  and  the 
buckle  release  force  measured  as  prescribed  in 
S5.2(d). 

(5)  After  the  buckle  is  released,  the  webbing 
shall  be  examined  for  cutting  by  the  hardware.  If 
the  yams  are  partially  or  completely  severed  in  a 
line  for  a  distance  of  10  percent  or  more  of  the 
webbing  width,  the  cut  webbing  shall  be  tested 
for  breaking  strength  as  specified  in  S5.1(b)  lo- 
cating the  cut  in  the  free  length  between  grips.  If 
there  is  insufficient  webbing  on  either  side  of  the 
cut  to  make  such  a  test  for  breaking  strength, 
another  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be  used  with  the 
webbing  repositioned  in  the  hardware.  A  tensile 
force  of  2,500  ±25  pounds  or  1,135±  10  kilograms 
shall  be  applied  to  the  components  or  a  force  of 
5,000  ±  50  pounds  or  2,270  ±  20  kilograms  shall  be 
applied  to  an  assembly  loop.  After  the  force  is  re- 
moved, the  breaking  strength  of  the  cut  webbing 
shall  be  determined  as  prescribed  above. 

(6)  If  a  Type  1  seat  belt  assembly  includes  an 
automatic-locking  retractor  or  an  emergency- 
locking  retractor,  the  webbing  and  retractor 
shall  be  subjected  to  a  tensile  force  of  2,500  ±25 
pounds  or  1,135  ±  10  kilograms  with  the  webbing 
fully  extended  from  the  retractor. 

(7)  If  a  seat  belt  assembly  has  a  buckle  in 
which  the  tongue  is  capable  of  inverted  insertion, 
one  of  the  three  assemblies  shall  be  tested  with 
the  tongue  inverted. 


(b)  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly.  Components  of 
three  seat  belt  assemblies  shall  be  tested  in  the 
following  manner: 

(1)  The  pelvic  restraint  between  anchorages 
shall  be  adjusted  to  a  length  between  48  and  50 
inches  or  122  and  127  centimeters,  or  as  near 
this  length  as  possible  if  the  design  of  the  pelvic 
restraint  does  not  permit  its  adjustment  to  this 
length.  An  automatic-locking  or  emergency-lock- 
ing retractor  when  included  in  a  seat  belt  assem- 
bly shall  be  locked  at  the  start  of  the  test  with  a 
tension  on  the  webbing  slightly  in  excess  of  the 
retractive  force  in  order  to  keep  the  retractor 
locked.  The  attachment  hardware  shall  be  ori- 
ented to  the  webbing  as  specified  in  paragraph 
(a)  (2)  of  this  section  and  illustrated  in  Figure  5. 
A  tensile  force  of  2,500  ±25  pounds  or  1,135  ±10 
kilograms  shall  be  applied  on  the  components  in 
any  convenient  manner  and  the  extension  be- 
tween anchorages  under  this  force  shall  be  meas- 
ured. The  force  shall  be  reduced  to  75  ±  5  pounds 
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or  34  ±  2  kilograms  and  the  buckle  release  force 
measured  as  prescribed  in  S5.2(d). 

(2)  The  components  of  the  upper- torso  restraint 
shall  be  subjected  to  a  tensile  force  of  1,500  ±15 
pounds  or  680  ±  5  kilograms  following  the  proce- 
dure prescribed  above  for  testing  pelvic  restraint 
and  the  extension  between  anchorages  under  this 
force  shall  be  measured.  If  the  testing  apparatus 
permits,  the  pelvic  and  upper-torso  restraints 
may  be  tested  simultaneously.  The  force  shall  be 
reduced  to  75  ±5  pounds  or  34  ±2  kilograms  and 
the  buckle  release  force  measured  as  prescribed 
in  S5.2(d). 

(3)  Any  component  of  the  seat  belt  assembly 
common  to  both  pelvic  and  upper-torso  restraint 
shall  be  subjected  to  a  tensile  force  of  3,000  ±30 
pounds  or  1,360±15  kilograms. 

(4)  After  the  buckle  is  released  in  tests  of 
pelvic  and  upper-torso  restraints,  the  webbing 
shall  be  examined  for  cutting  by  the  hardware.  If 
the  yarns  are  partially  or  completely  severed  in  a 
line  for  a  distance  of  10  percent  or  more  of  the 
webbing  width,  the  cut  webbing  shall  be  tested 
for  breaking  strength  as  specified  in  S5.1(b) 
locating  the  cut  in  the  free  length  between  grips. 
If  there  is  insufficient  webbing  on  either  side  of 
the  cut  to  make  such  a  test  for  breaking 
strength,  another  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be 
used  with  the  webbing  repositioned  in  the  hard- 
ware. The  force  applied  shall  be  2,500  ±25 
pounds  or  1,135  ±10  kilograms  for  components 
of  pelvic  restraint,  and  1,500  ±15  pounds  or 
680  ±  5  kilograms  for  components  of  upper-torso 
restraint.  After  the  force  is  removed,  the  break- 
ing strength  of  the  cut  webbing  shall  be  deter- 
mined as  prescribed  above. 


(5)  If  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  includes  an 
automatic-locking  retractor  or  an  emergency- 
locking  retractor,  the  webbing  and  retractor 
shall  be  subjected  to  a  tensile  force  of  2,500  ±25 
pounds  or  1,135  ±  10  kilograms  with  the  webbing 
fully  extended  from  the  retractor,  or  to  a  tensile 
force  of  1,500  ±15  pounds  or  680  ±5  kilograms 
with  the  webbing  fully  extended  from  the  retrac- 
tor if  the  design  of  the  assembly  permits  only 
upper-torso  restraint  forces  on  the  retractor. 

(6)  If  a  seat  belt  assembly  has  a  buckle  in 
which  the  tongue  is  capable  of  inverted  insertion, 
one  of  the  three  assemblies  shall  be  tested  with 
the  tongue  inverted. 

(c)  Resistance  to  buckle  abrasion.  Seatbelt 
assemblies  shall  be  tested  for  resistance  to  abrasion 
by  each  buckle  or  manual  adjusting  device  normally 
used  to  adjust  the  size  of  the  assembly.  The  webbing 
of  the  assembly  to  be  used  in  this  test  shall  be  ex- 
posed for  4  hours  to  an  atmosphere  having  relative 
humidity  of  65  percent  and  temperature  of  70°  F. 
The  webbing  shall  be  pulled  back  and  forth  through 
the  buckle  or  manual  adjusting  device  as  shown 
schematically  in  Figure  7.  The  anchor  end  of  the 
webbing  (A)  shall  be  attached  to  a  weight  (B)  of  3 
pounds.  The  webbing  shall  pass  through  the  buckle 
(C),  and  the  other  end  (D)  shall  be  attached  to  a 
reciprocating  device  so  that  the  webbing  forms  an 
angle  of  8°  with  the  hinge  stop  (E).  The 
reciprocating  device  shall  be  operated  for  2,500 
cycles  at  a  rate  of  18  cycles  per  minute  with  a  stroke 
length  of  8  inches.  The  abraded  webbing  shall  be 
tested  for  breaking  strength  by  the  procedure 
described  in  paragraph  S5.1(b). 

44  F.R.  72131 
December  13,  1979 
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PREAMBLE   TO   AMENDMENT  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  210 

Seat  Belt  Assembly  Anchorages — Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose 
Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks  and  Buses 

(Docket  No.  2-14;  Notice  No.  4) 


An  amendment  to  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  210,  Seat  Belt  Assembly  Anclior- 
ages,  was  published  on  October  1,  1970  (35  F.R. 
15293).  Thereafter,  pursuant  to  §553.35  of  the 
procedural  rules  (49  CFR  553.35,  35  F.R.  5119), 
petitions  for  reconsideration  were  filed  by  Rolls 
Royce,  Ltd.,  International  Harvester  Co.,  Chrys- 
ler Corp.,  Ford  Motor  Co.,  General  Motors 
Corp.,  the  Automobile  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion, Toyota  Motor  Co.,  Ltd.,  American  Motors, 
Jeep  Corp.,  Chrysler  United  Kingdom,  Ltd.,  and 
Checker  Motors  Corp. 

In  response  to  information  contained  in  the 
petitions,  and  other  considerations,  certain  re- 
quirements of  the  standard  are  hereby  amended 
and  the  effective  date  of  the  standard  with  re- 
spect to  passenger  cars  is  postponed  until  Janu- 
ary 1,  1972.  The  petitions  for  relief  from  cer- 
tain other  requirements  of  the  standard  are 
denied. 

1.  The  effective  date  of  the  amended  standard 
with  respect  to  passenger  cars  was  to  have  been 
January  1,  1971.  Each  petitioner  claimed  to  be 
unable  to  produce  vehicles  conforming  to  the 
amended  standard  by  that  date.  Those  who  pro- 
vided lead  time  information  indicated  that 
several  months  would  be  needed,  with  estimates 
ranging  from  March  31,  1971,  for  Rolls  Royce,  to 
January  1,  1972,  for  a  number  of  manufacturers. 
A  January  1972  effective  date  would  have  the  ad- 
vantage of  coinciding  with  the  effective  date  pro- 
posed for  the  closely  related  interim  standard  on 
occupant  crash  protection  (Docket  69-7,  Notice 
6,  35  F.R.  14941).  Since  the  amendments  with 
respect  ro  passenger  cars  are  intended  primarily 
to  enhance  the  enforceability  of  the  standard 
rathf;-  than  to  provide  new  levels  of  safety,  it 


has  been  determined  that  good  cause  has  been 
shown  for  establishing  an  effective  date  for  pas- 
senger cars  of  January  1,  1972. 

AVith  a  single  exception,  the  requests  for  post- 
ponement of  the  effective  date  of  the  standard 
with  respect  to  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks,  and  buses,  are  denied.  One  of  the  pri- 
mary reasons  for  amending  the  standard  was  to 
extend  the  protection  afforded  by  seat  belts  to 
occupants  of  these  types  of  vehicles.  A  post- 
ponement of  effective  date  would  leave  these  ve- 
hicles completely  without  anchorage  requirements 
for  an  additional  6  months.  Although  manu- 
facturers who  have  been  installing  anchorages 
may  find  it  necessary  to  reexamine  the  strength 
and  location  of  their  anchorages,  this  is  not  con- 
sidered a  sufficient  ground  for  postponing  the 
effective  date. 

International  Harvester  requested  a  postpone- 
ment until  January  1,  1972,  in  the  date  on  which 
upper  torso  restraint  anchorages  will  be  required 
on  seats  other  than  front  seats  in  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles.  On  consideration  of  the  lead 
time  difficulties  that  have  been  demonstrated  by 
this  manufacturer,  the  Director  regards  the  re- 
quest as  reasonable  and  has  decided  to  grant  the 
requested  postponement. 

2.  A  number  of  petitions  requested  reconsid- 
eration of  the  sections  dealing  with  anchorage 
location.  Section  S4.3.1.4  of  the  standard  states 
that  "Anchorages  for  an  individual  seat  belt  as- 
sembly shall  be  located  at  least  13.75  inches  apart 
laterally  for  outboard  seats  and  at  least  6.75 
mches  apart  laterally  for  other  seats." 

General  Motors  stated  that  several  of  its  ve- 
hicles have  anchorages  for  the  center  seating 
position  that  are  6.50  inches  apart,  that  some  of 
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the  anchorages  for  outboard  seats  are  less  than 
13.75  inches  apart,  and  that  there  is  no  basis 
either  for  setting  a  minimum  spacing,  or  for 
setting  different  minimum  spacings  for  different 
seating  positions.  Similar  comments  were  made 
by  AMA,  Chrysler,  Ford  and  American  Motors. 

As  originally  issued,  Standard  No.  210  had  re- 
quired anchorages  to  be  "as  near  as  practicable, 
15  inches  apart  laterally."  To  make  the  stand- 
ard more  precise  and  more  easily  enforceable, 
the  notice  of  September  20,  1969  (34  F.R.  14658), 
proposed  to  delete  the  qualifying  language  and 
to  require  that  anchorages  be  15  inches  apart 
laterally.  The  comments  indicated  that  anchor- 
ages for  center  seating  positions,  particularly  the 
front  positions,  would  require  complete  reloca- 
tion. The  available  data  on  the  effects  of  anchor- 
age spacing  were  not  regarded  as  conclusive 
enough  to  justify  imposing  this  burden  on  the 
manufacturers,  and  the  spacing  for  anchorages 
for  inboard  locations  was  accordingly  reduced 
to  6.75  inches  in  the  amended  standard.  With- 
out clearer  biomechanical  data,  the  intent  was  to 
adopt  tlie  prevailing  industry  minimum  as  the 
standard.  The  same  rationale  applied  to  out- 
board seating  position,  where  the  15-inch  spac- 
ing was  reduced  to  13.75  inches. 

It  now  appears  that  both  spacing  employed  in 
the  amended  standard  failed  to  reflect  prevailing 
locations.  The  Director  is  accordingly  amending 
section  S4.3.1.4  to  establish  a  minimum  spacing 
of  6.50  inches. 

A  further  problem  with  the  spacing  require- 
ment arises  from  the  use  of  "anchorage"  as  the 
reference  point  for  measurement.  As  long  as  the 
standard  used  the  qualifying  language  "as  near 
as  practicable,"  there  was  no  difficulty.  Removal 
of  that  phrase  by  the  notice  of  September  20, 
1969,  created  a  problem  of  interpret^^tion  that 
escaped  comment  until  after  issuance  of  the 
amended  standard.  Several  petitioners  com- 
mented that  they  do  not  know  what  point  to  use 
for  measurement.  The  director  concedes  the  de- 
ficiency, and  accordingly  amends  section  S4.3.1.4 
to  specify  that  the  spacing  is  "measured  between 
the  vertical  centerlines  of  the  bolt  holes." 

In  conjunction  with  its  request  for  a  reduction 
of  the  spacing  requirement.  General  Motors 
stated  that  where  structural  members  betw  .en  the 


anchorage  and  the  seating  position  have  the  ef- 
fect of  spreading  the  seat  belt  loop  apart,  the 
spacing  should  be  measured  between  the  widest 
contact  points  on  the  structure.  Since  the 
strength  of  these  structural  members  is  not  reg- 
ulated, there  is  no  assurance  that  their  perform- 
ance in  a  crash  will  be  equal  to  that  of  properly 
sj^aced  anchorages.  The  request  offers  no  im- 
provement in  occupant  crash  protection,  and 
may,  in  fact,  diminish  such  protection.  The  re- 
quest is  therefore  denied. 

3.  The  amended  standard's  other  location  re- 
quirements concern  the  placement  of  anchorages 
to  achieve  desirable  seat  belt  angles.  Sections 
S4.3.1.1  and  S4.3.1.3  each  use  the  "nearest  belt 
contact  point  on  the  anchorage"  as  the  lower 
point  defining  the  line  whose  angle  is  to  be 
measured.  Several  petitions  expressed  uncer- 
tainty as  to  the  point  described,  and  on  recon- 
sideration the  Director  agrees  that  clarification 
is  needed. 

In  the  notice  of  proposed  rule  making  that 
preceded  the  amended  standard  (34  F.R.  14658, 
Sept.  20,  1969)  the  line  had  been  run  to  the 
"anchorage".  This  usage  lacked  precision,  as 
stated  by  several  comments.  In  an  attempt  to 
define  a  line  that  would  closely  approximate  the 
actual  belt  angle,  the  language  in  question  was 
adopted.  The  problem  lies  in  the  use  of  the  word 
"anchorage",  since  in  most  installations  the  belt 
does  not  actually  contact  the  anchorage.  The 
point  intended  was,  in  fact,  the  nearest  contact 
point  of  the  belt  webbing  with  the  hardware 
that  attaches  it  to  the  anchorage.  In  the  typical 
installation,  this  point  would  be  on  an  angle  plate 
bolted  to  the  anchorage.  Sections  S4.3.1.1  and 
S4.3.1.3  are  accordingly  amended  to  use  the 
phrase  "the  nearest  contact  point  of  the  belt  with 
the  hardware  attaching  it  to  the  anchorage." 

4.  The  test  procedures  of  S5.1  and  S5.2  were 
the  subject  of  several  requests  for  reconsidera- 
tion. Most  petitioners  stated  that  the  test  was 
not  representative  of  crash  conditions,  and 
several  suggested  that  it  should  be  displaced  by 
a  dynamic  test.  Times  suggested  for  such  a 
dynamic  test  ranged  from  0.1  second  to  1.0  sec- 
ond, and  were  said  to  be  the  tests  used  by  the 
petitioners,  or  by  one  or  another  of  the  interna- 
tional standards  organizations.  The  require- 
ment for  a  10-second  hold  period  at  maximum 
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load  attracted  the  most  strongly  adverse  com- 
ment. 

From  its  inception,  Standard  No.  210  has  con- 
templated a  static  test.  The  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  of  September  20,  1969,  proposed  a 
test  that  was  clearly  static,  in  that  it  involved 
a  slow  rate  of  load  application  (2  to  4  inches  per 
minute).  In  response  to  comments  that  the  rate 
was  too  slow,  and  to  avoid  problems  of  inter- 
pretation as  to  where  the  rate  of  pull  was  to  be 
measured,  the  procedures  were  amended  to 
specify  the  rate  of  load  application  in  time  rather 
than  distance,  with  the  full  load  reached  in  a 
period  of  from  0.1  to  30  seconds.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  vehicle  must  be  capable  of  meeting 
the  requirements  when  tested  at  any  rate  within 
this  range.  To  insure  that  the  basic  strength  of 
the  structure  would  be  measured  whatever  the 
shape  of  the  load  application  curve,  a  hold  period 
of  10  seconds  was  specified.  The  procedures  of 
the  amended  standard  do  no  more  than  give  more 
specific  form  to  the  test  contemplated  in  the 
original  standard. 

The  postponement  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
amended  standard  will  provide  additional  time 
for  passenger  car  manufacturers  to  assure  them- 
selves of  compliance  with  the  standard.  After 
consideration  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  petitions 
for  reconsideration,  the  Director  has  concluded 
that  the  tests  prescribed  by  the  standard  are  rea- 
sonable, practicable,  and  appropriate  for  the  af- 
fected motor  vehicles.  The  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  sections  S5.1  and  S5.2  are  therefore 
denied. 

5.  Two  petitioners,  Rolls  Royce  and  General 
Motors,  stated  that  it  was  not  practicable  to  use 
the  "seat  back"  in  determining  the  angle  of  the 
torso  line  in  S4.3.2,  in  that  the  seat  back  angle 
may  vary  according  to  which  of  its  surfaces  is 
measured.  Although  there  may  be  instances 
where  the  angle  of  the  seat  back  is  difficult  to 
determine,  questions  arising  from  such  instances 
can  be  resolved,  if  necessary,  by  administrative 
interpretation,  and  it  has  been  decided  to  retain 
the  reference  to  "seat  back"  in  section  S4.3.2. 

6.  Several  petitioners  stated  that  the  sub- 
stitution of  the  word  "device"  for  "provision"  in 
the  definition  of  seat  belt  anchorage  appeared  to 
change  the  meaning  of  that  term.     No  substan- 


tive change  was  intended,  and  since  the  reword- 
ing has  caused  some  misunderstanding,  the  Di- 
rector has  decided  to  return  to  the  original 
wording. 

7.  General  Motors  also  petitioned  to  reinstate 
the  provision  in  section  S4.3.2  that  would  allow 
the  upper  torso  restraint  angle  to  be  measured 
from  the  shoulder  to  the  anchorage  "or  to  a 
structure  between  the  shoulder  point  and  the 
anchorage".  The  phrase  rendered  uncertain  the 
effective  angle  of  the  belt  under  stress.  The 
quoted  language  was  deleted  in  the  notice  of 
September  20,  1969,  and  no  sufficient  reason  has 
been  given  for  reinstating  it.  The  request  is 
therefore  denied. 

8.  Toyota  Motor  Co.  requested  that  sections 
S5.1  and  S5.2  be  amended  to  allow  use  of  body 
blocks  equivalent  to  those  specified.  Although 
the  standard  provides  that  an  anchorage  must 
meet  the  strength  requirements  when  tested  with 
the  specified  blocks,  manufacturers  may  use 
whatever  methods  they  wish  to  ascertain  that 
their  products  meet  these  requirements  when  so 
tested,  as  long  as  their  methods  constitute  due 
care.  If  the  Toyota  procedures  are,  in  fact, 
equivalent,  there  is  no  need  to  amend  the  stand- 
ard to  accommodate  them.  The  request  is  there- 
fore denied. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  210,  in  §571.21  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date.  For  the  reasons  given  above, 
it  has  been  determined  that  the  effective  date  of 
the  amended  standard  shall  be  January  1,  1972, 
for  passenger  cars.  The  effective  date  for  multi- 
purpose passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses 
shall  be  July  1,  1971,  except  that  the  effective 
date  for  installation  of  anchorages  for  upper 
torso  restraints  for  seating  positions  other  than 
front  outboard  designated  seating  positions  shall 
be  January  1,  1972. 

Issued  on  November  20, 1970. 

Charles     H.     Hartman, 
Acting  Director. 

35    F.R.    18116 
Nov.  26,  1970 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  210 

Seat  Belt  Assembly  Anchorages  and  Seat  Belt  Installations; 
Reconsideration  and  Amendment 

(Docket  No.   2-14;  Notice  No.  4) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards  No.  208  and  210,  with 
respect  to  the  installation  of  shoulder  belts  in 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  exceeding  10,000 
pounds  GVWR  and  the  provision  of  anchorages 
for  shoulder  belts  in  vehicles  other  than  passen- 
ger cars. 

The  seat  belt  installation  standard  was  amended 
on  September  30,  1970,  to  require  installation  of 
seat  belts  in  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks,  and  buses  manufactured  after  July  1, 
1971  (35  F.R.  15222).  Exemptions  from  the 
requirement  for  shoulder  belt  installation  were 
provided  for  certain  types  and  weights  of  ve- 
hicles. 

During  the  course  of  the  subsequent  rulemak- 
ing activity  which  led  to  the  issuance  of  the 
occupant  crash  protection  standard,  it  was  de- 
termined that  the  larger  weight  classes  of  trucks 
and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  should  not 
be  required  to  install  shoulder  belts  (35  F.R. 
14941,  35  F.R.  16937,  36  F.R.  4600).  The  stand- 
ard therefore  required  lap  belts,  but  not  shoulder 
belts,  for  vehicles  over  10,000  pounds  GVWR, 
effective  January  1,  1972.  The  September  30 
amendment,  which  is  to  become  effective  six 
months  earlier  than  the  occupant  crash  protection 
rule,  had  provided  a  similar  exemption  for  large 
trucks  but  not  for  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles, with  the  result  that  shoulder  belts  would 
have  been  required  for  many  large  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  during  the  period  July  1, 1971- 
January  1,  1972,  but  not  afterward.  To  correct 
this  inconsistency,  the  seat  belt  installation  stand- 
ard is  amended,  effective  July  1,  1971,  to  exempt 
multipurpose   passenger   vehicles   of   more   than 


10,000   pounds   GVWR    from  the  shoulder  belt 
requirement. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  section  S3.1 
of  Standard  No.  208,  as  published  September  30, 
1970  (35  F.R.  15222)  is  amended  effective  July  1, 
1971 

Standard  No.  210,  Seat  Belt  Assembly  Aiichor- 
ages,  presently  requires  vehicles  other  than  pas- 
senger cars  to  have  shoulder  belt  anchorages 
installed  at  front  outboard  seating  positions  by 
July  1,  1971,  and  at  rear  outboard  seating  posi- 
tions by  January  1,  1972  (35  F.R.  15293,  35  F.R. 
18116,  36  F.R.  4291).  The  Recreational  Vehicle 
Institute  has  petitioned  for  an  amendment  of  the 
standard,  to  delete  the  requirement  for  shoulder 
belt  anchorages  at  jwsitions  where  shoulder  belt 
installation  is  not  required  by  Standard  No.  208. 

It  has  been  found  that  this  petition  has  merit. 
The  probability  of  shoulder  belt  installation  by 
the  owners  of  these  vehicles  is  very  small,  and 
the  difficulty  of  anchorage  installation,  particu- 
larly in  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  is  often 
greater  than  in  passenger  cars.  The  amendment 
is  therefore  considered  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

The  request  by  RVI  for  a  postponement  of  the 
July  1,  1971,  effective  date  for  installation  of 
shoulder  belt  anchorages  has  not  been  found  jus- 
tified, and  the  petition  is  in  that  respect  denied. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  section  S4.1.1 
of  the  present  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  210  (effective  July  1,  1971),  and  the  amended 
Standard  No.  210  as  published  November  26, 
1970  (35  F.R.  18116,  effective  January  1,  1972), 
in  49  CFR  571.21,  are  both  amended  .... 
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IffMMvtt  July  1,   1971 

January  1,  1972 

The  effective  dates  of  the  amendments  made  by  be  unnecessary,  and  it  is  found,  for  good  cause 

this  notice  are  as  indicated  above.     Because  the  shown,  that  an  effective  date  earlier  than  180 

amendments  relieve  restrictions  and  impose  no  days  af ter^  issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 
additional  burden  on  any  person,  notice  and  re-  36  F.R.  9869 

quest  for  comments  on  such  notice  are  found  to  May  29,  1971 


( 


I 
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Effective:   May    18,    1978 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   210 

Seat  Belt  Anchorages 
(Docket  No.  72-23;   Notice  3) 


This  notice  amends  Safety  Standard  No.  210, 
Seat  Belt  Assembly  Anchorages,  to  eliminate  the 
"buckle  cutout"  as  an  optional  configuration  of 
the  body  block  test  device  used  for  testing  the 
strength  of  lap-shoulder  belt  anchorages,  and  to 
clarify  the  illustration  (Figure  2)  of  body  blocks 
used  for  testing  lap  belt  anchorages.  The  op- 
tional configuration  is  being  deleted  because  it 
unnecessarily  complicates  the  test  of  the  anchor- 
ages and  is  no  longer  being  used  by  manufac- 
turers. 

Effective  Dat«:  May  18,  1978. 

For  Further  Infonnation  Contact: 
William  E.  Smith,  Division  of  Crashworthi- 
ness.     National     Highway     Traffic     Safety 
Administration,   400    Seventh   Street,   S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590   (202-126-2242). 

Supplementary  Information :  Standard  No.  210 
(49  CFR  571.210)  requires  seat  belt  anchorages 
in  motor  vehicles  to  comply  with  specified 
strength  requirements.  The  procedure  for 
strength  testing  is  set  forth  in  paragraph  S5 
of  the  standard.  The  tests  involve  the  attach- 
ment of  a  seat  belt  to  the  anchorage,  followed 
by  the  application  of  force  to  the  seat  belt  Avhich 
is  thereby  transferred  to  the  anchorage  itself. 
Force  is  applied  to  Type  1  and  Type  2  seat  belt 
assemblies  through  body  blocks  that  simulate  the 
human  torso.  The  body  blocks  are  illustrated  in 
Figures  2  and  3  of  the  standard.  This  notice 
modifies  Figures  2  and  3  in  accordance  with  the 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  issued  Decemlier 
16. 1076  (41  F.R.  54050). 

Figure  2  describes  the  body  block  used  for  lap 
lielt  anchorage  testing,  and  there  has  been  some 
("onfusion  concerning  certain  minor  specifications 
in   the   Figure.     This   amendment   modifies   the 


drawing  in  Figure  2  to  clarify  the  description 
of  the  body  block.  The  change  does  not  affect 
the  substantive  requirements  of  the  standard  in 
any  way. 

Figure  3  describes  the  body  block  used  for 
combination  shoulder  and  lap  belt  anchorage  test- 
ing. An  optional  "buckle  cutout"  is  shown  on 
the  surface  of  the  body  block  in  Figure  3,  per- 
mitting a  manufacturer  to  make  an  indentation 
in  the  face  of  the  body  block  to  accommodate 
buckle  hardware.  NHTSA  compliance  test  ex- 
perience with  the  cutout  demonstrates  that  the 
edge  of  the  cutout  causes  additional  stress  on  the 
belt  webbing  and  interferes  with  its  movement, 
thereby  interfering  with  the  test  of  the  under- 
lying anchorage.  Comments  to  the  proposal 
favored  deletion  of  the  "buckle  cutout"  option 
since  it  is  disadvantageous  to  manufacturers  and 
is  no  longer  being  utilized.  This  amendment, 
therefore,  deletes  the  optional  cutout  from  Fig- 
ure 3. 

General  Motors'  comment  recommended  addi- 
tional modifications  of  the  drawing  in  Figure  2. 
The  agency  has  determined,  however,  that  the 
suggestion  to  add  sliading  to  define  the  area  of 
the  body  block  to  be  covered  by  foam  padding 
does  not  significantly  alter  the  clarity  of  the 
drawing.  General  Motors  also  recommended  a 
substitute  test  device  for  the  lap-shoulder  belt 
body  block.  This  recommendation  will  possibly 
be  considered  in  future  rulemaking. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  the  development  of  this  notice  are  William 
Smith  and  Hugh  Oates,  respectively. 

Since  this  amendment  does  not  make  any  sub- 
stantive change  in  the  requirements  of  the  stand- 
ard, it  is  found  that  an  immediate  effective  date 
is  in  the  public  interest. 
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Effective:   May    18,    1978 

In  consideration   of  the  foregoing,   Standard  Issued  on  May  15,  1978. 
No.  210,  49  CFR  571.210,  is  amended  ....  j^^^,  Claybrook 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15  Administrator 

U.S.C.   1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority  at  43  p.R.  21892 

49  CFR  1.50).  May  23,   1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  STANDARD  NO.   210 


Seat  Belt  Assembly  Anchorages 
(Docket  No.   72-23;   Notice   5) 


Action:  Final  rule. 


Summary:  This  notice  amends  Safety  Standard 
No.  210,  Seat  Belt  Assembly  Anchorages^  to 
eliminate  the  anchorage  location  requirements  for 
passive  seat  belt  assemblies  that  meet  the  frontal 
crash  protection  requirements  of  Safety  Standard 
No.  208.  The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
give  manufacturers  wider  latitude  in  passive  belt 
design  in  order  to  facilitate  the  early  introduction 
of  passive  restraints  in  existing  passenger  car 
designs.  The  amendment  will  allow  manufac- 
turers to  experiment  with  various  passive  belt 
designs  to  help  determine  the  optimum  relation- 
ship between  anchorage  location  and  passive  belt 
effectiveness  in  a  variety  of  crash  modes  and 
their  comfort  and  convenience.  Anchorage  loca- 
tion would  still  be  indirectly  controlled  by  the 
necessity  for  passive  belts  to  comply  with  the 
Standard  No.  208  requirements. 

Effective  date :  November  16,  1978. 

Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice  number 
and  be  submitted  to:  Docket  Section,  Room 
5108— Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

For  further  information  contact : 

William  Smith,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  AVashington,  D.C.  20590 
(202)  426-2242. 

Sujiplementary  Infoi'matlon:  Safety  Standard 
No.  210,  Seat  Belt  Assembly  Aiichoragcs  (49 
CFR  571.210),  specifies  zones  and  acceptable 
ranges  within  which  seat  belt  anchorages  must 
be  located  to  ensure  that  the  anchorages  are  in 
the  proper  location  for  effective  (x-cupant  re- 
straint   and    specifies    strength    requirements    to 


reduce  the  likelihood  of  their  failure  in  a  crash. 
In  response  to  a  petition  from  General  Motors 
Corporation,  the  \HTSA  issued  a  proposal  to 
delete  these  anchorage  location  i-equirements  for 
passive  belt  systems  that  meet  the  dynamic 
frontal  crash  protection  requirements  of  Safety 
Standard  No.  208  (43  FR  22419,  May  25.  1978). 
The  proposal  noted  that  General  Motors  would 
like  to  use  a  passive  belt  design  whose  anchorages, 
in  some  vehicles,  would  lie  outside  the  parameters 
specified  in  the  standard.  GM  stated  that  the 
anchorage  locations  of  this  design  are  intended 
to  ensure  the  comfort  and  convenience  of  the 
passive  belt  so  that  it  will  not  be  disconnected  by 
vehicle  users  who  find  current  active  belts  lacking 
in  these  ([ualities.  (Jeneral  Motors  wanted  to 
introduce  this  i)assive  belt  design  prior  to  tlie 
effective  date  of  the  passive  restraint  require- 
ments issued  July  5.  1977  (42  FR  34289).  As 
stated  in  the  preamble  of  tlie  proposal,  the  agency 
has  determined  manufacturers  should  be  given 
wide  latitude  in  passive  belt  design  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  early  introduction  of  passive  sys- 
tems, since  they  sliould  save  many  lives  and 
prevent  hundreds  to  thousands  of  injuries.  Al- 
though the  current  anchorage  location  require- 
ments were  developed  primarily  for  active  belt 
systems,  passive  belt  systems  such  as  the  one  used 
on  the  Volkswagen  Rabbit  have  successfully  com- 
plied with  the  anchorage  location  requirements 
and  met  the  frontal  injury  criteria  of  .Standard 
No.  208  as  well.  Nonetheless,  nuinufacturei's  have 
said  they  can  develop  more  effective  and  comfort- 
able passive  systems  to  comply  with  Standard 
208.  The  agency  thinks  they  should  be  given  the 
opportunity.  Nevertheless,  it  is  the  agency's  view 
that  research  should  be  conducted  to  determine 
the  optimum  aiicliorage  locations  for  the  vaiious 
passive  belt  designs  in  terms  of  botii  passive  belt 
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effectiveness  and  of  comfort  and  convenience  for 
vehicle  occupants.  Accordingly,  the  earlier  notice 
proposed  the  deletion  of  the  anchorage  require- 
ments for  passive  belts  until  appropriate  require- 
ments for  these  systems  can  be  developed  and 
incorporated  in  the  standard. 

Comments  in  support  of  the  proposed  change 
were  received  from  (^hrysler.  Britisii  Leyland. 
American  Motors,  Ford,  Volkswagen.  (leneral 
Motors,  and  the  Association  Peugeot-Renault. 
These  commenters  argued  that  manufacturers 
should  not  be  reritricted  in  passive  belt  design,  so 
that  manufacturers  can  determine  which  designs 
are  the  most  effective  and  at  the  same  time  ac- 
ceptable to  the  public.  The  Center  for  Auto 
Safety  argued  against  the  proposal.  Iiowever. 
stating  that  elimination  of  the  anchorage  location 
requirements  may  degrade  available  occupant 
protection. 

The  Center  for  Auto  Safety  agreed  that  manu- 
facturers should  be  allowed  flexibility  in  passive 
belt  design  to  facilitate  the  early  introduction  of 
passive  restraints.  However,  it  argued  that 
elimination  of  the  forward  boundary  for  upper 
torso  belt  anchorages  may  "  ( 1 )  seriously  degrade 
(K'cupant  protection  available  by  allowing  the 
anchorages  to  be  installed  in  areas  likely  to  be 
stnick  by  the  occupant  in  a  side  impact  and  (2) 
may  result  in  systems  that  do  not  sufficiently  re- 
strain the  occupant  from  submarining  or  moving 
laterally  under  the  belt."  The  Center's  first  con- 
cern is  that  side-impact  head  injuries  will  in- 
crease if  passive  belt  retractors,  buckles,  and 
other  hardware  are  permitted  in  areas  likely  to 
be  struck  by  the  occupant's  head  in  a  side  colli- 
sion. The  comment  noted  that  vehicles  equipped 
with  passive  belts  are  not  required  to  meet  the 
lateral  impact  requirements  of  Standard  Xo.  208 
and  that  manufacturers  would,  thciefore,  have 
no  incentive  to  design  anchorages  and  other  hard- 
ware to  avoid  injuries  in  non-frontal  collisions. 

The  Center's  second  concern  is  that  elimination 
of  the  anchorage  location  requirements  will  allow 
passive  belt  designs  that  lead  to  more  lateral 
occupant  movement  and  "submarining"  in  side 
crashes,  thereby  incieusing  side  impact  injuries. 
The  Center  also  argued  that  it  should  be  the 
responsibility  of  General  Motors  to  demonstrate 
the  safety  consequences  of  moving  passive  belt 
anchorages   outside    the   current    range    require- 


ments, before  the  agency  eliminates  the  require- 
ments for  passive  belts.  Finally,  the  Center  is 
concerned  that  once  the  exemption  is  allowed,  it 
might  be  years  before  new  location  requirements 
for  passive  belts  are  specified. 

Regarding  the  Center's  first  concern,  the  pres- 
ent requirements  do  not  prohibit  the  placement 
of  hardware  in  areas  where  they  could  be  struck 
by  an  occupant's  head  in  a  side  collision.  While 
manufacturers  may  not  be  constrained  by  present 
standards  from  placing  hardware  where  it  poses 
a  danger  to  occupants  in  side  impacts,  all  manu- 
facturers are  on  notice  that  the  agency  is  prepar- 
ing to  propose  a  side  impact  standard  as 
delineated  in  the  agency's  rulemaking  plan.  Thus, 
in  anticipation  of  the  upgraded  side  impact  re- 
(juirements,  manufacturers  should  design  their 
passive  belt  systems  in  such  a  way  that  they  will 
not  compromise  side  impact  protection. 

The  Center's  concern  about  the  potential  for 
increased  lateral  movement  and  submarining  in 
side  crashes  was  not  supported  by  any  data.  The 
XHTSA  is  also  concerned  about  side  impact  in- 
juries. However,  the  existing  location  require- 
ments for  belt  anchorages  were  not  specifically 
designed  to  address  the  problem  of  lateral  occu- 
pant motion  in  non-frontal  collisions  where  the 
occupant  is  restrained  by  a  single,  diagonal 
passive  upper  torso  restraint  used  with  a  knee 
bolster. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  explicitly 
stated  that  the  X'HTSA  intends  to  issue  separate 
anchorage  location  I'equirements  for  passive  belts 
following  research  to  determine  the  optimum 
locations  for  passive  belt  effectiveness,  comfort 
and  convenience,  and  that  the  proposed  exemp- 
tion from  the  current  i'equirements  is  only  an 
interim  measure.  The  XHTSA  intends  to  con- 
duct studies  to  look  at  the  change  in  injury  data 
resulting  from  displacement  of  the  upper  anchor- 
age point  of  a  single  diagonal  belt  for  various 
sizes  of  occupants.  The  research  program  in- 
cludes testing  that  will  investigate  the  "sub- 
marining" problem  and,  (hiring  frontal  oblique 
impart  simulations,  the  likelihood  of  excessive 
lateral  movement.  The  agency  will  consider 
simulated  side  impact  testing  during  this  research 
program  to  evaluate  potential  degradation  of 
occupant  protection  in  this  crash  mode.  The 
agency  will  also  consider  anchorage  location  dui- 
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ing  the  upgrading  of  side  impact  protection  re- 
quirements. As  stated  in  tlie  recent  "Five  Year 
Rulemaking  Plan,"  the  improvement  of  occupant 
protection  in  side  impacts  is  one  of  the  XHTSA's 
highest  priorities. 

The  Center's  suggestion  that  GM  demonstrate 
the  safety  consequences  of  passive  belt  anchorages 
should  be  addressed  by  the  XHTSA's  intention 
to  look  with  great  care  at  manufacturers'  com- 
pliance testing  of  all  passive  belt  designs  to  assure 
that  these  new  systems  will,  in  fact,  provide  at 
least  the  level  of  overall  protection  now  atforded 
by  conventional  restraint  systems. 

Finally,  regarding  the  Center's  concern  that 
new  location  requirements  for  passive  belt  an- 
chorages will  not  lie  specified  for  many  years,  the 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  and  this  notice 
make  it  clear  that  the  exemption  is  only  an  in- 
terim measure  to  allow  improvements  in  passive 
belt  designs.  It  is  consistent,  however,  with  the 
attempt  to  make  FMVSS  208  a  performance 
standard  to  the  greatest  extent  possible.  Xever- 
theless,  should  any  manufacturer  produce  passive 
belt  hardware  or  systems  that  cause  or  exacerbate 
injuries  that  would  not  occur  with  active  systems 
currently  in  production,  the  X'HTSA's  safety 
defect  authoi'ity  would  permit  the  agency  to  in- 
vestigate such  systems  for  possible  recall  and  cor- 
rection. Manufacturers  are  hereby  put  on  notice 
of  that  fact. 

In  summary,  the  XHTSA  has  concluded  that 
manufacturers  should  be  given  wide  latitude  in 
passive  belt  design  in  order  to  aid  the  early  intro- 
duction of  passive  restraints  and  to  aid  tJie  de- 


velopment of  optimum  designs  in  terms  of  both 
effectiveness  and  comfort  and  convenience.  The 
agency  agrees  that  anchorage  location  require- 
ments are  important  for  passive  belts,  but  believes 
that  more  effective  requirements  can  be  developed 
following  further  research  specifically  involving 
passive  belts.  To  ensure  that  safe  and  effective 
systems  are  being  developed,  the  agency  will  be 
testing  many  of  the  new  passive  systems  that  will 
come  on  the  market  prior  to  the  1982  model  year. 
In  addition,  the  agency  intends  to  ask  manufac- 
turers to  supply  data  concerning  the  performance 
of  passive  systems  in  both  compliance  crash  test- 
ing and  in  sled  and  crash  testing  in  other  modes. 

The  XHTSA  has  determined  that  this  amend- 
ment will  have  ni>  economic  or  environmental 
consequences. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  the  development  of  this  notice  are  William 
Smith  and  Hugh  Oates.  respectively. 

In  consideration  of  the  foi'egoing.  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  Xo.  21(),  Scat 
Belt  Assembly  Am-horages  (49  CFR  .i71.210),  is 
amended  .... 

AUTHORITY:  (Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392.  1407) ;  delegation 
of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 


Issued  on  Xovember  3,  1978. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43   F.R.   53440 
November   16,    1978 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD   NO.  210 


Seat  Belt  Assembly  Anchorages— Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose 
Passenger  Vehicles,  Trucks,  and  Buses 

Docket  No.  2-14;  Notice  No.  4) 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard  estab- 
lishes requirements  for  seat  belt  assembly  anchor- 
ages to  insure  their  proper  location  for  effective 
occupant  restraint  and  to  reduce  the  likelihood 
of  their  failure. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  pas- 
senger cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks,  and  buses. 

53.  Definition.  "Seat  belt  anchorage"  means 
the  provision  for  transferring  seat  belt  assembly 
loads  to  the  vehicle  structure. 

54.  Requirements. 

54.1  Type. 

54.1.1  Seat  belt  anchorages  for  a  Type  2  seat 
belt  assembly  shall  be  installed  for  each  foward- 
facing  outboard  designated  seating  position  in 
passenger  cars,  other  than  convertibles  and  for 
each  designated  seating  position  for  which  a 
Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  is  required  by  Stand- 
ard No.  208  in  vehicles  other  than  passenger 
car. 

54.1.2  Seat  belt  anchorages  for  a  Type  1  or  a 
Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  shall  be  installed  for 
each  designated  seating  position,  except  a  pas- 
senger seat  in  a  bus  or  a  designated  seating  posi- 
tion for  which  seat  belt  anchorages  for  a  Type  2 
seat  belt  assembly  are  required  by  S4.1.1. 

54.2  Strength. 

54.2.1  Except  for  side-facing  seats,  the  anchor- 
age for  a  Type  1  seat  belt  assembly  or  the  pelvic 
portion  of  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly  shall 
withstand  a  5,000-pound  force  when  tested  in 
accordance  with  S5.1. 

54.2.2  The  anchorage  for  a  Type  2  seat  belt 
assembly  shall  withstand  3,000-pound  forces 
when  tested  in  accordance  with  S5.2. 


54.2.3  Permanent  deformation  or  rupture  of 
a  seat  belt  anchorage  or  its  surrounding  area  is 
not  considered  to  be  a  failure,  if  the  required 
force  is  sustained  for  the  specified  time. 

54.2.4  Except  for  common  seat  belt  anchorages 
for  forward-facing  and  rearward-facing  seats, 
floor-mounted  seat  belt  anchorages  for  adjacent 
designated  seating  positions  shall  be  tested  by 
simultaneously  loading  the  seat  belt  assemblies 
attached  to  those  anchorages. 

S4.3  Location.  As  used  in  this  section,  "for- 
ward" means  in  the  direction  in  which  the  seat 
faces,  and  other  directional  references  are  to  be 
interpreted  accordingly. 

S4.3.1  Seat  belt  anchorages  for  Type  1  seat  belt 
assemblies  and  the  pelvic  portion  of  Type  2  seat 
belt  assemblies. 

54.3.1.1  In  an  installation  in  which  the  seat 
belt  does  not  bear  upon  the  seat  frame,  a  line 
from  the  seating  reference  point  to  the  nearest 
contact  point  of  the  belt  with  the  hardware  at- 
taching it  to  the  anchorage  for  a  nonadjustable 
seat,  or  from  a  point  2.50  inches  forward  of  and 
0.375  inch  above  the  seating  reference  point  to 
the  nearest  contact  point  of  the  belt  with  the 
hardware  attaching  it  to  the  anchorage  for  an 
adjustable  seat  in  its  rearmost  position,  shall  ex- 
tend forward  from  the  anchorage  at  an  angle 
with  the  horizontal  of  not  less  than  20°  and  not 
more  than  75°. 

54.3.1.2  In  an  installation  in  which  the  belt 
bears  upon  the  seat  frame,  the  seat  belt  anchor- 
age, if  not  on  the  seat  structure,  shall  be  aft  of 
the  rearmost  belt  contact  point  on  the  seat  frame 
with  the  seat  in  the  rearmost  position.  The  line 
from  the  seating  reference  point  to  the  nearest 
belt  contact  point  on  the  seat  frame  shall  extend 
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forward  from  that  contact  point  at  an  angle  with 
the  horizontal  of  not  less  than  20°  and  not  more 
than  75°. 

54.3.1.3  In  an  installation  in  which  the  seat 
belt  anchorage  is  on  the  seat  structure,  the  line 
from  the  seating  reference  point  to  the  nearest 
contact  point  of  the  belt  with  the  hardware  at- 
taching it  to  the  anchorage  shall  extend  forward 
from  that  contact  point  at  an  angle  with  the 
horizontal  of  not  less  than  20°  and  not  more  than 
75°. 

54.3.1.4  Anchorages  for  an  individual  seat 
belt  assembly  shall  be  located  at  least  6.50  inches 
apart  laterally,  measured  between  the  vertical 
centerlines  of  the  bolt  holes. 

S4.3.2  Seat  belt  anchorages  for  the  upper  torso 
portion  of  Type  2  seat  belt  assemblies.  With  the 
seat  in  its  full  rearward  and  downward  position 
and  the  seat  back  in  its  most  upright  position, 
the  seat  belt  anchorage  for  the  upper  end  of  the 
upper  torso  restraint  shall  be  located  within  the 
acceptable  range  shown  in  Figure  1,  with  refer- 
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FIGURE  1     LOCATION  OF  ANCHORAGE  FOR  UPPER  TORSO  RESTRAINT 

ence  to  a  two-dimensional  manikin  described  in 
SAE  Standard  J826  (November  1962)  whose 
"H"  point  is  at  the  seating  reference  point  and 
whose  torso  line  is  at  the  same  angle  from  the 
vertical  as  the  seat  back. 

S5.  Test  procedures.  Each  vehicle  shall  meet 
the  requirements  of  S4.2  when  tested  according 
to  the  following  procedures.  Where  a  range  of 
values  is  specified,  the  vehicle  shall  be  able  to 
meet  the  requirements  at  all  points  within  the 
range. 

S5.1  Seats  with  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat  belt 
anchorages.  With  the  seat  in  its  rearmost  posi- 
tion, apply  a  force  of  5,000  pounds  in  the  direc- 
tion in  which  the  seat  faces  to  a  pelvic  body 
block  as  described  in  Figure  2,  restrained  by  a 


Type  1  or  the  pelvic  portion  of  a  Type  2  seat 
belt  assembly,  as  applicable,  in  a  plane  parallel 
to  the  longitudinal  centerline  of  the  vehicle,  with 
an  initial  force  application  angle  of  not  less  than 
5°  nor  more  than  15°  above  the  horizontal. 
Apply  the  force  at  the  onset  rate  of  not  more 
than  50,000  pounds  per  second.  Attain  the 
5,000-pound  force  in  not  more  than  30  seconds 
and  maintain  it  for  10  seconds. 
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FIGURE  2    BODY  BLOCK  FOR  LAP  BELT  ANCHORAGE 


S5.2     Seats  with  Type  2  seat  belt  anchorages. 

With  the  seat  in  its  rearmost  position,  apply 
forces  of  3,000  pounds  in  the  direction  in  which 
the  seat  faces  simultaneously  to  pelvic  and  upper 
torso  body  blocks  as  described  in  Figures  2  and 
3,  restrained  by  a  Type  2  seat  belt  assembly,  in 
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FIGURE  3-  BODY  BLOCK  FOR  COMBINATION  SHOULDER 
AND  LAP  BELT  ANCHORAGE 

a  plane  parallel  to  the  longitudinal  centerline  of 
the  vehicle,  with  an  initial  force  application  angle 
of  not  less  than  5°  nor  more  than  15°  above  the 
horizontal.  Apply  the  forces  at  the  onset  rate 
of  not  more  than  30,000  pounds  per  second. 
Attain  the  3,000-pound  forces  in  not  more  than 
30  seconds  and  maintain  them  for  10  seconds. 

35  F.R.  18116 
November  26,  1970 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  211 

Wheel  Nuts,  Wheel  Discs,  and  Hub  Caps— Passenger  Cars  and  Multipurpose 

Passenger  Vehicles 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard  pre- 
cludes the  use  of  wheel  nuts,  wheel  discs,  and 
hub  caps  that  constitute  a  hazard  to  pedestrians 
and  cyclists. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  pas- 
senger cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  and 
passenger  cars  and  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicle equipment. 

53.  Requirements.  Wheel  nuts,  hub  caps,  and 
wheel  discs  for  use  on  passenger  cars  and  multi- 
purpose passenger  vehicles  shall  not  incorporate 
winged  projections. 

INTERPRETATION 

A  clarification  of  the  term  "wheel  nut"  as  used 
in  the  requirements  section  S3  of  Standard  No. 
211  has  been  requested.    This  section  states  that 


"wheel  nuts,  hub  caps,  and  wheel  discs  for  use  on 
passenger  cars  and  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles shall  not  incorporate  winged  projections." 
A  "wheel  nut"  is  an  exposed  nut  that  is  mounted 
at  the  center  or  hub  of  a  wheel,  and  not  the  ordi- 
nary small  hexagonal  nut,  one  of  several  which 
secures  a  wheel  to  an  axle,  and  which  is  normally 
covered  by  a  hub  cap  or  wheel  disc. 
Issued  on  July  22,  1969. 


F.  C.  Turner 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 


32  F.R.  2416 
February  3,  1967 


(Rev.  7/25/69) 
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EffacNv*:  January  1,   1970 


PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  212 
Windshield  Mounting — Passenger  Cars 


A  proposal  to  amend  Part  371  of  the  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  by  adding  a 
Standard  No.  212,  Windshield  Mounting — Pas- 
senger Cars,  was  published  as  an  advance  notice 
of  proposed  rule  making  an  October  14,  1967 
(32  F.R.  14281)  and  a  notice  of  proposed  rule 
making  on  December  28,  1967  (32  F.R.  20866). 

Interested  persons  have  been  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  participate  in  the  making  of  this  amend- 
ment, and  careful  consideration  has  been  given 
to  all  relevant  matter  presented. 

This  new  standard  requires  that,  when  tested 
as  prescribed,  each  passenger  car  windshield 
mounting  must  retain  either:  (1)  not  less  than 
75%  of  the  windshield  periphery;  or  (2)  not  less 
than  50%  of  that  portion  of  the  windshield 
periphery  on  each  side  of  the  vehicle  longitudinal 
centerline,  if  an  unrestrained  95th  percentile  adult 
male  manikin  is  seated  in  each  outboard  front 
seating  position. 

Several  comments  objected  to  the  proposed 
standard  and  in  some  cases  urged  that  more  re- 
search should  be  done  before  any  type  of  wind- 
shield mounting  is  required.  The  standard,  is 
however,  part  of  an  integrated  program  aimed 
at  accomplishing  the  widely  accepted  safety  goal 
of  keeping  occupants  within  the  confines  of  the 
passenger  compartment  during  a  crash.  One 
major  step  in  this  program  is  the  utilization  of 
the  laminated  glazing  material  prescribed  in 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  No.  205, 
which  has  resulted  in  a  marked  reduction  in 
serious  head  injury  to  occupants  known  to  have 
struck  the  windshield.  The  windshield  mounting 
retention  requirement  prescribed  in  this  standard 
takes  advantage  of  this  improved  glazing  ma- 
terial and  will  further  minimize  the  likelihood 


of  occupants  being  thrown  from  the  vehicle 
during  a  crash. 

Several  comments  requested  reduction  of  the 
75%  retention  requirement  to  50%.  The  Admin- 
istrator concludes  that,  as  an  alternative,  50% 
retention  is  acceptable  if:  (1)  an  unrestrained 
95%  percentile  adult  male  manikin  is  seated  in 
each  outboard  front  seating  position  when  the 
test  procedure  is  performed,  and  (2)  at  least 
50%  of  that  portion  of  the  windshield  periphery 
on  each  side  of  the  vehicle  longitudinal  centerline 
is  retained. 

Several  comments  requested  that  the  phrase 
"or  approved  equivalent"  be  added  to  the  "Dem- 
onstration procedures"  provision.  §  371.11  of  the 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards  provides 
that  "an  approved  equivalent  may  be  substituted 
for  any  required  destructive  demonstration  pro- 
cedure." Consequently,  inclusion  of  the  phrase 
requested  is  not  necessary. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  371.21,  of 
Part  371  of  the  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety 
standards  is  amended  by  adding  Standard  No. 
212,  "Windshield  Mounting— Passenger  Cars,"  as 
set  forth  below,  effective  January  1,  1970. 

This  rule-making  action  is  taken  under  the 
authority  of  sections  103  and  119  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966 
(P.U  89-563,  15  U.S.C.  §§1392  and  1407)  and 
the  delegation  of  authority  contained  in  Part  1 
of  the  Regulations  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  (49  CFR  Part  1). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  August  13, 1968. 

John  R.  Jamieson,  Deputy 
Federal  Highway  Administrator 

33  F.R.   11652 
August  16,   1968 
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Effective:   September    1,    1977 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  212 

Windshield  Mounting 
(Docket  No.   69-29;   Notice  5) 


This  notice  amends  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  Xo.  212,  49  CFR  571.212,  Windshield 
Mounf'tng,  to  extend  its  applicability  to  multi- 
purpose passenfter  vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses  hav- 
in<j  a  gross  vehicle  weij^ht  ratino-  (GVWR)  of 
10.000  pounds  or  less,  except  for  forward  control 
vehicles  and  open-body  type  vehicles  with  fold- 
ino-  or  removable  windshields,  and  to  coordinate 
its  test  procedures  with  those  of  Standai'd  No. 
208.  19  CFR  571.208.  Occupant  Crash  Protection. 

An  advance  notice  of  proposal  ridemakinfi  was 
published  September  16,  1969  (34  FR  14438). 
followed  by  notices  of  proposed  ruleiuakinfj:  pub- 
ished  on  Auoust  23.  1972  (37  FR  16979)  and 
January  18.  1974  (39  FR  2274).  This  notice  is 
based  on  the  latter  notice  of  proposed  rulemak- 
in<r,  and  responds  to  the  comments  submitted 
thei'eto. 

The  final  rule  retains  the  proposed  rule's  ex- 
tension to  multipurpose  passen,<rer  veliicles,  trucks, 
and  buses  having'  a  gross  vehicle  weight  rating 
(GVWR)  of  10.000  pounds  or  less.  However, 
forward  control  vehicles  and  open-body  vehicles 
with  fold-down  windshields  are  excluded  from 
the  application  of  the  standard  because  of  the 
impracticability  of  complying  with  the  require- 
ments. 

Many  manufacturers  objected  to  the  require- 
ment in  the  propo.sal  that  the  dummies  used  in 
the  test  vehicle  not  be  restrained  by  active  re- 
straint systems.  Upon  impact  in  a  crash  test, 
unrestrained  dummies  tend  to  fly  about  the  pas- 
senger compartment,  damaging  the  dummies. 

In  1972  the  XHTSA  proposed  the  amendment 
of  Standard  Xo.  212  (37  FR  16979)  to  specify 
a  75  percent  retention  requirement  using  re- 
strained dummies.  The  purpose  of  the  proposal 
was  to  eliminate  optional  retention  requirements 


and  to  permit  dynamic  testing  consistent  with 
other  safety  standards.  In  1974  another  ap- 
proach was  taken  with  the  XHTSA  proposing 
(39  FR  2274)  a  50  percent  retention  requirement 
using  unrestrained  dummies,  in  anticipation  of 
the  passive  restraint  requirements  that  were  to 
be  included  in  Standard  Xo.  208.  Having  the 
benefit  of  a  large  number  of  comments  on  both 
proposals  the  XHTSA  has  determined  that  both 
are  suitable,  the  1972  approach  for  vehicles 
equipped  with  active  restraints,  where  dummy 
damage  woidd  Vie  great  if  the  dmnmy  were  un- 
restrained, and  the  1974  approach  for  vehicles 
equipped  with  passive  restraints,  since  the  dummy 
would  not  contact  the  windshield. 

The  frontal  barrier  crash  test  conditions  speci- 
fied in  the  final  rule  are  substantially  similar 
to  those  of  Standard  Xo.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection.  Standard  Xo.  219,  Windshield  Zone 
Intrusion,  and  Standard  Xo.  301.  Fuel  System 
Integrity.  This  will  allow  compliance  testing 
for  these  standards  in  one  crash  test  under  cer- 
tain circumstances.  In  this  way.  much  of  the 
expense  associated  with  crash  testing  can  be 
reduced. 

Most  of  the  manufacturers  who  commented  on 
the  proposal  objected  to  the  requirement  that 
the  vehicle  be  tested  at  a  temperature  range  of 
15°  F  to  110°  F.  Some  manufacturers  objected 
that  the  higher  temperatures  would  damage  sen- 
sitive instrumentation.  Others  argued  that  the 
range  should  lx>  coordinated  with  that  of  Stand- 
ard Xo.  301  (49  CFR  571.301)  or  with  ISO  regu- 
lations. Some  asserted  that  they  would  have  to 
build  expensive  test  facilities  in  order  to  conduct 
tests  at  the  temperature  extremes.  The  XHTSA 
has  determined  that  testing  over  the  specified 
range  is  necessary,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  wind- 
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Effective:  September   1,   1977 

shield  mol(lin;rs  have  si^iuilicantlv  dillcrciit  retell-  Effective  date :  September  1,  1977. 

tion  capabilities  at  diHeient  teiiipcnitures.     The  (Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 

NIITSA   rccojrnizcs  that   certain   additional   ex-  U.S.C.   1392,   1407)  ;   delegation   of  authority  at 

peases  may  lie  entailed  in  testing'  over  the  speci-  49  CFR  1.50) 

fiecl    temperature    ran-e.      However,    the    safety  Issued  on :  August  23,  1976. 

need    to    ensure    adecjuate    windshiekl    retention 

justifies  the  additional  expense.  John  W.  Snow 

In   consi.leration   ..f   the    fore-oin-,    Stan.lard  Administrator 

No.  21-2,  49  CFK  :>11.-1VI.  is  amended  to  read  as  41    F.R.  36493 

set  forth  below.  August     30,     1976 


PART  571 ;  S  212— PRE  4 


EfFeclive:   August  4,    1977 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   212 

Windshield  Mounting 
(Docket  No.  69-29;   Notice  6) 


This  notice  responds  to  nine  petitions  for  re- 
consideration of  a  recent  amendment  (41  FR 
36493,  August  30,  1976)  of  Safety  Standard  No. 
212,  Windshield  Mounting,  by  extending  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  amendment  from  September  1, 
1977,  to  September  1,  1978,  and  by  excluding 
"walk-in  van-type"  vehicles  from  the  standard's 
applicability.  Other  aspects  of  the  petitions  for 
reconsideration  are  denied. 

Dates:  The  amendment  of  August  30,  1976, 
will  be  effective  September  1,  1978.  The  change 
in  the  effective  date  and  the  amendment  to  ex- 
clude "walk-in  van-type"  vehicles  from  the  stand- 
ard's applicability  should  be  changed  in  the  t«xt 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  effective 
August  4,  1977. 

For  Further  Information  Contact: 

Robert  Nelson 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration 
Washington,  D.C.     20590 
(202  426-2802) 

Supplementary  Information:  Safety  Standard 
No.  212,  Windshield  Mounting  (49  CFR  Part 
571.212),  was  amended  August  30,  1976,  to  mod- 
ify the  performance  requirements  and  test  pro- 
cedures of  the  standard  and  to  extend  the 
standard's  applicability  to  multipurpose  passen- 
ger vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses  having  a  gross 
vehicle  weight  rating  of  10.000  pounds  or  less. 
Petitions  for  reconsideration  were  received  from 
International  Harvester  (IH),  Jeep  Corporation, 
American  Motors  Corporation  (AMC),  Volvo  of 
America  Corporation,  Toyo  Kogyo  Co.,  General 
Motors  Corporation  (GM),  Rolls  Royce  Motors, 
Nissan  Motor  Co.  Ltd.,  and  Leyland  Cars. 

Requests  from  some  of  these  petitioners  that 
the   new    provisions   of    Standard    No.    212    (49 


CFR  571.212)  be  withdrawn  entirely  are  hereby 
denied,  but  several  modifications  are  undertaken 
by  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA),  based  on  a  review  of  the 
information  and  arguments  submitted. 

Nearly  all  of  the  petitioners  requested  that  the 
effective  date  of  the  new  provisions  be  changed 
from  September  1,  1977,  to  September  1,  1978. 
Petitioners  argued  that  a  lead  time  of  one  year 
will  be  insufficient  to  accomplish  design  changes 
and  retooling  necessary  to  adapt  passenger-car 
windshield  technology  to  other  vehicle  types. 
Petitioners  also  pointed  out  that  the  specifica- 
tion of  a  temperature  range  in  the  test  conditions 
will  require  manufacturers  to  undertake  more 
extensive  certification  testing  than  in  the  past. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  the  requests 
for  additional  lead  time  are  justified  in  light  of 
tlie  information  submitted  regarding  design 
changes  that  some  manufacturers  will  undertake. 
The  petitions  are,  therefore,  granted  in  part  and 
the  effective  date  of  the  new  provisions  is  post- 
poned to  September  1,  1978. 

In  conformity  with  the  agency's  1972  and 
1974  proposals  (37  FR  16979,  August  23,  1972) 
(39  FR  2274,  January  18,  1974),  an  optional 
means  of  meeting  the  retention  requirement  (that 
exists  in  the  present  provisions)  was  eliminated 
by  the  August  30,  1976,  amendments.  This  was 
done  to  reduce  the  amount  of  necessary  com- 
pliance testing  and  to  encourage  "simultaneous" 
certification  testing  of  separate  standards  where 
practicable.  As  proposed  in  1972,  the  "75-per- 
cent alternative"  (retention  of  75  percent  of  the 
windshield  periphery — dummies  properly  re- 
strained) was  made  mandatory  for  al  vehicles 
not  equipped  with  passive  restraints.  In  tliis 
way,    windshield    retention    tests   could    be   per- 
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formed  at  the  same  time  as  tests  already  required 
for  fuel  system  intcf^^rity  (49  CFR  571.301-75) 
that  specify   restrained  dummies. 

While  some  additional  \vei<,dit  is  added  to  the 
vehicle  by  the  re(|uired  diniiniies,  it  is  tlie  mini- 
nuuii  necessary  to  permit  "siimiltaneous"  testing. 
and  the  dummies  ai'e  restrained  so  that  there  is 
only  incidental,  if  any.  contact  with  the  wind- 
shield. Thus,  the  "75-percent  alternative"  spec- 
ified in  the  amendments  is,  basically,  a 
continuation  of  the  existinfr  requirement  that 
manufacturers  have  l)een  meetinjr  for  years. 

The  1074  proposal  to  adopt  the  "50-percent 
option"  (retention  of  50  percent  of  the  wind- 
shield pei-iphery  on  ciu'h  side  of  tlie  windshield — 
dunuuies  unrestrained)  was  vigorously  objected 
to  by  manufacturers  becau.se  of  the  damage  that 
could  occur  to  dummies  during  impact  with  the 
windsiiield.  Also,  tlie  fuel  system  integiity 
standard  was  made  final  in  a  form  that  required 
restraining  the  dunuuies  by  safety  belts  if  pro- 
vided. It  was  apparent  that  the  "50-percent 
option"  should  only  become  mandatory  as  pro- 
posed for  vehicles  e(iuipped  with  passive  re- 
straint systems  that  could  protect  the  dummy 
against  impact  damage.  In  the  case  of  air  cush- 
ion restraint  systems,  of  course,  some  contact 
with  the  windshield  by  the  cushion  or  incidental 
contact  by  the  dununy  is  expected  during  the 
crash  test.  For  this  reason,  the  somewhat  less 
stringent  '■50-percent  option"  was  made  final  for 
vehicles  equipped  witii  passive  restraints. 

AMC  argued  tiiat  tiiis  ibstinction  lietween  ve- 
hicles is  unjustified.  The  only  reason  put  for- 
ward by  A.MC  was  tiiat  "dunuiiy  impact  is  not 
a  critical  factor  in  detcnuining  windshield  re- 
tention." This  reason  does  not,  iiowever.  support 
tlie  AMC  request  for  a  reduction  in  letentiou 
l)erforniancc  from  tlie  75-i)cic(-nt  level  [ireseutly 
being  met.  Rather,  it  argues  for  an  increase  in 
the  .5()-perceiit  level  established  for  those  ve- 
hicles in  which  the  NIITS.V  estimated  that 
dummy  and  restraint  contact  could  affect  results. 
If  AM("  i)elieves  that  the  distinction  is  not  justi- 
fied, the  agency  will  review  further  evidence  to 
increase  the  5()-peicent  ie(|uirement  (for  passive- 
equipped  vehicles)  to  the  75-percent  level  pies- 
ently  being  met  in  most  of  today's  pa.ssenger 
cars. 


Several  commenters  objected  that  the  final  rule 
(liU'ered  in  some  respects  from  the  1972  and  1974 
proposals  to  amend  Standard  Xo.  212,  taken 
separately.  AMC,  Volvo,  and  Jeep  petitioned  to 
i-evoke  the  separate  retention  requirements  for 
vehicles  with  different  restraint  systems,  on  the 
grounds  that  such  a  distinction  had  never  been 
proposed.  Jeep  Corporation  also  objected  to  ex- 
tension of  the  standard's  applicability  to  MPV's, 
trucks,  and  buses  because  of  variations  in  lan- 
guage from  the  proposals. 

As  earlier  noted,  the  requirement  for  75-per- 
cent retention  conforms  to  the  1972  proposal. 
The  only  variation  from  the  1972  proposal  was 
to  implement  the  perfornuince  levels  proposed 
in  1974  for  the  vehicles  that  might  be  equipped 
with  jiassive  restraints.  It  is  the  agency's  view 
that  "a  description  of  the  subjects  and  issues 
involved"  in  the  rulemaking  action  was  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  as  required  by  the  Ad- 
ministrative Procedure  Act  (the  Act)  (5  U.S.C. 
g  553(b)  (2)),  permitting  opportunity  for  com- 
ment by  interested  persons.  A  reading  of  the 
cases  on  this  pi'ovision  of  the  Act  supports  the 
agency's  view. 

\'olvo's  petition  objected  to  the  fact  that  the 
amendments  specify  the  use  of  restrained  dum- 
mies in  the  test  procedures.  Volvo  stated  that 
unrestrained  diunniies  should  be  used  because  in 
actual  crash  conditions  it  is  the  head  of  an  un- 
restrained occupant  that  is  most  likely  to  impact 
and  sidistantially  load  the  windshield,  since  the 
head  of  a  restrained  occupant  would  not  nor- 
mally contact  the  windshield. 

"While  Volvo's  statement  is  tiue.  it  must  be 
undcrslood  that  test  procedures  specified  in  tiie 
standards  cannot  simulate  every  element  of  ac- 
tual crash  conditions.  Rather,  the  procedures 
are  based  on  a  variety  of  considerations,  includ- 
ing test  expense  and  degree  of  complexity. 
There  wei-e  many  comments  to  the  prior  notices 
pi-oi)osing  the  amendments  in  (piestion  that 
urged  the  use  of  restrained  dummies,  cbie  to  the 
l)ossibility  of  damage  to  the  expensive  dummies 
during  the  barrier  ci'ash  tests.  These  comments 
were  taken  into  consideration  [)i-ior  to  issuance 
of  the  final  rule.  Also,  the  NUTSA  concluded 
that  thi'  vehicle  deceleration  forces  are  the  pri- 
inaiv    forces  aU'ectinir  windshield   retention   and 
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not  the  impact  of  occupants  with  the  windshield. 
The  restrained  duuimies  are  required,  primarily, 
for  purposes  of  pennitting  simultaneous  testing. 
The  NHT8A  concludes  that  the  retention  re- 
quirements and  test  procedures  specified  in  the 
amendments  will  ensure  that  vehicles  are  equipped 
with  windshields  that  provide  the  needed  pi'o- 
tection  for  occupant  safety. 

Volvo's  petition  also  argued  that  Standard  No. 
212  "must  include  a  measurement  procedure  that 
weights  the  various  segments  of  the  windshield 
periphery  in  a  technically  accurate  maner." 
Volso  points  to  tests  it  has  conducted  which  in- 
dicate that  "when  the  unrestrained  occupant's 
head  impacts  and  substantially  loads  the  wind- 
shield, the  loading  will  most  likely  occur  in  the 
windshield's  upper  regions  and  uot  uniformly 
throughout  the  windshield.'" 

"While  it  is  recognized  that  the  degree  of  dis- 
lodging of  the  windsliield  from  its  mounting 
may  vary  at  diflFerent  locations  around  the  pe- 
riphery of  the  windshield,  sufficient  information 
is  not  available  on  which  to  base  varying  re- 
tention requirements  (for  different  areas  of  the 
windshield).  Further,  the  specification  of  reten- 
tion requirements  in  the  terms  suggested  by 
Volvo  was  not  proposed  by  the  agency  in  1972 
or  1974.  This  aspect  of  Volvo's  petition  is  there- 
fore denied. 

Several  petitioners  objected  to  the  specifica- 
tion of  a  temperature  range  in  the  test  conditions 
and  asked  that  this  provision  be  withdrawn. 
Rolls  Royce  Motors  argued  that  the  ainendment 
will  require  additional  tests  to  determine  the 
most  critical  temperatuie  for  windshield  reten- 
tion and  stated  that  tliis  would  greatly  increase 
the  burden  on  low-vojunie  manufacturers.  Gen- 
eral Motors  and  Jeep  Corporation  stated  that 
the  expansion  of  tlie  test  reciuireinents  over  a 
wide  temperature  range  adds  to  the  stringency 
of  the  standard  without  any  evidence  of  a  safety 
need.  American  Motors  petitioned  to  remove 
the  1.5°F  to  110°F  temperature  range  from  the 
barrier  test  conditions  on  the  basis  that  "it  was 
not  specified  as  a  barrier  test  condition  in  the 
proposal  for  rulemaking."  and  on  the  basis  that 
there  are  laboratory  tests  tliat  can  serve  the 
same  purpose. 

The  XHTSA  denies  all  petitions  to  withdraw 
the  temperature  range  from  the  standard.     As 


stated  in  the  preamble  to  the  final  rule,  testing 
over  the  specified  range  is  necessaiT  in  light  of 
the  fact  that  windshield  moldings  have  sig- 
nificantly different  retention  capabilities  at  dif- 
ferent temperatures.  Tliis  fact  was  graphically 
confirmed  by  XHTSA  compliance  testing  in 
which  windshields  retained  at  low  temperatures 
were  dislodged  at  higher  temperatures  (in  iden- 
tical vehicles).  Concerning  the  objection  of 
American  Motors,  the  temperature  range  was 
proposed  in  paragraph  S4  of  the  1974  proposal 
to  amend  Standard  Xo.  212  (39  FR  2274). 

General  Motors  recommended  that  the  tem- 
perature range  be  revised  to  spex'ify  66°F  to 
78° F  limits,  to  coordinate  the  Standard  212  test 
with  the  calibration  conditions  for  the  Part  572 
dunnny.  General  Motors  argued  that  this  would 
reduce  the  number  of  barrier  crash  tests  that 
would  be  required. 

The  XHTSA  rejects  this  recommendation. 
The  Part  572  dummies  are  conditioned  in  the 
66°F-78°F  temperature  range  for  calibration 
purposes  in  those  standards  in  which  the  dy- 
namic dummy  response  is  part  of  the  require- 
ments of  the  standard.  Since  the  response  of 
the  dummy  is  not  directly  involved  in  the  per- 
formance requirements  of  Standard  Xo.  212,  the 
temperature  of  the  dummies  is  not  significant. 
Therefore,  it  is  not  necessary  to  restrict  the 
temperature  range  of  Standard  Xo.  212  to  cor- 
respond to  the  calibration  temperature  range  of 
the  Part  572  dummies.  For  purposes  of  simul- 
taneous testing,  manufacturers  could  devise  a 
means  to  control  the  inunediate  environment  of 
the  test  (Uunmy  within  the  66°F-78°F  calibra- 
tion temperature  range,  independent  of  the  tem- 
perature i-ange  specified  in  Standard  Xo.  212. 

General  Motors  also  argued  that  there  could 
be  considerable  variation  in  vehicles  condition 
and  test  results,  depending  on  when  and  where 
the  vehicle  is  tested,  since  there  could  be  an  air 
temperature  of  110°F  while  windshield  com- 
ponents are  at  a  much  higher  temperature  due 
to  "sun  load."  General  Motors,  therefore,  re- 
quested that  the  temperature  requirement  be 
clarified  to  specify  that  the  temperature  of  the 
entire  vehicle  be  stabilized  between  15°F  and 
110°F  prior  to  the  test. 

The  XHTSA  does  not  intend  that  vehicles  be 
tested  with  the  windshield  components  at  tem- 
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pcrutiircs  liijrluM'  than  110°F.  For  ptirposcs  of 
cliuilicatioii,  [)ara<rraph  SG.")  of  tlic  new  i)r<)\  i- 
sions  is  revised  to  siiecifv  that  tlic  \\■inll^•hi(■hl 
mount iiifr  iiiateriah  and  all  \-eiiicle  coiiiponeiits 
in  direct  contact  with  the  inountinj;-  material  are 
to  he  at  any  temperature  hetween  1.")  F  and 
11()°F.  I'l'esuuiahly  this  could  he  accoui[)lisheil 
hv  localized  heating'-  or  eoolini;-  of  the  vehicle 
<-()inp()tients  oi-  hy  any  other  metlidd  chosen,  in 
the  exercise  of  due  care,  hy  a  mannfacturei'. 

The  Aujjust  1976  amendments  to  Standaid 
No.  lil'i  modified  the  a[)i)lication  section  to  in- 
clude multipui'pose  i)assenji'er  \ehicles,  trucks 
and  huses  ha\-in<i'  a  <;i-oss  weijiht  ratinir  of  1(),()(K) 
pounds  01-  less.  "Open-hody  type"  \ehicles  and 
''forward  control"  vehicles  were  excluded  he- 
eause  of  the  im|)i-actical)ility  of  a[)plyinii'  the 
harrier  crash  test  to  these  vehicles.  (ieneral 
Motors  has  pointed  out  that  tiie  XHTSA  failed 
to  exclude  "walk-in  van-ty])e'"  vehicles,  which 
have  essentially  the  same  contijiuration  and 
amount  of  front-end  crush  space  as  foi\vai<l  con- 
ti'ol   vehicles. 

'I'iie  XirrS.V  recently  addi'essed  this  same 
issue     in     coiniection     witli     Standard     .\o.    'J19, 


Wiii(hliii  III  Zone  Intrusion,  and.  in  the  absence 
of  any  oiijections,  amend  that  standard  to  ex- 
clude walk-in  van-type  vehicles  (41  FR  54945, 
Decemlier  Ki,  1976).  On  reconsideration  of  the 
extended  ai)i)licahility  of  Standard  No.  212  to 
the^e  \  chicles,  the  a<iency  concludes  th.at  the 
sauie  rationale  a[)plies.  Accordin<>ly.  applica- 
hility  of  Standaid  No.  212  to  walk-in  van-type 
vehicles  is  with(h'awn. 

In  consideration  of  the  foieiifoino:,  the  effective 
date  of  the  amendment  to  Standard  No.  212  (49 
CFR  571.212)  published  Au<rust  30,  1976  (41 
FR  36493)  is  chan.yed  from  September  1,  1977, 
to  September  1,  197H,  and  [)aragraphs  S3  and 
S(').5   of   that  text  are   modified.   .   .   . 

(Sec.  103.  119,  Pub.  L.  89-.563.  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  dele.ii'ation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 


Issued  on  dune  29.  1977. 


•loan  CI  ay  brook 
Administrator 

42   F.R.  34288 
July  5,    1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY 

STANDARD  NO.  212 

Windshield  Mounting;  Windshield  Zone  Intrusion 
(Docket  No.  79-14;  Notice  02) 


ACTION:    Final  Rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  two  safety 
standards,  Standard  No.  212,  Windshield 
Mounting,  and  Standard  No.  219,  Windshield  Zone 
Intrusion,  to  limit  the  maximum  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  at  which  vehicles  must  be  tested  for 
compliance  with  these  standards.  This  action  is 
being  taken  in  response  to  petitions  from  the  Truck 
Body  and  Equipment  Association  and  the  National 
Truck  Equipment  Association  asking  the  agency  to 
amend  the  standards  to  provide  relief  from  some  of 
the  test  requirements  for  final-stage  manufacturers. 
Many  of  these  small  manufacturers  do  not  have  the 
sophisticated  test  devices  of  major  vehicle 
manufacturers.  The  agency  concludes  that  the 
weights  at  which  vehicles  are  tested  can  be  lessened 
while  providing  an  adequate  level  of  safety  for 
vehicles  such  as  light  trucks  and  while  ensuring  that 
compliance  with  these  standards  does  not  increase 
their  aggressivity  with  respect  to  smaller  vehicles. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  Since  this  amendment  relieves 
a  restriction  by  easing  the  existing  test  procedure 
and  will  not  impose  any  additional  burdens  upon 
any  manufacturer,  it  is  effective  (upon 
pubhcation). 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  Smith,  Crashworthiness  Division, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-2242) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

On  August  2,  1979,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  published  a  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  (44  FR  45426)  relating  to  two 
safety  standards:  Standard  Nos.  212,  Windshield 


Mounting,  and  219  Windshield  Zone  Intrusion. 
That  notice  proposed  two  options  for  amending  the 
test  procedures  of  the  standards  that  were  designed 
to  ease  the  compliance  burdens  of  small  final-stage 
manufacturers. 

The  agency  issued  the  proposal  after  learning  that 
final-stage  manufacturers  were  frequently  unable  to 
certify  certain  vehicles  in  compliance  with  these  two 
safety  standards.  The  problem  arises  because  of 
weight  and  center  of  gravity  restrictions  imposed 
upon  the  final-stage  manufacturer  by  the  incomplete 
vehicle  manufacturer.  (The  final-stage  manufacturer 
typically  purchases  an  incomplete  vehicle  from  an  in- 
complete vehicle  manufacturer,  usually  Ford, 
General  Motors  or  Chrysler.)  The  incomplete  vehicle 
usually  includes  the  wdndshield  and  mounting  but 
does  not  include  any  body  or  work-performing  equip- 
ment. Since  the  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturer 
installs  the  windshield,  it  represents  to  the  final-stage 
manufacturer  that  the  windshield  will  comply  with 
the  two  subject  safety  standards.  In  making  this 
representation,  however,  the  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturer  states  that  the  representation  is  con- 
tingent on  the  final-stage  manufacturer's  adherence 
to  certain  restrictions.  Any  final-stage  manufacturer 
that  does  not  adhere  to  the  restrictions  imposed  by 
the  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturer  must  recertify 
the  vehicle  based  upon  its  own  information,  analysis, 
or  tests.  The  major  restrictions  imposed  by  the 
incomplete  vehicle  manufacturers  on  the  final-stage 
manufacturer  involve  weight  and  center  of  gravity 
limitation.  In  many  instances,  these  limitations  have 
made  it  impossible  for  final-stage  manufacturers 
either  to  rely  on  the  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturer's  certification  or  to  complete  vehicles 
on  the  same  chassis  that  they  were  accustomed  to 
using  (prior  to  the  extension  of  the  two  safety 
standards  to  these  vehicle  types).  As  a  result,  the 
final-stage  manufacturer  is  faced  either  with  buying 
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the  same  chassis  as  before  and  recertifying  them 
or  with  buying  more  expensive  chassis  with  higher 
GVWR's  and  less  stringent  weight  and  center  of 
gravity  Hmitations. 

The  agency  has  tried  several  different  ways  to 
alleviate  this  problem  for  the  final-stage 
manufacturer.  The  NHTSA  has  met  with 
representatives  of  the  major  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturers  to  encourage  them  to  respond 
voluntarily  by  strengthening  their  windshield 
structures  and  reducing  the  restrictions  that  they 
currently  impose  upon  final-stage  manufacturers. 
The  agency  also  discussed  the  possibility  of  its 
mandating  these  actions  by  upgrading  Standards 
Nos.  212  and  219.  Ford  and  General  Motors 
indicated  that  the  making  of  any  major  changes  in 
these  standards  could  lead  to  their  deciding  to 
discontinue  offering  chassis  for  use  in  the 
manufacturing  of  multi-stage  vehicles.  They  said 
that  such  chassis  were  a  very  small  percentage  of 
their  light  truck  sales  and  that,  therefore,  they 
would  not  consider  it  worth  the  cost  to  them  to 
make  any  extensive  modifications  in  their  vehicles. 
NHTSA  also  asked  the  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturers  to  be  sure  that  they  have  properly 
certified  their  existing  vehicles  and  that  they  are 
not  imposing  unnecessarily  restrictive  limitations 
upon  final-stage  manufacturers.  To  this  agency's 
knowledge,  these  vehicle  manufacturers  have 
neither  undertaken  any  strengthening  of  their 
vehicles'  windshield  structures  nor  lessened  any  of 
their  restrictions. 

At  the  same  time  that  the  agency  was  made 
aware  of  the  final-stage  manufacturers'  problems 
of  certifying  to  these  standards,  the  agency  was 
becoming  concerned  about  the  possibility  that 
compliance  of  some  light  trucks  and  vans  with 
these  standards  might  have  made  the  vehicles 
more  aggressive  with  respect  to  smaller  passenger 
cars  that  they  might  impact.  According  to  agency 
information,  if  these  standards  require  a 
substantial  strengthening  of  vehicle  frames,  the 
aggressivity  of  the  vehicles  is  increased. 
Therefore,  as  a  result  of  the  agency's  concern 
about  aggressivity  and  its  desire  to  address  the 
certification  problems  of  final-stage  manufacturers 
in  a  manner  that  would  not  lead  to  a  cessation  of  a 
chassis  sales  to  those  manufacturers,  the  agency 
issued  the  August  1979  proposal.  The  agency 
hoped  that  the  proposal  would  allow  and  encourage 
incomplete  vehicle  manufacturers  to  reduce  their 


weight  and  center  of  gravity  restrictions,  thereby 
easing  or  eliminating  the  compliance  test  burdens 
of  final-stage  manufacturers.  The  agency  believed 
that  this  could  occur  using  either  option,  because 
either  would  result  in  vehicles  being  tested  at 
lower  weights.  Currently  vehicles  are  tested  under 
both  standards  at  their  unloaded  vehicle  weights 
plus  300  pounds. 

The  first  option  would  have  required  some 
vehicles  whose  unloaded  vehicle  weights  exceeded 
4,000  pounds  to  be  tested  by  being  impacted  with  a 
4,000  pound  moving  barrier.  The  second  option 
proposed  by  the  agency  would  have  required 
vehicles  to  be  tested  at  their  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  up  to  a  maximum  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
of  5,500  pounds.  This  option  was  suggested  to  the 
agency  by  several  manufacturers  and  manufac- 
turer representatives. 

Comments  on  Notice 

In  response  to  the  agency's  notice,  nine 
manufacturers  and  manufacturer  representatives 
submitted  comments.  All  of  the  commenters 
supported  some  action  in  response  to  the  problems 
of  final-stage  manufacturers.  Most  of  the 
commenters  also  suggested  that  the  agency's 
second  alternative  solution  was  more  likely  to 
achieve  reductions  in  the  restrictions  being 
imposed  by  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturers.  The 
first  option  would  have  created  a  new,  unproven 
test  procedure,  and  manufacturers  would  have 
been  cautious  in  easing  center  of  gravity  or  weight 
restrictions  based  upon  this  test  procedure. 
Accordingly,  most  commenters  were  not  sure  that 
the  first  option  would  achieve  the  desired  results. 
The  consensus  was,  therefore,  that  the  second 
option  should  be  adopted. 

Some  manufacturers  recommended  that  both 
options  be  permitted  allowing  the  manufacturer  to 
decide  how  to  test  its  vehicles.  The  agency  does  not 
agree  with  this  recommendation.  Not  only  would  it 
be  more  difficult  and  expensive  to  enforce  a 
standard  that  has  alternative  test  procedures,  but 
most  manufacturers  prefer  the  5,500  pound  weight 
limit  option.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that  as  a  result 
of  the  comments  supporting  the  5,500  pound 
maximum  test  weight,  that  this  is  an  acceptable 
procedure  for  testing  compliance  with  these  two 
standards.  Therefore,  the  standards  are  amended 
to  incorporate  this  procedure. 
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The  major  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturers 
commenting  on  the  notice  suggested  that  testing 
vehicles  at  a  maximum  w^eight  of  5,500  pounds 
might  provide  some  immediate  relief.  None  of  the 
major  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturers  provided 
any  information  concerning  how  substantial  that 
relief  might  be.  Ford  indicated  that  any  relief 
might  be  limited. 

The  agency  believes  that  the  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturers  must  accept  the  responsibility  for 
establishing  reasonable  restrictions  upon  their 
incomplete  vehicles.  The  NHTSA  has  not  been 
provided  with  sufficient  evidence  substantiating 
the  statements  of  the  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturers  that  their  existing  restrictions  are 
reasonable.  In  fact,  some  evidence  indicates  that 
unnecessarily  stringent  restrictions  are  being 
imposed  because  incomplete  vehicle  manufacturers 
do  not  want  to  conduct  the  necessary  testing  to 
establish  the  appropriate  weight  and  center  of 
gravity  restrictions.  Since  this  amendment  should 
reduce  the  severity  of  the  test  procedures,  the 
agency  concludes  that  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturers  should  immediately  review  their 
certification  test  procedures  and  reduce  the 
restrictions  being  passed  on  to  final-stage 
manufacturers. 

Due  to  changes  in  the  light  truck  market,  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  the  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturers  will  be  more  cooperative  than  when 
the  agency  spoke  to  them  before  beginning  this 
rulemaking.  At  that  time,  light  truck  sales  were 
still  running  well.  Now  that  these  sales  are  down, 
these  manufacturers  may  be  more  solicitous  of  the 
needs  of  the  final-stage  manufacturers.  If  relief  is 
not  provided  by  the  incomplete  vehicle 
manufacturers,  then  the  agency  will  consider 
taking  additional  steps,  including  the  upgrading  of 
Standards  Nos.  212  and  219  as  they  apply  to  all 
light  trucks. 

General  Motors  (GM)  questioned  one  of  the 
agency's  rationales  for  issuing  the  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking.  GM  stated  that  the  agency 
concludes  that  this  action  will  provide  a  more 
appropriate  level  of  safety  for  the  affected  vehicles 
while  the  initial  extension  of  these  standards  to  the 
affected  vehicles  provides,  in  GM's  view,  only  a 
slight  increase  in  the  level  of  safety  of  the  vehicles. 
GM  indicates  that  since  the  application  of  these 
standards  to  the  affected  vehicles  provides  only 
slight  benefits  and  since  this  amendment  vill 


reduce  those  benefits,  the  standards  should  not 
apply  to  light  trucks  and  vans.  The  agency 
disagrees  with  this  suggestion. 

The  agency  is  currently  reviewing  the 
applicability  of  many  of  its  safety  standards  to 
determine  whether  they  ought  to  be  extended  to 
light  trucks  and  other  vehicles.  Accident  data 
clearly  indicate  the  benefits  that  have  resulted 
from  the  implementation  of  safety  standards  to 
cars.  The  fatality  rate  for  passenger  cars  has 
decreased  substantially  since  the  implementation 
of  a  broad  range  of  safety  standards  to  those 
vehicles.  On  the  other  hand,  light  trucks  and  vans 
have  not  had  a  corresponding  reduction  in  fatality 
rates  over  the  years.  The  agency  attributes  much 
of  this  to  the  fact  that  many  safety  standards  have 
not  been  applied  to  those  vehicles.  Since  those 
vehicles  are  becoming  increasingly  popular  as 
passenger  vehicles,  the  agency  concludes  that 
safety  standards  must  apply  to  them. 

In  response  to  GM's  comment  that  this  reduction 
in  the  test  requirements  for  Standard  Nos.  212  and 
219  will  remove  all  benefits  derived  by  having  the 
standards  apply  to  those  vehicles,  the  agency 
concludes  that  GM  has  misinterpreted  the  effects 
of  this  amendment.  This  amendment  will  reduce 
somewhat  the  compliance  test  requirements  for 
those  light  trucks  and  vans  with  unloaded  vehicle 
weights  in  excess  of  5,500  pounds.  It  will  not  affect 
light  trucks  with  unloaded  vehicle  weights  below 
5,500  pounds.  According  to  agency  information, 
approximately  25  percent  of  the  light  trucks  have 
unloaded  vehicle  weights  in  excess  of  5,500  while 
the  remainder  fall  below  that  weight.  As  a  result  of 
weight  reduction  to  improve  fuel  economy,  it  is 
likely  that  even  more  light  trucks  will  fall  below  the 
5,500  pound  maximum  test  weight  in  the  future. 
Therefore,  this  amendment  will  have  no  impact 
upon  most  light  trucks  and  vans.  In  light  of  the 
small  proportion  of  light  trucks  and  vans  affected 
by  this  amendment  and  considering  the  potential 
benefits  of  applying  these  standards  to  all  light 
trucks  and  vans,  the  agency  declines  to  adopt  GM's 
suggestion  that  the  standards  be  made  inapplicable 
to  these  vehicles. 

With  respect  to  GM's  question  about  the 
appropriate  level  of  safety  for  light  trucks,  the 
agency's  statement  in  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  was  intended  to  show  that  the  safety  of 
light  trucks  and  vans  cannot  be  viewed  without 
considering  the  relative  safety  of  lighter  vehicles 
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that  they  may  impact.  Accordingly,  the  level  of 
safety  that  the  agency  seeks  to  achieve  by  this  and 
other  safety  standards  is  determined  by  balancing 
the  interests  of  the  occupants  of  passenger  cars 
and  heavier  vehicles. 

GM  also  questioned  the  agency's  statement  that 
vehicle  aggressivity  may  be  increased  by  imposing 
too  severe  requirements  on  these  vehicles.  GM 
suggested  that  no  evidence  exists  that  vehicle 
aggressivity  is  increased  as  a  result  of  complying 
with  these  standards. 

The  agency  stated  in  the  proposal  that  it  was 
concerned  that  compliance  with  the  standards  as 
they  now  exist  might  have  increased  the 
aggressivity  of  the  vehicles,  thereby  harming  the 
occupants  of  passenger  cars  that  are  impacted  by 
these  larger,  more  rigid  vehicles.  The  agency  is 
now  beginning  to  examine  the  full  range  of  vehicle 
aggressivity  problems.  The  docket  for  this  notice 
contains  a  paper  recently  presented  by  a  member 
of  our  staff  to  the  Society  of  Automotive 
Engineers  on  this  subject.  The  agency  tentatively 
concludes,  based  upon  the  initial  results  of  our 
research  and  analysis,  that  vehicle  aggressivity 
could  be  a  safety  problem  and  that  the  agency 
considers  that  possibility  in  issuing  its  safety 
standards.  The  NHTSA  notes  that  Volkswagen 
applauds  the  agency's  recognition  of  the  vehicle 
aggressivity  factor  in  safety. 

As  to  GM's  argument  that  compliance  with  the 
standards  may  not  have  increased  vehicle 
aggressivity,  our  information  on  this  point  came 
from  the  manufacturers.  The  manufacturers 
indicated  that  compliance  with  Standards  212  and 
219  requires  strengthening  the  vehicle  frame.  This 
makes  a  vehicle  more  rigid.  Our  analysis  indicates 
that  making  a  vehicle  more  rigid  may  also  make  it 
more  aggressive.  Therefore,  the  agency  concludes 
partially  on  the  basis  of  the  manufacturer's 
information,  that  compliance  with  the  safety 
standards  as  they  are  written  may  have  increased 
the  aggressivity  of  the  vehicles. 

Ford  Motor  Company  suggested  that,  rather 
than  change  these  two  particular  standards,  the 
agency  should  amend  the  certification  regulation 
(Part  568)  to  state  that  any  vehicle  that  is  barrier 
tested  would  be  required  only  to  comply  to  an 
unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  5,500  pounds  or  less. 
Ford  suggested  that  this  would  standardize  all  of 
the  tests  and  provide  uniformity. 


The  agency  is  unable  to  accept  Ford's 
recommendation  for  several  reasons.  First,  the 
certification  regulation  is  an  inappropriate  place  to 
put  a  test  requirement  applicable  to  several 
standards.  The  tests'  requirements  of  the 
standards  should  be  found  in  each  standard. 
Second,  the  Ford  recommendation  would  result  in 
a  reduction  of  the  level  of  safety  currently  imposed 
by  Standard  No.  301,  Fuel  System  Integrity. 

As  we  stated  earlier  and  in  several  other  notices, 
the  agency  is  legislatively  forbidden  to  modify 
Standard  No.  301  in  a  way  that  would  reduce  the 
level  of  safety  now  required  by  that  standard. 
Even  without  this  legislative  mandate,  the  agency 
would  not  be  likely  to  relieve  the  burdens  imposed 
by  Standard  No.  301.  That  standard  is  extremely 
important  for  the  prevention  of  fires  during 
crashes.  Compliance  of  a  vehicle  with  this  standard 
not  only  protects  the  occupants  of  the  vehicle  that 
is  in  compliance  but  also  protects  the  occupants  of 
vehicles  that  it  impacts.  The  agency  concludes  that 
the  standard  now  provides  a  satisfactory  level  of 
safety  in  vehicles,  and  NHTSA  would  not  be  likely 
to  amend  it  to  reduce  these  safety  benefits  even  if 
such  an  amendment  were  possible. 

With  respect  to  fuel  system  integrity,  several 
manufacturers  suggested  that  the  agency  had 
underestimated  the  impact  of  that  standard  upon 
weight  and  center  of  gravity  restrictions.  These 
commenters  indicated  that  compliance  with  that 
standard  requires  more  than  merely  adding  shielding 
to  the  fuel  systems  of  the  vehicles.  The  agency  is 
aware  that  compliance  with  that  standard  in  certain 
instances  has  imposed  restrictions  upon 
manufacturers.  Nonetheless,  the  agency  continues  to 
believe  that  as  a  result  of  this  amendment,  the 
chassis  manufacturers  will  be  able  to  reduce  their 
weight  and  center  of  gravity  restrictions  while  still 
maintaining  the  compliance  of  their  vehicles  with 
Standard  No.  301. 

Chrysler  commented  that  the  agency  should 
consider  including  the  new  test  procedure  in 
Standard  No.  204  and  all  other  standards  that 
require  barrier  testing.  The  agency  has  issued  a 
notice  on  Standard  No.  204  (44  FR  68470)  stating 
that  it  was  considering  a  similar  test  provision  for 
that  standard.  The  agency  also  is  aware  that  any 
barrier  test  requirement  imposed  upon  vehicles 
subject  to  substantial  modifications  by  final-stage 
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manufacturers  will  create  problems  for  the  final- 
stage  manufacturers.  Accordingly,  the  agency  will 
consider  the  special  problems  of  these  manufacturers 
prior  to  the  the  issuance  of  standards  that  might 
affect  them  and  will  attempt  to  make  the  test 
requirements  of  the  various  standards  consistent 
wherever  possible. 

The  agency  has  reviewed  this  amendment  in 
accordance  with  Executive  Order  12044  and 
concludes  that  it  will  have  no  significant  economic  or 
other  impact.  Since  the  regulation  relieves  some 
testing  requirements,  it  may  slightly  reduce  costs 
associated  wdth  some  vehicles.  Accordingly,  the 
agency  concludes  that  this  is  not  a  significant 
amendment  and  a  regulatory  analysis  is  not  required. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing.  Volume  49  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Part  571   is 


amended  by  adding  the  following  sentence  to  the 
end  of  paragraph  S6.1(b)  of  Standard  No.  212  (49 
CFR  571.212)  and  paragraph  S7.7(b)  of  Standard 
No.  219  (49  CFR  571.219). 

Vehicles  are  tested  to  a  maximum  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  of  5,500  pounds. 

The  authors  of  this  notice  are  William  Smith  of 
the  Crashworthiness  Division  and  Roger  Tilton  of 
the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  March  28,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 


45  F.R.  22044 
April  3,  1980 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  212 
Windshield  Mounting 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  wind- 
shield retention  requirements  for  motor  vehicles 
during  crashes. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is  to 
reduce  crash  injuries  and  fatahties  by  providing  for 
retention  of  the  vehicle  windshield  during  a  crash, 
thereby  utilizing  fully  the  penetration-resistance 
and  injury-avoidance  properties  of  the  windshield 
glazing  material  and  preventing  the  ejection  of 
occupants  from  the  vehicle. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars  and  to  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses  having  a  gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  of  10,000  pounds  or  less.  However,  it 
does  not  apply  to  forward  control  vehicles,  walk-in 
van-type  vehicles,  or  to  open-body-type  vehicles 
with  fold-down  or  removable  windshields. 

54.  Definition.  "Passive  restraint  system" 
means  a  system  meeting  the  occupant  crash  pro- 
tection requirements  of  S5  of  Standard  No.  208  by 
means  that  require  no  action  by  vehicle  occupants. 

55.  Requirements.  When  the  vehicle  traveling 
longitudinally  forward  at  any  speed  up  to  and 
including  30  mph  impacts  a  fixed  collision  barrier 
that  is  perpendicular  to  the  line  of  travel  of  the 
vehicle,  under  the  conditions  of  S6,  the  windshield 
mounting  of  the  vehicle  shall  retain  not  less  than 
the  minimum  portion  of  the  windshield  periphery 
specified  in  S5.1  and  S5.2. 

55.1  Vehicles  equipped  with  passive  restraints. 

Vehicles  equipped  with  passive  restraint  systems 
shall  retain  not  less  than  50  percent  of  the  portion 
of  the  windshield  periphery  on  each  side  of  the 
vehicle  longitudinal  centerHne. 

55.2  Vehicles  not  equipped  with  passive 
restraints.  Vehicles  not  equipped  with  passive 
restraint  systems  shall  retain  not  less  than  75  per- 
cent of  the  windshield  periphery. 


S6.  Test  conditions.  The  requirements  of  S5 
shall  be  met  under  the  following  conditions: 

S6.1  The  vehicle,  including  test  devices  and  in- 
strumentation, is  loaded  as  follows: 

(a)  Except  as  specified  in  S6.2,  a  passenger  car 
is  loaded  to  its  unloaded  vehicle  weight  plus  its 
cargo  and  luggage  capacity  weight,  secured  in  the 
luggage  area,  plus  a  50th-percentile  test  dummy  as 
specified  in  Part  572  of  this  chapter  at  each  front 
outboard  designated  seating  position  and  at  any 
other  position  whose  protection  system  is  required 
to  be  tested  by  a  dummy  under  the  provisions  of 
Standard  No.  208.  Each  dummy  is  restrained  only 
by  means  that  are  installed  for  protection  at  its 
seating  position. 

(b)  Except  as  specified  in  S6.2,  a  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicle,  truck,  or  bus  is  loaded  to  its 
unloaded  vehicle  weight  plus  300  pounds  or  its 
rated  cargo  and  luggage  capacity,  whichever  is 
less,  secured  to  the  vehicle,  plus  a  50th-percentile 
test  dummy  as  specified  in  Part  572  of  this  chapter 
at  each  front  outboard  designated  seating  position 
and  at  any  other  position  whose  protection  system 
is  required  to  be  tested  by  a  dummy  under  the 
provisions  of  Standard  No.  208.  Each  dummy  is 
restrained  only  by  means  that  are  installed  for 
protection  at  its  seating  position.  The  load  is 
distributed  so  that  the  weight  on  each  axle  as 
measured  at  the  tire-ground  interface  is  in  propor- 
tion to  its  GAWR.  If  the  weight  on  any  axle  when 
the  vehicle  is  loaded  to  its  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
plus  dummy  weight  exceeds  the  axle's  proportional 
share  of  the  test  weight,  the  remaining  weight  is 
placed  so  that  the  weight  on  that  axle  remains  the 
same.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  unloaded 
vehicle  weight  does  not  include  the  weight  of 
workperforming  accessories.  Vehicles  are  tested  to 
a  maximum  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  5,500 
pounds. 
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56.2  The  fuel  tank  is  filled  to  any  level  from  S6.5    The   windshield   mounting   material   and 
90  to  95  percent  of  capacity.  all   vehicle   components   in   direct   contact   with  1 

56.3  The  parking  brake  is  disengaged  and  the  ^ttw^n  ll"!  and  uToV"'  "'  "'  temperature  ' 
transmission  is  in  neutral.  '                                          I 

56.4  Tires  are  inflated  to  the  vehicle  manu-  41  F.R.  36493        { 

facturer's  specifications.  August  30,  1976    ' 

I 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  213 


Child  Restraint  Systems,  Seat  Belt  Assemblies,  and  Anchorages 
(Docket  No.  74-9;  Notice  6) 


ACTION:    Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  rule  establishes  a  new  Standard 
No.  213,  Child  Restraint  Systems,  which  applies  to 
all  types  of  child  restraints  used  in  motor  vehicles. 
It  also  upgrades  existing  child  restraint  perform- 
ance requirements  by  setting  new  performance 
criteria  and  by  replacing  the  current  static  tests 
with  dynamic  sled  tests  that  simulate  vehicle 
crashes  and  use  anthropomorphic  child  test 
dummies.  The  new  standard  would  reduce  the 
number  of  children  under  5  years  of  age  killed  or 
injured  in  motor  vehicle  accidents. 

DATES:  On  June  1,  1980,  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  this  standard  will  become 
mandatory.  The  current  Standard  No.  213  is 
amended  to  permit,  at  the  manufacturer's  option, 
compliance  during  the  interim  period  either  with 
the  requirements  of  existing  Standard  No.  213, 
Child  Seating  Systems,  or  the  new  Standard  No. 
213,  Child  Restraint  Systems. 

ADDRESSES:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Vladislav  Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle 
Safety  Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.20590  (202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

This  notice  establishes  a  new  Standard  No.  213, 
Child  Restraint  Systems.  A  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  was  published  on  May  18,  1978  (43  FR 
21470)  proposing   to   upgrade   and   extend    the 


applicability  of  the  existing  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Seating  Systems.  The  existing  standard  does  not 
regulate  car  beds  and  infant  carriers  and  uses  static 
testing  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  child  restraint 
systems.  The  new  standard  covers  all  types  of  child 
restraint  systems  and  evaluates  their  performance  in 
dynamic  sled  tests  with  anthropomorphic  test  dum- 
mies. On  May  18,  1978,  NHTSA  also  published  a 
companion  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  proposing 
to  amend  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummies, 
by  specifying  requirements  for  two  anthropomorphic 
test  dummies  representing  3  year  and  6  month  old 
children  (43  FR  21490)  for  use  in  compliance  testing 
under  proposed  Standard  No.  213.  The  comment 
closing  date  for  both  notices  was  December  1,  1978. 

At  the  request  of  the  Juvenile  Product  Manufac- 
turers Association,  NHTSA  extended  the  comment 
closing  date  until  January  5,  1979,  for  the  portions  of 
both  proposals  dealing  with  testing  with  the  child  test 
dummies.  This  extension  was  granted  because 
manufacturers  were  reportedly  having  problems 
obtaining  the  proposed  test  dummies  to  conduct  their 
own  evaluations. 

Consumers,  public  health  organizations,  child 
restraint  manufacturers  and  others  submitted 
comments  on  the  proposed  standard.  The  final  rule  is 
based  on  a  thorough  evaluation  of  all  data  obtained  in 
NHTSA  testing,  data  submitted  in  the  comments, 
and  data  obtained  from  other  pertinent  documents 
and  test  reports.  Significant  comments  submitted  to 
the  docket  are  addressed  below.  The  agency  will  soon 
issue  a  final  rule  on  the  anthropomorphic  test  dummy 
proposal. 

Summary  of  the  Final  Rule  Provisions 

The  significant  portions  of  the  new  standard  are 
as  follows: 

1.  The  performance  of  the  child  restraint  system 
is  evaluated  in  dynamic  tests  under  conditions 
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simulating  a  frontal  crash  of  an  average 
automobile  at  30  mph.  The  restraint  system  is 
anchored  with  a  lap  belt  and,  if  provided  with  the 
restraint,  a  supplementary  anchorage  belt  (tether 
strap).  An  additional  frontal  impact  test  at  20  mph 
is  conducted  for  restraints  equipped  with  tether 
straps  or  arm  rests.  In  that  additional  test,  child 
restraints  with  tether  straps  will  be  tested  with  the 
tether  straps  detached  and  child  restraints  with 
arm  rests  will  be  tested  with  the  arm  rest  in  place 
but  with  the  child  restraint  system  belts  unbuckled. 
The  additional  20  mph  tests  are  intended  to  ensure 
a  minimum  level  of  safety  performance  when  the 
restraints  are  improperly  used. 

2.  To  protect  the  child,  limitations  are  set  on  the 
amount  of  force  exerted  on  the  head  and  chest  of 
the  child  test  dummy  during  the  dynamic  testing  of 
restraints  specified  for  children  over  20  pounds. 
Limitations  are  also  set  on  the  amount  of  frontal 
head  and  knee  excursions  experienced  by  the  test 
dummy  in  forward-facing  child  restraints  and 
harnesses.  To  prevent  a  child  from  being  ejected 
from  a  rearward-facing  restraint,  limitations  are 
set  on  the  amount  the  seat  can  tip  forward  and  on 
the  amount  of  excursion  experienced  by  the  test 
dummy  during  the  simulated  crash. 

3.  During  the  dynamic  testing,  no  load-bearing 
or  other  structrual  part  of  any  child  restraint 
system  shall  separate  so  as  to  create  jagged  edges 
that  could  injure  a  child.  If  the  restraint  has 
adjustable  positions,  it  must  remain  in  its  pre-test 
adjusted  position  during  the  testing  so  that  the 
restraint  does  not  shift  positions  in  a  crash  and 
possibly  injure  a  child's  limbs  caught  between  the 
shifting  parts  or  allow  a  child  to  submarine  during 
the  crash  (i.e.,  allow  the  child's  body  to  slide  too  far 
forward  and  downward,  legs  first). 

4.  To  prevent  injuries  to  children  during  crashes 
from  contact  with  the  surface  of  the  restraint, 
requirements  for  the  size  and  shape  are  specified 
for  those  surfaces.  In  addition,  protective  padding 
requirements  are  set  for  restraints  used  by 
children  weighing  20  pounds  or  less. 

5.  Requirements  in  Standard  No.  209,  Seat  Belt 
Assemblies  (49  CFR  571.209),  are  applied  to  the 
belt  restraints  used  in  child  restraint  systems. 

6.  The  amount  of  force  necessary  to  open  belt 
buckles  and  release  a  child  from  a  restraint  system 
is  specified  so  that  children  cannot  unbuckle 
themselves,  but  adults  can  easily  open  the  buckle. 


7.  To  promote  the  easy  and  correct  use  of  all 
child  restraint  systems,  they  are  required  to  attach 
to  the  vehicle  by  means  of  vehicle  seat  belts. 

8.  Warnings  for  proper  use  of  the  restraints 
must  be  permanently  posted  on  the  restraint  so 
that  the  warnings  are  visible  when  the  restraint  is 
installed.  Other  information,  such  as  the  height 
and  weight  limits  for  children  using  the  child 
restraint,  must  also  be  permanently  displayed  on 
the  restraint  but  it  does  not  have  to  be  visible  when 
the  restraint  is  installed.  The  restraint  must  also 
have  a  location  for  storing  an  accompanying  infor- 
mation booklet  or  sheet  on  how  to  correctly  install 
and  use  the  restraint. 

9.  A  standard  seat  assembly  is  used  in  the 
dynamic  testing  to  represent  the  typical  vehicle 
bench  seat  and  thereby  aboid  the  cost  of  testing 
child  restraints  on  numerous  vehicle  seats. 

Applicability  of  Standard  No.  213 

The  provisions  of  new  Standard  No.  213  apply  to 
all  types  of  child  restraints  used  in  motor  vehicles 
for  protection  of  children  weighing  up  to  50 
pounds,  such  as  child  seats,  infant  carriers,  child 
harnesses  and  car  beds.  Beginning  on  June  1, 
1980,  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this 
standard  will  become  mandatory.  The  current 
Standard  No.  213  is  amended  to  permit,  at  the 
manufacturer's  option,  compliance  during  the 
interim  period  either  with  the  requirements  of 
existing  Standard  No.  213,  Child  Seating  Systems, 
or  of  the  new  Standard  No.  213,  Child  Restraint 
Systems. 

Dynamic  Testing 

The  requirements  to  be  met  in  the  dynamic 
testing  of  child  restraints  include:  maintaining  the 
structural  integrity  of  the  system,  retaining  the 
head  and  knees  of  the  dummy  within  specified  ex- 
cursion limits  (i.e.,  limits  on  how  far  those  portions 
of  the  body  may  move  forward)  and  limiting  the 
forces  exerted  on  the  dummy  by  the  restraint 
system.  These  requirements  will  reduce  the 
likelihood  that  the  child  using  a  child  restraint 
system  will  be  injured  by  the  collapse  or  disintegra- 
tion of  the  system,  or  by  contact  with  interior  of 
the  vehicle,  or  by  imposition  of  intolerable  forces 
by  the  restraint  system.  As  explained  below, 
omission  of  any  of  these  three  requirements  would 
render  imcomplete  the  criteria  for  the  quantitative 
assessment  of  the  safety  of  a  child  restraint  system 
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and  could  very  well  lead  to  the  design  and  use  of 
unsafe  restraints. 

It  was  suggested  in  comments  by  the  child 
restraint  manufacturers  and  their  trade  associa- 
tion, the  Juvenile  Products  Manufacturers 
Association  (JPMA),  that  available  restraints  are 
performing  satisfactorily.  According  to  them,  the 
new  standard  imposes  expensive  testing  re- 
quirements with  instrumented  dummies  which  will 
increase  the  price  of  child  restraints  and 
discourage  the  purchasing  of  child  restraints 
because  of  their  increased  costs.  Many  manufac- 
turers suggested  that  the  agency  limit  the  stand- 
ard to  tests  for  occupant  excursion  and  restraint 
system  structural  integrity  in  dynamic  tests  and 
not  require  the  use  of  instrumented  test  dummies 
to  measure  crash  forces  imposed  upon  a  child. 

NHTSA  recognizes  that  some  child  restraints 
perform  relatively  well,  but  the  agency's  testing 
has  shown  that  others  perform  unsatisfactorily. 
Measuring  only  the  structural  integrity  of  the 
system  and  the  amount  of  occupant  excursion 
allowed  during  the  testing  does  not  provide  a 
measurement  of  the  severity  of  forces  imposed  on 
a  child  during  a  crash  and  thus  does  not  provide  an 
accurate  assessment  of  the  actual  safety  of  the 
system.  For  example,  a  manufacturer  could  design 
a  restraint  with  a  surface  mounted  in  front  of  the 
child  that  would  allow  a  small  amount  of  occupant 
excursion.  However,  that  surface  could  impose 
potentially  injurious  forces  on  a  child.  NHTSA 
believes  that  the  force  measurement  performance 
requirements  are  a  crucial  and  necessary  test  to 
adequately  judge  a  restraint  system's  effectiveness 
in  preventing  or  reducing  injuries.  The  use  of  in- 
strumented test  dummies  and  force  measurement 
requirements  are  crucial  elements  of  Standard  No. 
208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection,  which  establish 
performance  requirements  for  automatic  restraint 
systems.  NHTSA  believes  that  systems  designed 
specifically  for  children  should  have  to  provide  the 
same  high  degree  of  occupant  protection. 

Several  manufacturers  (GM,  Ford,  Questor,  and 
others)  and  JPMA  objected  to  the  proposed  head 
and  chest  acceleration  limits  that  must  not  be 
exceeded  in  the  dynamic  testing.  They  argued  that 
the  acceleration  limits  are  based  on  biomechanical 
data  for  adults  and  there  are  no  data  showing  their 
applicability  to  children.  Because  of  the  lack  of 
biomechanical  data  on  children's  tolerance  to 
impact  forces,  NHTSA  has  conducted  tests  of  child 


restraints  with  live  primates  to  serve  as  surrogates 
for  three-year-old  children.  Primates  are  similar  in 
certain  respects  to  children  and,  have  been  used  by 
GM,  Ford  and  others  as  surrogates  in  child 
restraint  testing  to  assess  protential  injuries  to 
children  in  crashes.  In  simulated  30  mph  crashes 
conducted  for  NHTSA,  similar  to  the  test  pre- 
scribed in  the  proposed  standard,  the  primates 
either  were  not  injured  or  sustained  only  minor 
injuries.  NHTSA  has  also  conducted  child  restraint 
tests  using  instrumented  test  dummies  represen- 
ting three-year-old  children  instead  of  primates.  In 
the  tests,  the  forces  measured  on  the  test 
dummies,  which  had  not  been  injurious  to  the 
primates,  did  not  exceed  the  head  and  chest  ac- 
celeration criteria  proposed  in  the  standard. 
NHTSA  is  thus  confident  that  the  child  restraints 
which  do  not  exceed  these  performance  criteria  in 
the  prescribed  tests  should  prevent  or  reduce  injuries 
to  children  in  crashes. 

Use  of  instrumented  test  dummies  should  not 
unduly  raise  the  price  of  child  restraints.  Since 
many  child  restraint  systems  are  already  close  to 
compliance,  the  cost  per  restraint  of  any  needed 
design  and  testing  costs  should  be  minimal. 

The  May  1978  notice  would  have  required 
restraint  systems  with  adjustable  positions  to  meet 
the  performance  requirements  of  the  standards  in 
any  of  its  adjusted  positions  recommended  for  use 
in  a  motor  vehicle.  The  restraint  would  have  had  to 
remain  in  its  adjusted  position  during  testing. 
International  Manufacturing  Co.  requested  the 
agency  to  test  adjustable  restraints  in  only  their 
extreme  up  and  down  positions.  If  a  manufacturer 
chooses  to  offer  a  seat  with  a  number  of  adjustable 
positions  which  it  recommends  for  use  in  a  motor 
vehicle,  it  is  important  that  the  seat  meet  the 
performance  requirements  of  the  standard  at  any 
of  those  positions.  Therefore,  International's 
request  is  denied.  NHTSA  urges  manufacturers 
not  to  include  any  adjustment  positions  for  their 
restraints  which  are  not  to  be  used  in  a  motor 
vehicle. 

Strollee,  Questor  and  Volvo  asked  NHTSA  to 
allow  adjustable  position  restraints  to  change  posi- 
tions during  the  testing,  arguing  that  controlled 
change  of  position  can  be  an  effective  energy- 
absorbing  method.  Allowing  changes  from  one 
adjustment  position  to  another  during  a  crash  can 
cause  injuries  to  children's  hands  or  fingers  caught 
between  the  structural  elements  of  the  restraint  as 
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it  changes  position.  Other  effective  energy- 
absorbing  methods  are  available  which  will  not 
pose  a  risk  of  injury  to  children.  Thus,  NHTSA  is 
not  adopting  this  suggestion. 

Child  restraint  manufacturers  and  other 
interested  parties,  such  as  Action  for  Child 
Transportation  Safety  (ACTS),  American 
Academy  of  Pediatrics,  Physicians  for  Automotive 
Safety,  and  Michigan's  Office  of  Highway  Safety, 
urged  NHTSA  to  lengthen  the  30  inch  head  and 
knee  excursion  requirements  for  forward-facing 
restraints.  They  argued  that  some  child  restraint 
systems  which  have  been  effective  in  real  world 
crashes  will  exceed  the  proposed  head  excursion 
limit.  NHTSA  has  reviewed  its  child  restraint  tests 
and  determined  that  during  the  last  few  inches  of 
excursion  the  remaining  velocity  of  the  head  in 
impacts  with  padded  surfaces  is  relatively  low. 
Because  slightly  increasing  the  head  excursion 
should  not  increase  the  forces  imposed  upon  the 
child's  head,  the  head  excursion  limit  is  changed 
from  30  to  32  inches. 

The  May  1978  notice  proposed  limiting  the 
amount  of  knee  excursion  in  forward-facing  child 
restraints  to  30  inches.  The  purpose  of  the  knee 
excursion  limit  is  to  prevent  manufacturers  from 
controlling  the  amount  of  head  excursion  by 
designing  their  restraints  so  that  their  occupants 
submarine  excessively  during  a  crash  (i.e.,  so  that 
their  bodies  slide  too  far  downward  and  forward, 
legs  first).  Many  child  restraint  manufacturers  and 
JPMA  asked  the  agency  to  lengthen  the  knee 
excursion  limits.  They  argued  that  many 
restraints,  particularly  reclining  child  restraints 
where  the  occupant's  knees  will  be  further  forward 
than  a  non-reclining  child  restraint,  cannot  pass 
the  knee  excursion  limit,  but  do  not  allow  the 
occupants  to  submarine.  They  claimed  that  the 
reclining  feature  is  a  comfort  and  convenience 
device  which  promotes  seat  usage  since  it  allows  a 
child  to  sleep  in  the  restraint.  They  recommended 
that  the  agency  establish  a  separate  requirement 
which  would  prevent  the  occupant's  torso  from 
straightening  out  and  submarining  under  the  belts. 
NHTSA  has  tested  several  child  restraints  in  the 
reclining  position  and  determined  that  the  knee 
excursion  can  be  lengthened  to  36  inches  without 
allowing  submarining  if  the  dummy's  torso  has 
rotated  at  least  15  degrees  forward  from  its  initial 
starting  position  when  the  knees  have  reached 
their  maximum  excursion.  Thus,  the  new  standard 


incorporates  a  36  inch  knee  excursion  limit  and 
requires  the  test  dummy's  torso  to  have  rotated  at 
least  15  degrees  forward  when  the  knees  have 
reached  their  maximum  excursion. 

For  rear-facing  child  restraints  (i.e.,  infant 
carriers)  the  May  1978  notice  proposed  retaining 
the  dummy's  head  within  the  confines  of  the  seat 
and  preventing  the  back  support  surface  of  the 
restraint  from  tipping  forward  far  enough  to  allow 
the  angle  between  it  and  the  vertical  to  exceed  60 
degrees.  If  the  support  surface  were  allowed  to  tip 
more,  the  infant  in  the  restraint  could  slide  head 
first  out  of  the  shoulder  straps.  GM  and  Heinrich 
Von  Wimmersperg  pointed  out  that  there  is  a 
conflict  between  the  description  of  the  confines  of 
rear-facing  restraints  contained  in  the  text  of  the 
standard  and  the  manner  in  which  the  confines  are 
defined  in  one  of  the  figures  incorporated  in  the 
standard.  The  text  has  been  modified  to  correctly 
identify  the  confines  of  the  restraint  systems.  GM 
also  commented  that  the  text  of  the  standard 
defined  the  head  confinement  requirements  in 
reference  to  the  head  target  points  of  the  infant 
dummy,  although  the  infant  dummy,  unlike  the  3 
year  child  test  dummy,  does  not  have  target  points. 
The  revised  specifications  for  the  infant  test 
dummy  do  include  head  target  points  and  therefore 
the  confinement  requirement  is  retained  as 
originally  proposed. 

Several  child  restraint  manufacturers  objected 
to  limiting  the  forward  tipping  of  rear-facing 
restraints  to  60  degrees.  They  argued  that  rear- 
facing  child  restraints  can  tip  as  much  as  70 
degrees  forward  and  still  retain  the  child  within 
the  restraint.  They  also  argued  that  a  rear-facing 
restraint  will  hit  the  instrument  panel  in  the  front 
seat,  or  the  back  of  the  front  seat  if  the  restraint  is 
used  in  the  rear  seat,  before  the  restraint  tips  60 
degrees.  NHTSA  is  retaining  a  limit  on  forward 
tipping  since  a  child  restraint  can  be  used  in  a 
vehicle  with  the  vehicle's  front  seat  moved  to  its 
extreme  forward  or  rearward  position.  If  the  child 
restraint  is  used  in  the  front  seat  and  the  vehicle 
seat  is  in  the  extreme  rearward  position,  the  child 
restraint  can  tip  forward  without  striking  the 
instrument  panel.  Likewise,  a  child  restraint  used 
in  the  rear  seat,  where  the  vehicle's  front  seat  is  in 
its  extreme  forward  position,  can  tip  forward 
without  striking  the  back  of  the  front  seat. 
However,  tests  done  by  NHTSA  have  shown  that  a 
restraint  can  tip  forward  as  much  as  70  degrees 
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while  still  retaining  the  child  within  the  confines  of 
the  restraint.  Therefore,  the  limitation  on  forward 
tipping  is  being  changed  to  70  rather  than  60 
degrees. 

One  child  restraint  manufacturer,  the  American 
Association  for  Automotive  Medicine  and  Heinrich 
Von  Wimmersperg  commented  that  manufac- 
turers of  rear-facing  restraints  may  attempt  to 
comply  with  the  limitation  on  forward  rotation  by 
designing  the  normal  resting  angle  of  the  seat  in  a 
very  Vertical  alignment  or  by  adding  attachments 
to  prop  the  seat  into  a  vertical  position.  Either  of 
those  approaches  can  create  an  uncomfortable 
seating  position  for  the  child.  They  recommended 
that  the  agency  establish  a  minimum  resting  angle 
for  rear-facing  restraints.  The  agency  is  not 
adopting  this  suggestion  at  this  time.  By  increas- 
ing the  amount  of  forward  rotation  allowed,  the 
agency  should  have  removed  the  temptation  for 
manufacturers  to  design  restraint  resting  angles 
which  would  make  it  easier  to  comply  with  the 
requirement,  but  would  create  uncomfortable 
seating  positions  for  the  child. 

The  May  1978  notice  proposed  an  additional 
dynamic  test  at  20  mph  for  child  restraint  systems 
equipped  with  tether  straps  with  those  straps  left 
unattached.  A  number  of  commenters  (such  as 
Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety,  ACTS, 
University  of  Tennessee,  Questor,  Bobby  Mac,  and 
Michigan's  Office  of  Highway  Safety)  commented 
that  many  people  fail  to  connect  the  tether.  They 
recommended  that  this  type  of  restraint  be  tested 
at  30  mph  with  unattached  tethers. 

The  agency  is  aware  of  the  benefits  and  dis- 
advantages of  child  restraints  equipped  with 
tethers,  which  presently  account  for  over  70  per- 
cent of  the  child  restraint  sales.  The  agency's 
testing  has  shown  that  in  30  mph  frontal  tests  child 
restraints  with  the  tethers  attached  have  less 
occupant  excursion  and  lower  head  and  chest  ac- 
celerations than  shield-type  restraints  that  do  not 
use  tethers.  Tethered  restraints  also  allow  far  less 
occupant  excursion  in  lateral  crashes  than  shield- 
type  restraints.  The  available  accident  data  on 
child  restraints,  which  includes  consumer  letters 
and  accident  investigation  reports,  is  limited  since 
the  usage  of  child  restraints  is  low.  It  does  show, 
however,  that  tethered  restraints,  both  properly 
tethered  and  untethered,  have  prevented  injuries 
to  children  in  crashes  where  other  vehicle 
occupants  were  severely  injured. 


Because  of  the  performance  of  properly  tethered 
chOd  restraints  under  testing  and  accident  condi- 
tions, the  agency  does  not  want  to  eliminate  those 
restraints  from  the  market.  At  the  same  time,  the 
agency  wants  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  possibility  of 
people  not  using  the  tethers  that  accompany  those 
restraints.  Therefore,  the  agency  is  requiring  all 
seats  equipped  with  a  tether  to  have  a  visible  label 
warning  people  to  correctly  fasten  the  tether.  In 
addition,  the  agency  is  considering  issuing  a 
proposal  to  require  vehicle  manufacturers  to  pro- 
vide attachments  for  tether  anchorages  in  all  their 
vehicles.  Having  such  attachments  will  enable 
parents  to  easily  and  properly  attach  tethers.  The 
agency  is  also  striving  to  promote  the  increased 
and  proper  use  of  child  restraints  through  educa- 
tional programs.  As  a  part  of  this  effort,  NHTSA 
has  conducted  a  series  of  regional  seminars  aimed 
at  helping  grass  roots  organizations  educate 
parents  about  the  importance  of  child  restraints.  A 
NHTSA-sponsored  national  conference  on  child 
restraint  safety  is  scheduled  for  December  10-12 
in  Washington,  D.C.  to  further  these  educational 
programs. 

To  ensure  that  restraints  equipped  with  tethers 
provide  at  least  a  minimum  level  of  protection  if 
they  are  misused,  the  agency  will  require  an  addi- 
tional dynamic  test  at  20  mph  for  those  restraints. 
When  tested  with  tethers  unattached,  the 
restraints  must  pass  all  the  dynamic  test  perform- 
ance requirements  of  the  standard. 

Energy  Absorption  and  Distribution 

Several  manufacturers  (Questor,  Strollee, 
Cosco)  and  JPMA  objected  to  the  proposed  height 
requirements  for  head  restraints  used  to  control 
the  rearward  movement  of  a  child's  head  in  a 
crash.  The  proposal  would  have  slightly  increased 
the  requirements  currently  set  in  Standard  No. 
213.  They  argued  that  there  was  no  basis  for  the 
change,  which  would  require  them  to  redesign 
their  child  restraints.  The  new  requirements  are 
based  on  anthropometric  data  on  children  gathered 
since  the  standard  was  originally  adopted.  NHTSA 
proposed  the  new  head  restraint  height  re- 
quirements in  its  earlier  March  1974  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  on  child  restraints  and  many 
manufacturers  have  already  redesigned  their  seats 
to  comply  with  the  requirements.  Since  the  new 
heights  more  accurately  reflect  the  seating  heights 
of  children  than  the  old  requirements,  the  agency 
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is  adopting  them  as  proposed.  The  notice  proposed 
that  the  top  of  the  head  restraint  be  22  inches 
above  the  seating  surface  for  restraints  used  by 
children  weighing  more  than  40  pounds.  Questor 
requested  the  upper  weight  be  changed  to  43 
pounds.  Since  40  pounds  represents  the  weight  of  a 
50th  percentile  5  year  old  and  23  inches  represents 
its  seating  height,  the  requirement  is  not  changed. 

Seyeral  manufacturers  (Cosco,  Strollee, 
Questor)  and  JPMA  raised  objections  to  the  pro- 
posed requirement  that  head  restraints  of  child 
restraint  systems  have  a  width  of  not  less  than  8 
inches.  They  pointed  out  that  the  minimum  head 
restraint  width  requirement  is  intended  to  prevent 
a  child's  head  from  going  beyond  the  width  of  a 
head  restraint  in  a  lateral  or  rear  impact.  They 
argued  that  restraints  with  side  supports  or 
"wings"  should  not  have  to  meet  the  8  inch  width 
requirement  since  the  side  supports  will  prevent  an 
occupant's  head  from  moving  laterally  outside  the 
restraint  system.  NHTSA  agrees  that  the  side  sup- 
ports should  help  laterally  retain  the  child's  head 
within  the  restraint  during  a  side  or  rear  impact 
and  therefore  is  exempting  those  restraints  from 
the  8  inch  minimim  width  requirement.  However, 
to  ensure  that  child  restraints  with  side  supports 
have  sufficient  width  to  accommodate  the  heads  of 
the  largest  child  using  the  restraint,  the  agency 
has  set  a  6  inch  minimum  width  for  those 
restraints.  In  addition,  to  ensure  that  side  supports 
are  large  enough  to  retain  an  occupant's  head 
within  the  restraint,  the  agency  has  set  a  minimum 
depth  requirement  of  four  inches  for  those  sup- 
ports. Anthropomorphic  data  show  that  the  head 
of  a  50th  percentile  5  year  old  child  measures  7  in- 
ches front  to  rear  and  is  6  inches  in  breadth. 
Therefore,  a  four  inch  support  should  contact  a  suf- 
ficient area  of  the  child's  head  to  restrain  it. 

Manufacturers  also  questioned  if  the  8  inch  width 
requirements  is  to  be  measured  in  restraints  with 
side  support  from  the  surface  of  the  padded  side 
support  or  from  the  surface  of  the  underlying 
structure  before  the  padding  is  added.  The 
wording  of  the  standard  is  changed  to  make  clear 
that  the  distance  is  measured  from  the  surface  of 
the  padding,  since  the  padded  surface  must  be  wide 
enough  to  accommodate  the  child's  head. 

The  notice  proposed  that  the  minimum  head 
restraint  height  requirement  would  not  apply  to 


restraints  that  use  the  vehicle's  seat  back  to 
restrain  the  head,  if  the  target  point  on  the  side  of 
the  head  of  the  test  dummy  representing  a  3  year 
old  child  is  raised  above  the  top  of  the  seat  back. 
Ford  said  that  because  of  permitted  differences  in 
the  dimensions  of  different  test  dummies  and  test 
seats,  its  child  restraint  will  not  consistently  meet 
the  requirements.  Ford  asked  that  the  height 
requirement  be  changed  or  the  manufacturers  be 
permitted  to  restrict  their  restraints  to  seats  with 
head  restraints  or  to  rear  seats  which  have  a  flat 
surface  immediately  behind  the  seat.  The  standard 
allows  a  manufacturer  to  specify  in  its  instruction 
manual  accompanying  the  restraints  which  seating 
locations  cannot  be  used  with  the  child  restraint. 
Therefore,  no  change  is  necessary,  since  Ford  is 
allowed  to  restrict  use  of  its  restraint. 

Several  manufacturers  (Cosco,  Strollee, 
Questor)  and  JPMA  objected  to  the  proposed  force 
distribution  requirement  set  for  the  sides  of  child 
restraint  systems.  The  specifications  do  not 
require  manufacturers  to  incorporate  side 
supports  in  their  restraints,  they  only  regulate  the 
surfaces  that  the  manufacturer  decides  to  provide 
so  that  they  distribute  crash  forces  over  the  child's 
torso.  The  commenters  requested  that  the  agency 
define  the  term  "torso"  and  explain  the  reason  for 
setting  different  side  support  requirements  for 
systems  used  by  infants  weighing  less  than  20 
pounds  than  for  systems  used  by  children  weighing 
20  pounds  or  more.  In  restraints  for  infants  less 
than  20  pounds,  the  minimum  side  surface  area 
requirements  are  based  on  anthropometric  data 
for  a  6-month-old  50th  percentile  infant  to  ensure 
maximum  lateral  body  contact  in  a  side  impact. 
Since  the  skeletal  structure  of  an  infant  is  just 
beginning  to  develop,  it  is  important  to  distribute 
impact  forces  over  as  large  a  surface  area  of  the 
child  as  possible,  rather  than  concentrating  the 
potentially  injurious  forces  over  a  small  area.  For 
restraints  used  by  children  weighing  more  than  20 
pounds  and,  therefore,  having  a  more  developed 
skeletal  structure  the  minimum  surface  area 
requirement  is  based  on  anthropometric  data  for  a 
50th  percentile  3-year-old  child  to  provide  restraint 
for  the  shoulder  and  hip  areas  of  the  child. 

To  enable  manufacturers  to  determine  their 
compliance  with  the  torso  support  requirement, 
the  standard  follows  the  dictionary  definition  of 
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"torso"  and  defines  the  term  as  referring  to  the 
portion  of  the  body  of  a  seated  anthropomorphic 
test  dummy,  excluding  the  thighs,  that  lies 
between  the  top  of  the  seating  surface  and  the  top 
of  the  shoulders  of  the  test  dummy. 

Several  manufacturers  (Cosco,  Strollee, 
Questor)  and  JPMA  questioned  the  basis  for  pro- 
hibiting surfaces  with  a  radius  of  curvature  of  less 
than  3  inches.  They  and  Hamill  also  asked  if  the 
measurement  of  the  curvature  is  to  be  made  before 
or  after  application  of  foam  padding  on  the 
underlying  surface.  The  radius  of  curvature  limita- 
tion will  prevent  sharp  surfaces  that  might  concen- 
trate potentially  injurious  forces  on  the  child.  It  is 
based  on  the  performance  of  systems  with  such  a 
radius  of  curvature  that  have  not  produced  inju"ries 
in  real  world  crashes.  The  standard  is  changed  to 
require  the  measurement  of  the  radius  of  cur- 
vature to  be  made  on  the  underlying  structure  of 
the  restraint,  before  application  of  foam  padding. 
Since  foam  compresses  when  impacted  in  a  crash, 
it  is  important  that  the  structure  under  the  foam  be 
sufficiently  curved  so  it  does  not  concentrate  the 
crash  forces  on  a  limited  area  of  the  child's  body. 

For  child  restraints  used  by  children  weighing 
less  than  20  pounds,  the  notice  proposed  that  sur- 
faces which  can  be  contacted  by  the  test  dummy's 
head  during  dynamic  testing  must  be  padded  with 
a  material  that  meets  certain  thickness  and  static 
compression  requirements.  A  number  of  manufac- 
turers (Strollee,  Cosco,  GM  and  Questor)  and 
JPMA  questioned  the  specifications  set  for  the 
padding,  arguing  that  there  is  no  need  to  change 
from  the  current  materials  and  the  specification  of 
a  minimum  thickness  is  design  restrictive.  Other 
commenters  (Bobby-Mac,  Hamill  and  American 
Association  for  Automotive  Medicine)  requested 
that  the  agency  establish  a  test  to  measure  the 
energy-absorbing  capabilities  of  the  underlying 
structure  of  the  restraint,  as  well  as  of  the 
padding. 

NHTSA  eventually  wants  to  establish  dynamic 
test  requirements  using  instrumented  test 
dummies  for  restraints  used  by  children  weighing 
20  pounds  or  less.  Such  testing  would  measure  the 
total  energy  absorption  capability  of  the  padding 
and  underlying  structure.  At  present,  there  are  no 
instrumented  infant  test  dummies,  so  the  agency  is 
instead  specifying  long-established  static  tests  of 
the  padding  material. 


In  response  to  manufacturer  comments,  the 
NHTSA  has  reevaluated  the  materials  currently 
used  in  child  restraints  and  determined  that  those 
and  other  widely  available  materials  can  apparently 
provide  sufficient  energy  absorption  if  used  with  a 
specified  thickness.  The  agency  has  changed  the 
proposed  compression-deflection  requirements  to 
allow  the  use  of  a  wider  range  of  materials  which 
should  enable  manufacturers  to  provide  protective 
padding  for  children  without  having  to  increase  the 
price  of  the  restraint. 

The  proposed  ban  on  components,  such  as  arm 
rests,  directly  in  front  of  a  child  which  do  not 
restrain  the  child  was  objected  to  by  JPMA,  and 
some  manufacturers  (Strollee,  Century  Products, 
International  Manufacturing).  They  argued  that 
arm  restraints  should  not  be  banned  since  they 
promote  usage  of  a  child  restraint  by  giving  the 
child  an  area  to  rest  against  or  place  a  book  or 
other  plaything.  Other  manufacturers  (Hamill, 
Bobby-Mac),  Michigan's  Office  of  Highway  Safety, 
and  the  American  Academy  of  Pediatrics 
supported  the  ban  arguing  that  arm  rests  promote 
misuse  by  creating  the  impression  that  a  child  can 
be  adequately  restrained  by  merely  placing  the 
arm  rest  in  front  of  the  child.  The  agency  is 
concerned  that  parents'  mistaken  beliefs  about  the 
protective  capability  of  arm  rests  may  mislead 
them  into  not  using  the  harness  systems  in  the 
restraints. 

Therefore,  such  arm  rests  or  other  components 
only  may  be  installed  if  they  provide  adequate  pro- 
tection to  a  child  when  the  restraint  is  misused  in  a 
foreseeable  way  because  of  the  presence  of  the  arm 
rest  (i.e.,  the  child  is  not  buckled  into  the  harness 
that  comes  with  the  child  restraint  system).  To 
measure  the  performance  of  child  restraints  with 
arm  rests  and  other  devices  that  flip  down  in  front 
of  the  child,  those  restraints  will  be  tested  at  20 
mph  with  the  component  placed  in  front  of  the 
child,  but  without  the  child  strapped  into  the 
restraint  system.  The  restraint  must  pass  the 
occupant  excursion  and  other  dynamic  perform- 
ance requirements  in  that  condition. 
Child  Restraint  Belt  Systems 

The  May  1978  notice  proposed  three  alternatives 
for  the  buckle  release  force  required  for  the 
harnesses  that  restrain  a  child  within  the  restraint. 
Many  manufacturers  favored  the  alternative  based 
on  the  current  Standard  No.  213  which  establishes 
a  maximum  force  of  20  pounds,  but  does  not 
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establish  a  minimum  force.  In  order  to  promote 
international  harmonization,  Volvo  endorsed 
another  alternative  proposed  by  the  Economic 
Commission  of  Europe  which  would  set  a  minimum 
force  of  2.25  pounds  and  a  maximum  of  13.45 
pounds.  However,  Volvo  proposed  deviating  from 
the  ECE  proposal  and  allowing  a  maximum  release 
force  of  20  pounds.  Michigan's  Office  of  Highway 
Safety  and  the  American  Seat  Belt  Council  (ASBC) 
supported  the  other  alternative  which,  based  on  a 
study  by  the  National  Swedish  Road  and  Traffic 
Institute,  would  have  set  a  12  pound  minimum 
force  and  a  20  pound  maximum  force.  ASBC  stated 
that  this  alternative  should  prevent  a  small  child 
from  opening  the  buckle,  but  not  be  too  strong  to 
prevent  a  small  adult  female  from  opening  the 
buckle.  Other  commenters,  such  as  ACTS  and 
Borgess  Hospital,  recommended  that  the  force  be 
set  at  a  level  which  children  could  not  manage. 
Borgess  noted  that  their  experience  with  400  ren- 
tal child  restraints  shows  that  keeping  children 
from  unbuckling  their  restraints  is  a  common  pro- 
blem. Physicians  for  Automotive  Safety  recom- 
mended that  all  buckle  types  be  standardized  and 
the  release  force  be  set  at  a  level  which  can  be 
quickly  opened  in  an  emergency. 

Based  on  its  review  of  the  comments,  NHTSA 
has  decided  to  require  buckles  with  a  minimum 
release  force  of  12  pounds  and  a  maximum  release 
force  of  20  pounds.  The  effectiveness  of  a  restraint 
depends  on  the  child  being  properly  buckled  at  the 
time  of  impact.  If  a  child  is  capable  of  releasing  the 
buckle,  it  can  inadvertently  or  purposely  defeat  the 
protection  of  the  harness  system.  Setting  a 
minimum  force  of  12  pounds  should  prevent  small 
children  from  opening  the  buckle.  Setting  a 
maximum  of  20  pounds  as  the  release  force  will 
enable  parents  to  easily  open  the  buckle.  NHTSA 
encourages  manufacturers  of  child  restraints  to 
use  push  button  buckles,  similar  to  those  used  in 
automobile  belts,  so  that  people  unfamiliar  with 
child  restraints  can  readily  unbuckle  them  in 
emergencies.  The  agency  will  consider  further 
rulemaking  to  standardize  the  buckle  if  manufac- 
turers do  not  voluntarily  adopt  this  approach. 

Likewise,  NHTSA  has  already  advised  child 
restraint  manufacturers  that  physicians  have 
informed  the  agency  that  some  children  are  burned 
during  the  summer  by  over-heated  metal  buckles 
or  other  metal  child  restraint  hardware.  NHTSA 
will  monitor  manufacturer  efforts  to  eliminate  this 


problem  and  determine  if  additional  rulemaking  is 
necessary. 

The  proposal  that  the  belt  systems  in  child 
restraints  meet  many  of  the  belt  and  buckle 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  209,  Seat  Belt 
Assemblies,  such  as  those  relating  to  abrasion, 
resistance  to  light,  resistance  to  microorganisms, 
color  fastness  and  corrosion  and  temperature 
resistance  was  not  opposed  by  any  of  the  com- 
menters and  is  therefore  adopted.  The  buckle 
release  test  in  Standard  No.  209  for  child  restraint 
buckles  is  deleted,  since  Standard  213  now  sets 
new  performance  requirements  for  buckles.  Ford 
noted  that  the  proposal  inadvertently  dropped  a 
portion  of  Standard  No.  209's  abrasion 
requirements,  which  have  been  reincorporated  in 
the  final  rule. 

To  prevent  the  belts  from  concentrating  crash 
forces  over  a  narrow  area  of  a  child's  body,  the  pro- 
posal sets  a  minimum  belt  width  of  IV2  inch  for  any 
belt  that  contacts  the  test  dummy  during  the 
testings.  Hamill  requested  that  pieces  of  webbing 
used  to  position  the  principal  belts  that  maintain 
crash  loads  be  exempt  from  the  minimum  vddth 
requirements.  The  agency  believes  that  as  long  as 
the  test  dummy,  and  thus  a  child,  can  contact  the 
belts  during  a  crash  the  belts  should  be  wide 
enough  to  spread  the  crash  forces  and  therefore 
Hamill's  request  is  denied. 

Methods  of  Installation 

Many  commenters,  including  ACTS,  American 
Academy  for  Pediatrics,  Insurance  Institute  for 
Highway  Safety,  and  American  Seat  Belt  Council, 
said  that  child  restraint  systems  cannot  be  used 
with  some  automatic  belt  systems,  since  they  do 
not  have  a  lap  belt  to  secure  the  child  restraint  to 
the  seat.  They  asked  the  agency  to  require  all 
automatic  belt  systems  to  include  lap  belts. 

The  agency  considers  the  compatibility  of  child 
restraints  with  automatic  belt  systems  to  be  an 
important  issue.  One  of  the  purposes  of  the 
agency's  December  12,  1979,  public  meeting  on 
child  safety  and  motor  vehicles  is  to  obtain  the 
public's  views  and  information  on  that  and  other 
child  passenger  safety  issues  to  assist  the  agency 
in  determining  whether  to  commence  rulemaking. 
One  rulemaking  option  currently  being  considered 
by  the  agency  is  to  require  vehicle  manufacturers 
to  provide  anchorages  for  lap  belts  in  automatic 
restraint  equipped  vehicles  so  that  parents  wishing 
to  install  lap  belts  can  easily  do  so. 
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A  number  of  manufacturers  are  voluntarily  taking 
steps  to  make  automatic  belt  systems  compatible 
with  child  restraint  systems.  For  example,  GM  pro- 
vides an  additional  manual  belt  with  its  optional 
automatic  lap-shoulder  belt  system  for  the  front 
passenger's  seat  in  the  1980  model  Chevrolet 
Chevette  to  enable  parents  to  secure  child  restraint 
systems. 

Many  of  the  commenters  also  asked  the  agency 
to  require  vehicle  manufacturers  to  install 
anchorages  or  provide  predrilled  holes  to  attach 
tether  anchorages  in  all  their  vehicles.  They 
argued  such  anchorages  or  holes  will  make  it  easy 
for  parents  to  attach  tether  straps  correctly.  As 
mentioned  earlier  in  this  notice,  the  agency  is 
considering  issuing  a  proposal  to  require  manufac- 
turers to  provide  attachments  for  tether 
anchorages  in  all  their  vehicles. 

The  May  1978  notice  proposed  that  all  child 
restraints  be  capable  of  being  secured  to  the  vehicle 
seat  by  a  lap  belt.  Volvo  and  Mercedes  once  again 
asked  the  agency  to  allow  the  use  of  "vehicle 
specific"  child  restraints  (systems  uniquely  designed 
for  installation  in  a  particular  make  and  model  which 
do  not  utilize  vehicle  seat  belts  for  anchorages).  As 
explained  in  the  May  1978  notice,  such  systems  can 
easily  be  misused  by  being  placed  in  vehicles  for 
which  they  were  not  specifically  designed.  Stand- 
ardizing all  restraints  by  requiring  them  to  be  capable 
of  being  attached  by  a  lap  belt  is  an  important  way  to 
prevent  misuse. 

However,  since  vehicle  specific  child  restraints  can 
provide  adequate  levels  of  protection  when  installed 
correctly,  NHTSA  is  not  prohibiting  the  manufacture 
of  such  devices.  The  new  standard  requires  them  to 
meet  the  performance  requirements  of  the  standard 
when  secured  by  a  vehicle  lap  belt.  As  long  as  chOd 
restraints  can  pass  the  performance  requirements  of 
the  standard  secured  only  by  a  lap  belt,  a  manufac- 
turer is  free  to  specify  other  "vehicle  specific" 
installation  conditions. 

Labeling 

The  requirement  for  having  a  visible  label  per- 
manently mounted  to  the  restraint  to  encourage 
proper  use  of  child  restraints  was  supported  by 
many  of  the  commenters,  including  the  Center  for 
Auto  Safety,  ACTS,  Insurance  Institute  for 
Highway  Safety,  and  Michigan's  Office  of 
Highway  Safety.  Several  manufacturers  (Century, 
Cosco,    Questor)    objected    to    having   a   visible 


label  on  child  restraints,  claming  that  there  is  not 
enough  space  on  some  restraints  to  place  all  the 
required  information.  Other  commenters  supported 
the  visible  labeling  requirement  but  suggested  that 
the  visible  label  only  have  a  single  warning  telling 
people  to  follow  the  manufacturer's  instructions 
(American  Association  for  Automotive  Medicine, 
StroUee,  Hamill).  Others  suggested  placing  warnings 
about  the  correct  use  of  the  restraint  on  a  visible  label 
and  placing  such  information  as  the  height  and 
weight  limits  for  children  using  the  restraint  and  the 
manufacturer's  certification  that  it  meets  all  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  on  a  nonvisible  label 
(GM,  PAS). 

After  reviewing  the  comments,  NHTSA  con- 
cludes that  it  is  important  to  have  certain  warnings 
in  a  visible  position  to  serve  as  a  constant  reminder 
on  how  to  correctly  use  the  restraint.  Because  of 
the  limited  space  on  some  restraints,  the  agency 
has  shortened  the  labeling  requirements  to  require 
only  those  instructions  most  directly  concerned 
with  the  safe  use  of  the  seat  be  visible.  Thus, 
depending  on  its  design,  the  restraint  must  warn 
parents  to  secure  the  restraint  with  the  vehicle  lap 
belt,  snugly  adjust  all  belts  provided  with  the 
restraint,  correctly  attach  the  top  tether  strap  and 
only  use  a  restraint  adjustment  position  which  are 
intended  for  use  in  a  motor  vehicle. 

In  response  to  the  agency's  request  for  other 
instructions  that  a  manufacturer  should  give 
parents,  several  commenters  (ACTS,  Michigan's 
Office  of  Highway  Safety,  Borgess  Hospital)  said 
that  a  warning  on  the  label  is  necessary  to  prevent 
misuse  of  infant  carriers.  They  said  many  people 
mistakenly  place  infant  carriers  in  a  forward- 
facing,  rather  than  a  rear-facing  position.  A 
forward-facing  position  defeats  the  purpose  of 
those  restraints  which  are  designed  to  spread  the 
forces  of  the  crash  over  the  infant's  back.  Because 
of  the  importance  of  preventing  this  type  of 
misuse,  the  agency  will  require  the  visible  label  to 
also  remind  parents  not  to  use  rear-facing  infant 
restraints  in  any  other  position. 

Information  about  the  height  and  weight  limits 
of  the  children  for  which  the  restraint  is  designed, 
the  manufacturer  and  model  of  the  child  restraint, 
and  the  month,  year  and  place  of  manufacture  and 
the  certification  that  the  restraint  complies  with  all 
applicable  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards 
would  also  have  to  be  provided,  but  that  informa- 
tion does  not  have  to  be  on  a  label  that  is  visible 
when  the  seat  is  installed. 
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Many  commenters  (GM,  Insurance  Institute  for 
Highway  Safety,  Multnomah  County  Department 
of  Human  Services,  Physicians  for  Automotive 
Safety,  Center  for  Auto  Safety,  and  American 
Academy  of  Pediatrics)  supported  the  proposed 
requirement  that  manufacturers  inform  con- 
sumers about  the  primary  consequences  of  not 
following  the  manufacturer's  warning  about  the 
correct  use  of  the  restraint.  Therefore,  the  visible 
label  must  state  the  primary  consequence  of 
misusing  the  restraint.  The  same  information 
would  also  have  to  be  included  in  the  instruction 
manual  accompanying  the  restraint. 

Ford  objected  to  the  requirement  that  the  label 
have  a  diagram  showing  the  child  restraint  installed 
in  a  vehicle  as  specified  in  the  manufacturer's  in- 
structions. It  said  that  because  of  the  complexity  of 
the  instructions  required  for  proper  installation  of 
a  restraint  with  different  types  of  belt  systems,  it  is 
not  practical  to  place  all  of  the  information  on  a 
single  label.  Hamill  suggested  that  because  of 
those  same  considerations,  the  agency  should  only 
require  the  diagram  to  show  the  proper  installation 
of  the  restraint  at  one  seating  position.  Other 
commenters,  such  as  the  American  Academy  for 
Pediatrics,  supported  the  use  of  diagrams  on  the 
restraint  noting  that  diagrams  can  more  easily 
convey  information  than  written  instructions. 

To  promote  the  correct  use  of  child  restraints, 
NHTSA  believes  that  it  is  important  to  have  a 
diagram  on  the  restraint  to  remind  users  of  the 
proper  method  of  installation.  However,  so  that 
the  label  does  not  become  too  unwieldy,  the  agency 
will  only  require  manufacturers  to  provide  a 
diagram  showing  the  restraint  correctly  installed 
in  the  right  front  seating  position  with  a  con- 
tinuous loop  lap/shoulder  belt  and  in  the  center 
rear  seating  position  installed  with  a  lap  belt.  For 
restraints  equipped  with  top  tethers,  the  diagram 
must  show  the  tethers  correctly  attached  in  both 
seating  positions.  It  is  important  to  show  the 
correct  use  of  a  child  restraint  with  a  continuous 
loop  lap /shoulder  belt  (a  type  of  belt  system  used 
on  many  current  cars)  since  such  belts  must  have  a 
locking  clip  installed  on  the  belt  to  safely  secure 
the  child  restraint. 

GM  objected  to  the  requirement  that  the  label  be 
in  block  type,  which  it  said  makes  the  label  difficult 
to  read.  GM  requested  that  manufacturers  be 


allowed  to  use  10  point  type  with  either  capitals  or 
upper  and  lower  case  lettering.  GM  said  that  using 
such  type  will  result  in  an  easier  to  read  label 
which,  in  turn,  should  promote  more  complete 
reading  of  the  label  by  the  consumer.  Since  the 
type  sought  by  GM  should  promote  the  reading  of 
the  label,  the  agency  is  changing  the  requirement 
to  allow  the  use  of  such  type  as  an  option. 

Several  organizations  (ACTS,  Center  for  Auto 
Safety  and  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety) 
asked  the  agency  to  establish  performance  test  to 
accompany  the  requirement  that  the  label  be  per- 
manently affixed  to  the  restraint.  They  pointed  out 
that  some  current  paper  labels  peel  off  after  the 
restraint  has  been  used  awhile.  NHTSA  has  not 
conducted  the  necessary  testing  to  establish  such  a 
requirement.  NHTSA  urges  manufacturers, 
whenever  possible,  to  mold  the  label  into  the 
surface  of  the  restraint  rather  than  use  a  paper 
label. 

Consumers  Union  and  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety 
suggested  that  all  restraints  be  graded  based  on 
their  performance  in  frontal  and  lateral  crash  tests 
and  the  grades  be  posted  on  all  the  packaging, 
labels,  and  instruction  manuals  accompanying  the 
child  restraint.  The  grades  would  indicate  the 
seating  position  within  the  vehicle  with  which  the 
restraint  can  be  safely  used.  Neither  Consumers 
Union  nor  the  Center  suggested  any  performance 
requirements  for  establishing  the  different  grades. 
Since  the  proposed  grading  system  is  outside  of  the 
scope  of  the  proposed  rule  and  the  agency  has  not 
done  the  necessary  testing  to  determine  the 
specific  tests  and  performance  requirements 
necessary  to  establish  such  grading  system, 
NHTSA  will  evaluate  the  suggestion  for  use  in 
future  rulemaking. 

Installation  Instructions 

The  May  1978  notice  proposed  that  each 
restraint  be  accompanied  by  instructions  for 
correctly  installing  the  restraint  in  any  passenger 
seat  in  motor  vehicles.  Many  commenters  (Center 
for  Auto  Safety,  Borgess  and  Rainbow  Hospitals, 
University  of  Tennessee  And  ACTS)  suggested 
that  the  requirement  for  the  instructions  to  accom- 
pany the  restraint  should  be  more  explicit  to 
require  the  restraint  to  have  a  storage  location, 
such  as  a  slot  in  the  restraint  or  a  plastic  pouch 
affixed  to  the  restraint,  for  permanently  storing 
the  instructions.  They  point  out  that  storing  the 
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instructions  with  the  restraint  means  they  will  be 
available  for  ready  reference  and  will  be  passed  on 
to  subsequent  owners  of  the  restraint.  NHTSA 
believes  such  a  requirement  would  best  carry  out 
its  intent  to  require  the  instructions  to  be  easily 
available  to  all  users  and  therefore  the  suggestion 
is  adopted. 

Several  manufacturers  (Strollee,  Cosco)  and 
JPMA  objected  to  the  agency's  proposed  require- 
ment that  the  instructions  state  that  the  center 
rear  seating  position  is  the  safest  seating  position 
in  a  vehicle.  While  not  questioning  the  validity  of 
the  accident  data  showing  the  center  rear  seat  to 
be  the  safest  seating  position  in  most  vehicles,  they 
argued  that  the  agency  should  consider  the 
psychological  impact  of  not  having  the  child  near 
the  adult.  Accident  data  have  consistently  shown 
that  the  occupants  in  the  rear  seat  are  safer  than 
occupants  in  the  front  seat.  The  same  data  show 
that  the  center  rear  seating  position  is  the  safest 
seating  position  in  the  rear  seat.  To  enable  parents 
to  make  an  informed  judgment  about  how  best  to 
protect  their  children,  NHTSA  believes  that  it  is 
important  to  clearly  inform  them  about  the  safest 
seating  positions  in  the  vehicle,  and  is  therefore 
retaining  the  requirement. 

In  response  to  the  agency's  request  for  addi- 
tional suggestions  to  be  included  in  the  instruction 
manual  accompanying  the  restraint,  ACTS  sug- 
gested that  car  bed  manufacturers  informed  con- 
sumers that  the  child  should  be  placed  with  its  head 
near  the  center  of  the  vehicle.  Because  orienting  a 
child's  head  in  that  way  will  ensure  that  it  is  the 
maximum  distance  away  from  the  sides  of  the 
vehicle  in  a  side  impact,  the  agency  has  adopted 
ACTS  suggestion.  Tennessee's  Office  of  Urban 
and  Federal  Affairs  suggested  that  users  should  be 
told  to  secure  child  restraints  with  a  vehicle  belt 
when  the  child  restraint  is  in  the  vehicle  but  not  in 
use.  Since  an  unsecured  child  restraint  can  become 
a  flying  missile  in  a  crash  and  injure  other  vehicle 
occupants,  the  agency  has  adopted  Tennessee's 
suggestion. 

Test  Conditions 

The  standard  specifies  requirements  for  a  test 
assembly  representing  a  vehicle  bench  seat  to  be 
used  in  the  dynamic  testing.  Bobby-Mac  com- 
mented that  the  test  seat  has  a  more  level  seating 
surface  and  less  support  at  the  forward  edge  of  the 
seat  than  the  seats  in  many  current  cars.  These 


differences  mean  that  a  child  restraint  may 
experience  more  excursion  on  the  test  seat  than  on 
more  angled  and  firmer  car  seats,  Bobby-Mac  said. 
NHTSA  agrees  that  in  comparison  to  some 
vehicles  seats,  the  test  seat  may  present  more 
demanding  test  conditions.  However,  the  test  seat 
is  representative  of  many  seats  used  in  vehicles 
currently  on  the  road.  Meeting  the  performance 
requirement  of  the  standard  on  the  test  seat  will 
ensure  that  child  restraints  perform  adequately  on 
the  variety  of  different  seats  found  in  cars  on  the 
road. 

Several  manufacturers  (Cosco  and  Strollee)  and 
JPMA  raised  questions  about  the  requirement  pro- 
posed for  the  crash  pulse  (i.e.,  the  amount  of  test 
sled  deceleration  required  to  simulate  the  crash 
forces  experienced  by  a  car)  for  the  20  and  30  mph 
tests.  The  agency  had  proposed  a  range  of  sled  test 
pulses  to  allow  manufacturers  the  option  of  using 
pneumatic  or  impact  sled  testing  machines.  Since  a 
variety  of  different  sled  test  pulses  would  be 
permitted  under  the  proposal,  manufacturers  asked 
the  agency  to  explain  what  would  happen  if  they 
and  the  agency  tested  a  child  restraint  system 
using  different  sled  test  pulses  and  produced  incon- 
sistent results  (i.e.,  a  failure  using  one  pulse  and  a 
pass  at  the  other,  when  both  pulses  were  within  the 
permissible  range).  JPMA  suggested  that  the 
agency  should  consider  a  restraint  as  in  compliance 
if  the  restraint  meets  all  the  applicable  perform- 
ance requirements  in  a  test  in  which  the  sled  test 
pulse  lies  entirely  within  the  proposed  range. 

To  provide  manufacturers  with  the  certainty 
they  desire,  the  agency  has  redefined  the  sled  test 
pulse  requirement  to  establish  a  single  20  mph 
(Figure  3)  and  a  single  30  mph  (Figure  2)  sled  test 
pulse.  Thus,  in  conducting  its  compliance  testing, 
NHTSA  may  not  exceed  the  sled  test  pulse  set  for 
the  20  and  30  mph  tests.  The  sled  test  pulses 
chosen  by  NHTSA  are  the  least  severe  pulses  that 
meet  the  acceleration  thresholds  proposed  in  the 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking.  Manufacturers  are 
free  to  use  other  sled  pulses,  as  long  as  the  ac- 
celeration/time curve  of  the  sled  test  pulse  used  is 
equal  to  or  greater  than  the  acceleration /time 
curve  of  the  sled  test  pulse  set  in  the  standard. 

In  response  to  comments  by  Ford  and  others 
that  the  durability  of  the  foam  used  in  the  standard 
seat  assembly  may  influence  the  test  results,  the 
agency  has  changed  the  standard  to  specify  that 
the  foam  in  the  test  seat  be  changed  after  each 
test. 
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GM  pointed  out  that  the  instructions  for  position- 
ing the  test  dummy  within  the  restraint  did  not 
specify  when  in  the  positioning  sequences  any  of 
the  restraint's  belts  should  be  placed  on  the  test 
dummy.  An  appropriate  change  has  been  made  to 
specify  when  the  belts  should  be  attached.  Ford 
said  that  the  dummy  positioning  requirements 
result  in  an  "unnatural"  positioning  of  the  dummy 
within  its  Tot-Guard  restraint  so  that  the  dummy's 
arms  rest  on  the  side  of  the  restraint  rather  than 
with  its  arms  on  the  padded  portion  of  the  shield. 
NHTSA  notes  that  a  child  in  a  real-world  accident 
will  not  necessarily  have  its  arms  resting  on  the 
shield.  Allowing  the  test  dummy's  arm  to  be  posi- 
tioned on  the  shield  may  inhibit  the  dummy's 
forward  movement  and  make  it  easier  to  comply 
with  the  limits  on  test  dummy  excursion  and 
acceleration  set  in  the  standard.  Thus,  Ford's 
requested  change  in  the  positioning  requirements 
is  rejected. 

Flammability 

The  notice  proposed  requiring  child  restraints  to 
meet  the  bum  resistance  requirements  of  Standard 
No.  302,  Flammability  of  Interior  Materials.  The 
requirement  was  supported  by  GM,  the  American 
Academy  of  Pediatrics  and  the  American  Seat  Belt 
Council.  No  commenters  opposed  the  requirement. 
In  supporting  the  requirement,  GM  said  that  the 
flammabOity  characteristics  of  chOd  restraints, 
"which  are  in  close  proximity  to  an  occupant,"  should 
be  "compatible  with  the  flammability  characteristics 
of  other  parts  of  the  vehicle  occupant  compartment 
interior,"  which  already  must  meet  the  performance 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  302.  The  agency 
agrees  with  GM  about  the  desirability  of  providing  all 
vehicle  occupants  with  the  protection  of  Standard 
No.  302  and  is  thus  requiring  all  child  restraints  to 
meet  the  performance  requirements  of  that 
standard. 

Inertial  Reels 

Several  commenters  raised  questions  about  the 
effectiveness  of  vehicle  seat  belts  equipped  with 
inertial  reels  in  securing  child  restraints.  The 
American  Academy  of  Pediatrics  requested  the 
agency  to  restrict  the  use  of  inertial  reels  to  the 
driver's  seating  position.  Physicians  for  Automotive 
Safety  and  ACTS  pointed  out  that  continuous  loop 
lap/shoulder  belts  with  inertial  reels  must  be  used 
with  locking  clips  to  secure  a  child  restraint.  They 


said   that  the  difficulty  of  installing  such  clips 
deters  their  use. 

Agency  research  has  found  that  use  of  inertial 
reels  increases  the  comfort  and  convenience  of 
seat  belts  and  thus  promotes  their  use  by  older 
children  and  adults.  Thus,  the  agency  will  continue 
to  require  the  use  of  inertial  reels  in  vehicle  belt 
systems.  However,  to  ensure  that  inertial  reels  are 
compatible  with  child  restraints,  the  agency  will 
soon  begin  rulemaking  on  the  comfort  and  con- 
venience of  vehicle  belt  systems  to  require  that  the 
belts  used  in  the  front  right  outboard  seating 
position  have  a  manual  locking  device.  This 
requirement  will  mean  that  continuous  loop  and 
other  types  of  inertial  reel  belt  systems  can  be  easily 
and  effectively  used  with  child  restraints.  Such 
manual  locking  devices  will  also  be  permitted  with 
belts  used  in  the  rear  seats.  As  previously  outlined 
in  this  notice,  the  agency  has  established  several 
labeling  and  installation  instruction  requirements 
which  deal  specifically  with  the  correct  use  of  lock- 
ing clips  on  continuous  loop  belts  with  inertial 
reels.  Those  requirements  should  reduce  or 
eliminate  problems  associated  with  using  child 
restraint  in  current  vehicles  equipped  with  inertial 
reels. 

Costs  and  Benefits 

The  agency  has  considered  the  economic  and 
other  impacts  of  this  final  rule  and  determined  that 
this  rule  is  not  significant  within  the  meaning  of 
Executive  Order  12044  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  policies  and  procedures 
implementing  that  order.  The  agency's  assessment 
of  the  benefits  and  economic  consequences  of  this 
final  rule  are  contained  in  a  regulatory  evaluation 
which  has  been  placed  in  the  docket.  Copies  of  that 
regulatory  evaluation  can  be  obtained  by  writing 
NHTSA's  docket  section,  at  the  address  given  in 
the  beginning  of  this  notice. 

In  the  0  to  5  age  group,  more  than  800  children 
are  killed  and  more  than  100,000  children  are 
injured  annually  as  occupants  of  motor  vehicles. 
Because  of  the  large  difference  in  effectiveness 
between  restraints  that  can  pass  the  dynamic  test 
of  the  new  standard  and  those  which  have  passed 
only  a  static  test,  NHTSA  projects  that  there 
should  be  43  fewer  deaths  and  6,528  fewer  injuries 
per  year.  Because  many  restraints  have  already 
been  upgraded  in  response  to  the  agency's  prior 
rulemaking  proposal,  some  of  the  death  and  injury 
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prevention  benefits  of  the  standard  have  already 
been  realized. 

The  projected  benefits  of  this  standard  are  limited 
by  the  existing  low  rate  of  child  restraint  use. 
However,  the  labeling  and  instruction 
requirements  of  this  standard  should  increase  the 
proper  usage  of  child  restraints. 
Because  of  NHTSA's  1974  proposal  to  upgrade 
child  restraints,  many  manufacturers  have 
currently  designed  their  restraints  to  meet 
dynamic  test  requirements.  Therefore,  those 
restraints  are  only  projected  to  increase  in  price  by 
approximately  $1.00  in  order  to  meet  the  other 
requirements  of  this  standard.  Restraints  that  do 
not  currently  pass  dynamic  tests  would  have  a 
price  increase  of  $16.00  to  meet  the  new 
requirements.  The  average  sales  weighted  price 
increase  is  $4.25. 

Numerous  commenters  (including  National 
Safety  Council,  American  Academy  of  Pediatri- 
cians, Tennessee  Office  of  Child  Development  and 
North   Dakota's  Department  of  Public   Health) 


urged  the  agency  to  make  the  standard  effective 
before  the  proposed  May  1,  1980,  effective  date. 
GM  and  the  American  Safety  Belt  Council 
requested  that  the  effective  date  be  delayed 
beyond  the  proposed  May  1,  1980.  Many  manufac- 
turers have  already  upgraded  their  restraints  to 
the  performance  requirements  set  in  this  rule.  The 
agency  believes  that  providing  six  months  lead- 
time,  until  June  1,  1980,  will  provide  sufficient 
time  for  the  remaining  manufacturers  to  upgrade 
their  restraints. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Vladislav 
Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  and 
Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  December  5,  1979. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator, 


44  F.R.  72131 
December  13,  1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY 

STANDARD  NO.  213 

Child  Restraint  Systems;  Seat  Belt  Assemblies 
(Docket  No.  74-9;  Notice  7) 


ACTION:  Response  to  petitions  for  reconsidera- 
tion. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  responds  to  five  petitions 
for  reconsideration  and  petitions  for  rulemaking 
concerning  Standard  No.  213,  Child  Restraint 
Systems.  In  response  to  the  petitions,  the  agency  is 
changing  the  labeling  requirements  to  permit  the 
use  of  alternative  language,  modifying  the 
minimum  radius  of  curvature  requirement  for 
restraint  system  surfaces  and  extending  the 
effective  date  of  the  standard  from  June  1, 1980,  to 
January  1,  1981.  In  addition,  several  typographic 
errors  are  corrected  in  Standard  No.  209,  Seat  Belt 
Assemblies. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  amendments  are  effective 
on  May  1,  1980.  The  effective  date  of  the  standard 
is  changed  from  June  1,  1980,  to  January  1,  1981. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Vladislav  Radovich, 

Office  of  Vehicle  Standards, 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 

Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  December 
13,  1979,  NHTSA  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  a  final  rule  establishing  Standard  No. 
213,  Child  Restraint  Systems,  and  making  certain 
amendments  to  Standard  No.  209,  Seat  Belt 
Assemblies  and  Anchorages.  Subsequently, 
petitions  for  reconsideration  were  timely  filed  with 
the  agency  by  Cosco,  General  Motors,  Juvenile 
Products  Manufacturers  Association,  and  Strolee. 
Subsequent  to  the  time  for  filing  petitions  for 
reconsideration,  Strolee  also  filed  a  petition  for 


rulemaking  to  amend  the  standard.  After 
evaluating  the  petitions,  the  agency  has  decided  to 
modify,  as  fully  explained  below,  some  of  the 
requirements  of  Standard  No.  213.  All  other 
requests  for  modification  are  denied.  The  agency  is 
also  correcting  several  minor  typographical  errors 
in  the  text  of  Standard  No.  209. 

LABELING 

Standard  No.  213  requires  manufacturers  to 
place  a  permanently  mounted  label  on  the  restraint 
to  encourage  its  proper  use.  General  Motors  (GM) 
petitioned  for  reconsideration  of  three  of  the 
labeling  requirements. 

Section  S5.5.2  (f)  of  the  standard  requires  each 
child  restraint  to  be  labeled  with  the  size  and 
weight  ranges  of  children  capable  of  using  the 
restraint.  In  its  petition,  GM  said  that  the 
requirement  could  "unnecessarily  preclude  some 
children  from  using  the  restraint  or  suggest  use  by 
children  too  large  for  the  restraint."  GM  also 
commented  that  some  infant  restraints  are 
intended  to  be  used  from  birth  and  thus  the  lower 
size  and  weight  limitation  serves  no  purpose. 

In  addition,  GM  said  that  stating  the  upper  size 
limit  for  infant  restraints  in  terms  of  seated  height 
rather  than  in  standing  height  is  a  more 
appropriate  way  to  set  size  limitations  for  infants. 
For  example,  GM  said  that  an  infant  with  a  short 
torso  and  long  legs  might  be  precluded  from  using 
the  restraint  if  the  limitation  is  stated  in  terms  of 
standing  height,  while  an  infant  with  short  legs 
and  a  torso  too  long  for  the  restraint  would  be 
inappropriately  included  among  ones  who  could 
supposedly  use  the  restraint.  GM  requested  that 
infant  restraints  be  allowed  to  be  labeled  with  an 
optional  statement  limiting  use  by  upper  weight 
and  seated  height. 
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NHTSA  agrees  that  specifying  a  lower  weight 
and  size  Hmit  is  unnecessary  for  an  infant  carrier 
designed  to  be  used  from  birth  and  has  amended 
the  standard  accordingly.  The  agency  has  decided 
not  to  adopt  GM's  proposal  to  state  the  upper  size 
limit  in  seating  rather  than  standing  height.  The 
purpose  of  the  label  is  to  provide  important 
instructions  and  warnings  in  as  simple  and 
understandable  terms  as  possible.  Standing  height, 
rather  than  seating  height,  is  a  measurement 
parents  are  familiar  with  and  which  is  commonly 
measured  during  pediatric  examinations.  As  GM 
pointed  out,  it  is  possible  to  establish  a  limit  based 
on  standing  height  which  would  exclude  any  infant 
whose  seating  height  is  too  high  to  properly  use  the 
restraint.  Therefore,  the  agency  will  continue  to 
require  the  upper  size  limit  to  be  stated  in  terms  of 
standing  height. 

GM  also  requested  that  manufacturers  be 
allowed  to  establish  a  lower  usage  limit  for 
restraints  used  for  older  children  based  on  the 
child's  ability  to  sit  upright  rather  than  on  his  or 
her  size  and  weight.  GM  said  the  lower  limit  "is  not 
as  dependent  upon  the  child's  size  as  it  is  on  the 
child's  ability  to  hold  its  head  up  (sit  upright)  by 
itself.  This  important  capability  is  achieved  at  a 
wide  range  of  child  sizes."  NHTSA  agrees  that  the 
type  of  label  GM  proposes  can  clearly  inform 
parents  on  which  children  can  safely  use  a 
restraint  and  therefore  will  permit  use  of  such  a 
label. 

Section  S5. 5.2(g)  of  the  standard  requires  the 
use  of  the  word  "Warning"  preceding  the 
statement  that  failure  to  follow  the  manufacturer's 
instructions  can  lead  to  injury  to  a  child.  GM 
requested  that  the  word  "Caution"  be  permitted  as 
an  alternative  to  "Warning."  GM  said  that  since 
1975  it  has  used  caution  in  its  labels  and  owners' 
and  service  manuals  as  a  lead  or  signal  word  where 
the  message  conveys  instructions  to  prevent 
possible  personal  injury.  GM  said  that  the  words 
caution  and  warning  are  generally  accepted  as 
synonymous. 

The  agency  believes  that  the  word  "Warning," 
when  used  in  its  ordinary  dictionary  sense,  is  a 
stronger  term  that  conveys  a  greater  sense  of 
danger  than  the  word  "Caution"  and  thus  will 
emphasize  the  importance  of  following  the 
specified  instructions.  Therefore,  the  agency  will 
continue  to  require  the  use  of  the  word 
"Warning." 

Section  S5.5.2(k)  of  the  standard  requires 
restraints  to  be  labeled  that  they  are  to  be  used  in  a 


rear-facing  position  when  used  with  an  infant.  GM 
said  that  while  the  requirement  is  appropriate  for 
so-called  convertible  child  restraints  (restraints 
that  can  be  used  by  infants  in  a  rear-facing  position 
and  by  children  in  a  forward-facing  position),  it  is 
potentially  misleading  when  used  with  a  restraint 
designed  exclusively  for  infants.  GM  said  the 
current  label  might  imply  that  the  restraint  can  be 
use  in  forward-facing  positions  with  children.  GM 
recommended  that  restraints  designed  only  for 
infants  be  permitted  to  have  the  statement,  "Place 
this  infant  restraint  in  a  rear-facing  position  when 
using  it  in  the  vehicle."  The  agency's  purpose  for 
establishing  the  labeling  requirement  was  to 
preclude  the  apparent  widespread  misuse  of 
restraints  designed  for  iniants  in  a  forward-facing 
rather  than  rear-facing  position.  Since  GM's 
recommended  label  will  accomplish  that  goal,  the 
agency  is  amending  the  standard  to  permit  its  use. 

RADIUS  OF  CURVATURE 

Section  S5.2.2.1(c)  of  the  standard  requires 
surfaces  designed  to  restrain  the  forward 
movement  of  a  child's  torso  to  be  flat  or  convex 
with  a  radius  of  curvature  of  the  underlying 
structure  of  not  less  than  3  inches.  Ford  Motor  Co. 
objected  to  the  three  inch  limitation  on  radius  of 
curvature  arguing  that  measuring  the  radius  of 
curvature  of  the  underlying  structure  would 
eliminate  designs  that  have  not  produced  serious 
injuries  in  actual  crashes.  Ford  said  the  shield  of  its 
Tot-Guard  has  a  radius  of  curvature  from  2.2  to  2.3 
inches  and  it  had  no  evidence  of  serious  injury 
being  caused  by  the  shield  when  the  restraint  has 
been  properly  used. 

The  purpose  of  the  radius  of  curvature 
requirement  was  to  prohibit  the  use  of  surfaces 
that  might  concentrate  inpact  forces  on  vulnerable 
portions  of  a  child's  body.  It  was  not  the  agency's 
intent  to  prohibit  existing  designs,  such  as  the  Tot- 
Guard,  which  have  not  produced  injuries  in  actual 
crashes.  Since  a  2  inch  radius  of  curvature  should 
therefore  not  produce  injury,  the  agency  has 
decided  to  change  the  radius  of  curvature 
requirement  from  3  to  2  inches. 

Although  the  standard  sets  a  minimum  radius  of 
curvature  for  surfaces  designed  to  restrain  the 
forward  movement  of  a  child,  it  does  not  set  a 
minimum  surface  area  for  that  surface.  Prototypes 
of  new  restraints  shown  to  the  agency  by  some 
manufacturers  indicate  that  they  are  voluntarily 
incorporating  sufficient  surface  areas  in  their 
designs.  The  agency  encourages  all  manufacturers 
to  use  surface  areas  at  least  equivalent  to  those  of 
the  designs  used  by  today's  better  restraints. 
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OCCUPANT  EXCURSION 

Section  S5. 1.3.1  of  the  standard  sets  a  limit  on 
the  amount  of  knee  excursion  experienced  by  the 
test  dummy  during  the  simulated  crash  tests.  It 
specifies  that  "at  the  time  of  maximum  knee 
forward  excursion  the  forward  rotation  of  the 
dummy's  torso  from  the  dummy's  initial  seating 
configuration  shall  be  at  least  15°  measured  in  the 
sagittal  plane  along  the  line  connecting  the 
shoulder  and  hip  pivot  points." 

Ford  Motor  Co.  objected  to  the  requirements 
that  the  dummy's  torso  rotate  at  least  15  degrees. 
Ford  said  that  it  is  impossible  to  measure  the  15 
degree  angle  on  restraints  such  as  the  Tot-Guard 
since  the  test  dummy  "folds  around  the  shield  in 
such  a  manner  that  there  is  no  'line'  from  the 
shoulder  to  the  hip  point."  In  addition,  restraints, 
such  as  the  Tot-Guard,  that  enclose  the  lower  torso 
of  the  child  can  conceal  the  test  dummy  hip  pivot 
point. 

The  agency  established  the  knee  excursion  and 
torso  rotation  requirements  to  prevent 
manufacturers  from  controlling  the  amount  of  test 
dummy  head  excursion  by  allowing  the  test  dummy 
to  submarine  excessively  during  a  crash  (i.e., 
allowing  the  test  dummy  to  slide  too  far  downward 
underneath  the  lap  belt  and  forward,  legs  first).  A 
review  of  the  agency's  testing  of  child  restraints 
shows  that  current  designs  that  comply  with  the 
knee  excursion  limit  do  not  allow  submarining. 
Since  the  knee  excursion  limit  apparently  will 
provide  sufficient  protection  to  prevent 
submarining,  the  agency  has  decided  to  drop  the 
torso  rotation  requirement.  If  future  testing 
discloses  any  problems  with  submarining,  the 
agency  will  act  to  establish  a  new  torso  rotation 
requirement  as  an  additional  safeguard. 

HEAD  IMPACT  PROTECTION 
Section  5.2.3  requires  that  each  child  restraint 
designed  for  use  by  children  under  20  pounds  have 
energy-absorbing  material  covering  "each  system 
surface  which  is  contactable  by  the  dummy  head." 
Strolee  petitioned  the  agency  to  amend  this 
requirement  because  it  would  prohibit  the  use  of 
unpadded  grommets  in  the  child  restraint.  Strolee 
explained  that  some  "manufacturers  use 
grommets  to  support  the  fabric  portions  of  a  car 
seat  where  the  shoulder  belt  and  lap  belt  penetrate 
the  upholstery.  These  grommets  retain  the  fabric 
in  place  and  give  needed  support  where  the  strap 


comes  through  to  the  front  of  the  unit."  Because  of 
the  use  of  the  grommets  in  positioning  the  energy- 
absorbing  padding  and  belts,  the  agency  does  not 
want  to  prohibit  their  use.  However,  to  ensure  that 
use  of  the  grommets  will  not  compromise  the  head 
impact  protection  for  the  child,  the  agency  will 
only  allow  grommets  or  other  structures  that 
comply  with  the  protrusion  limitations  specified  in 
section  S5.2.4.  That  section  prohibits  protrusions 
that  are  more  than  %  of  an  inch  high  and  have  a 
radius  of  less  than  V4  inch.  Because  this 
amendment  makes  a  minor  change  in  the  standard 
to  relieve  a  restriction,  prior  notice  and  a  comment 
period  are  deemed  unnecessary. 

BELT  REQUIREMENTS 

Strolee  petitioned  the  agency  to  amend  the 
requirement  that  all  of  the  belts  used  in  the  child 
restraint  system  must  be  IV2  inches  in  width. 
Strolee  said  that  straps  used  in  some  restraints  to 
position  the  upper  torso  restraints  have  "  'snaps' 
so  that  the  parent  may  release  this  positioning  belt 
conveniently."  Strolee  argued  that  such  straps 
should  be  exempt  from  the  belt  width  requirement 
since  "the  snap  would  release  far  before  any  loads 
couJd  be  experienced." 

The  agency  still  believes  that  any  belt  that  comes 
into  contact  with  the  child  should  be  of  a  minimum 
width  so  as  not  to  concentrate  forces  on  a  limited 
area  of  the  child.  This  requirement  would  reduce 
the  possibility  of  injury  in  instances  where  the  snap 
on  a  positioning  strap  failed  to  open.  Strolee's 
petition  is  therefore  denied. 

StroUee  has  also  raised  a  question  about  the 
interpretation  of  section  S5.4.3.3  on  belt  systems. 
Strolee  asked  whether  the  section  requires  a 
manufacturer  to  provide  both  upper  torso  belts,  a 
lap  belt  and  a  crotch  strap  or  whether  a 
manufacturer  can  use  a  "hybrid"  system  which 
uses  upper  torso  belts,  a  shield,  in  place  of  a  lap 
belt,  and  a  crotch  strap.  The  agency's  intent  was  to 
allow  the  use  of  hybrid  systems.  The  agency 
established  the  minimum  radius  of  curvature 
requirements  of  section  S5.2.2.1(c)  to  ensure  that 
any  shield  used  in  place  of  a  lap  or  other  belt  would 
not  concentrate  forces  on  a  limited  area  of  the 
child's  body.  NHTSA  has  amended  section 
S5.4.3.3.  to  clarify  the  agency's  intent.  Because 
this  is  an  interpretative  amendment,  which 
imposes  no  new  restrictions,  prior  notice  and  a 
comment  period  are  deemed  unnecessary. 
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HEIGHT  REQUIREMENTS 
Strolee  asked  the  agency  to  reconsider  the 
requirements  for  seat  back  surface  heights  set  in 
section  S. 5.2. 1.1.  Strolee  argued  that  the  higher 
seat  back  required  by  the  standard  would  restrict 
the  driver's  rear  vision  when  the  child  restraint  is 
placed  in  the  rear  seat. 

The  final  rule  established  a  new  seat  back  height 
requirement  for  restraints  recommended  for  use 
by  children  that  weigh  more  than  40  pounds.  To 
provide  sufficient  protection  for  those  children's 
heads,  the  agency  required  the  seat  back  height  to 
be  22  inches.  The  agency  explained  that  the  22  inch 
requirement  was  based  on  anthropometric  data 
showing  that  the  seating  height  of  children 
weighing  40  or  more  pounds  can  exceed  23  inches. 
The  agency  still  believes  that  22  inch  requirement 
is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  largest  child 
for  which  the  restraint  is  recommended.  NHTSA 
notes  that  child  restraints  can  be  designed  to 
accommodate  the  higher  seat  backs  without 
allowing  the  overall  height  of  the  child  restraint  to 
unduly  hinder  the  driver's  vision. 

PADDING 
In  its  petition,  JPMA  claimed  that  the  standard 
"calls  for  the  application  of  outdated  specifications" 
for  determining  the  performance  of  child  restraint 
padding  in  a  25  percent  compression-deflection  test. 
A  review  of  the  most  recent  edition  of  the  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM)  handbook 
shows  that  the  compression-deflection  test  in  two  of 
the  three  ASTM  standards  (ASTM  D1565) 
referenced  by  the  agency  has  been  replaced. 
However,  the  replacement  standard  does  not  contain 
a  25  percent  compression-deflection  test.  Therefore, 
the  agency  will  continue  to  use  the  three  ASTM 
standards  referenced  in  the  December  1979  final 
rule. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Cosco,  Strolee  and  the  Juvenile  Products 
Manufacturers  Association  (JPMA)  petitioned  the 
agency  for  an  extension  of  the  June  1, 1980,  effective 
date.  They  requested  that  the  effective  date  be 
changed  to  at  least  January  1,  1981,  and  Strolee 
requested  a  delay  until  March  1,  1981.  They  argued 
that  the  June  1,  1980,  effective  date  does  not  allow 
manufacturers  sufficient  time  to  develop,  test  and 
tool  new  child  restraints. 

Testing  done  for  the  agency  has  shown  that  many 
of  the  better  child  restraint  systems  currently  on  the 


market  can  meet  the  injury  criteria  and  occupant 
excursion  limitation  set  by  the  standard.  Some  of 
those  seats  would  need  changes  in  their  labeling, 
removal  of  arm  rests  and  new  belt  buckles  and 
padding  to  meet  the  standard.  Such  relatively 
minor  changes  can  be  made  in  the  time  available 
before  the  June  1,  1980,  effective  date. 

Several  manufacturers  have  informed  the 
agency  that  they  are  designing  new  restraints  to 
meet  the  standard.  Based  on  prototypes  of  those 
restraints  shown  to  the  agency,  NHTSA  believes 
that  these  new  restraints  may  be  more  convenient 
to  use,  less  susceptible  to  misuse  and  provide  a 
higher  overall  level  of  protection  than  current 
restraints.  Based  on  leadtime  information 
provided  by  individual  manufacturers  and  the 
JPMA,  the  agency  concludes  that  extending  the 
standard  from  June  1,  1980,  to  January  1,  1981, 
will  provide  sufficient  leadtime.  Providing  a  year's 
leadtime  is  in  agreement  with  the  leadtime 
estimates  provided  by  the  manufacturers  as  to  the 
time  necessary  for  design  and  testing,  tooling  and 
buckle  redesign. 

COMPATIBILITY  WITH  VEHICLE  BELTS 

On  December  12,  1979,  NHTSA  held  a  public 
meeting  on  child  transportation  safety.  At  that 
meeting,  several  participants  commented  about 
the  difficulty,  and  in  some  cases  the  impossibility, 
of  securing  some  child  restraint  systems  with  a 
vehicle  lap  belt  because  the  belt  will  not  go  around 
the  restraint.  Testing  done  by  the  agency  during 
the  development  of  the  recently  proposed  comfort 
and  convenience  rulemaking  also  confirms  that 
problem.  The  agency  reminds  child  restraint 
manufacturers  that  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Restraint  Systems,  requires  all  child  restraints  to 
be  capable  of  being  restrained  by  a  vehicle  lap  belt. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  F.R.  29045 
May  1,  1980 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO 

FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  213 

Child  Restraint  Systems 
(Docket  No.  7409;  Notice  8) 


ACTION:  Correction. 

SUMMARY:  On  May  1, 1980,  the  agency  published  a 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register  responding  to  peti- 
tions for  reconsideration  concerning  Standard  No. 
213,  Child  Restraint  Systems.  In  response  to  a 
petition  from  Ford  Motor  Co.,  the  agency  stated  in 
the  preamble  of  the  notice  that  it  was  eliminating 
the  torso  rotation  requirement  of  the  standard. 
However,  the  notice  inadvertently  did  not  amend 
the  standard  to  delete  that  requirement.  This 
notice  makes  the  necessary  amendment. 

DATES:  The  amendment  is  effective  upon  publica- 
tion in  the  Federal  Register,  October  6,  1980. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  (202-426-2992) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  May  1,  1980, 
the  agency  published  a  notice  responding  to 
several  petitions  for  reconsideration  concerning 
Standard  No.  213,  Child  Restraint  Systems  (45  FR 
29045). 

Among  the  petitions  was  one  from  Ford  Motor 
Co.  objecting  to  the  requirement  that  the  test 
dummy's  torso  rotate  at  least  15  degrees  during 
the  simulated  crash  test  of  the  child  restraint. 
Ford  argued  that  it  is  impossible  to  measure  the  15 
degree  angle  on  restraints  such  as  its  Tot-Guard 
which  enclose  the  lower  torso  of  the  child  and  thus 
conceal  one  of  the  pivot  points  used  in  measuring 
the  dummy's  rotation. 

In  response  to  the  Ford  petition,  the  agency 
decided  to  drop  the  torso  rotation  requirement.  In 


the  May  1  notice,  the  agency  explained  that  the 
purpose  of  the  requirement  was  to  prevent  manu- 
facturers from  controlling  the  amount  of  head 
excursion  by  allowing  the  test  dummy  to  sub- 
marine excessively  during  a  crash  (i.e.,  allowing 
the  test  dummy  to  slide  too  far  downward  under- 
neath the  lap  belt  and  forward,  legs  first).  After 
further  reviewing  its  child  restraint  test  results, 
the  agency  concluded  that  restraints  meeting  the 
knee  excursion  limit  of  the  standard  will  provide 
sufficient  protection  to  prevent  such  submarining. 
Section  5.1.3.1  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 
S5.1.3.1  Child  restraint  systems  other  than  rear- 
facing  ones  and  car  beds.  In  the  case  of  each  child 
restraint  system  other  than  a  rear-facing  child 
restraint  system  or  a  car  bed,  the  test  dummy's 
torso  shall  be  retained  within  the  system  and  no 
portion  of  the  test  dummy's  head  shall  pass 
through  the  vertical  transverse  plane  that  is  32 
inches  forward  of  point  z  on  the  standard  seat 
assembly,  measured  along  the  center  SORL  (as  il- 
lustrated in  Figure  IB),  and  neither  knee  pivot 
point  shall  pass  through  the  vertical  transverse 
plane  that  is  36  inches  forward  of  point  z  on  the 
standard  seat  assembly,  measured  along  the 
center  SORL. 

Issued  on  September  26,  1980. 


Michael  M.  Finkelstein 
Associate  Administrator 
for  Rulemaking 


45  FR  67095 
October  9,  1980 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO 

FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  213 

Child  Restraint  Systems 
(Docket  No.  74-09;  Notice  9) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  213, 
Child  Restraint  Systems,  to  allow  the  use  of  thin- 
ner padding  materials  in  some  child  restraints. 
The  agency  proposed  the  amendment  in  response 
to  a  petition  for  rulemaking  filed  by  General 
Motors  Corporation. 

DATES:  The  amendment  is  effective  on  December 
15,  1980. 

ADDRESSES:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590.  (Docket  hours:  8:00 
a.m.  to  4:00  p.m.) 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Vladislav  Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  December 
13,  1979,  NHTSA  issued  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Restraint  Systems  (44  FR  72131).  The  standard 
established  new  performance  requirements  for 
child  restraints,  including  requirements  for  the 
padding  used  in  child  restraint  systems  recom- 
mended for  use  by  children  under  20  pounds  (i.e., 
infant  carriers). 

The  padding  requirements  provide  that  surfaces 
of  the  infant  carrier  that  can  be  contacted  by  the 
test  dummy's  head  during  dynamic  testing  must 
be  padded  with  a  material  that  meets  certain 
thickness  and  static  compression-deflection  re- 
quirements. The  standard  requires  that  the  pad- 


ding must  have  a  25  percent  compression-deflec- 
tion resistance  of  not  less  than  0.5  and  not  more 
than  10  pounds  per  square  inch  (psi).  Material  with 
a  resistance  of  between  3  and  10  psi  must  have  a 
thickness  of  V2  inch.  If  the  material  has  a  resist- 
ance of  less  than  3  psi,  it  must  have  a  thickness  of 
at  least  %  inch. 

In  response  to  a  petition  for  rulemaking  filed  by 
General  Motors  Corporation  (GM),  the  agency  pro- 
posed on  October  17,  1980  (45  FR  68694)  to  modify 
the  padding  requirements  to  allow  the  use  of  thin- 
ner padding.  GM's  petition  said  that  the 
compression-deflection  resistance  of  padding  is 
sensitive  to  the  rate  at  which  deflection  occurs 
during  the  test  procedure.  As  the  deflection  rate 
increases  during  testing,  so  does  the  measured 
resistance  of  the  material.  GM  said  that  the  pad- 
ding used  in  the  head  impact  area  of  its  child  seat 
has  a  maximum  compression-deflection  resistance 
of  3  psi.  However,  several  different  deflection 
rates  are  permitted  by  the  American  Society  for 
Testing  and  Materials  test  procedures  incor- 
porated into  Standard  No.  213.  GM  reported  that 
the  measured  25  percent  compression-deflection 
value  of  the  padding  it  uses  can  be  as  low  as  1.8  psi. 

To  accommodate  variations  attributable  to  the 
use  of  the  different  deflection  rates  permitted  in 
the  testing,  the  agency  proposed  to  allow  the  use 
of  padding  with  a  compression-deflection  resist- 
ance of  1.8  psi  or  more  to  have  a  minimum  thick- 
ness of  V2  inch. 

The  notice  denied  GM's  petition  to  permit  the 
use  of  padding  with  a  compression-deflection 
resistance  of  0.2  psi  and  a  thickness  of  %  or  %  inch. 

GM,  the  only  party  that  commented  on  the  pro- 
posal, supported  the  proposed  revision. 

GM  requested  the  agency  to  reconsider  its  deci- 
sion to  prohibit  the  use  of  padding  with  a 
compression-deflection  resistance  of  0.2  psi.  GM 
argued  that  the  field   performance  of  its  child 
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restraints  shows  that  current  padding  material  is 
effective  in  reducing  deaths  and  injuries. 

As  explained  in  the  October  notice,  the  agency 
agrees  that  child  restraints,  such  as  GM's  infant 
carrier,  which  have  an  energy-absorbing  shell  can 
provide  effective  protection  with  padding  having 
a  compression-deflection  resistance  of  0.2  psi. 
Many  infant  carriers,  however,  use  rigid  plastic 
shells  rather  than  energy  absorbing  shells.  Manu- 
facturers of  the  rigid  plastic  shells  currently  use 
padding  with  a  compression-deflection  resistance 
of  0.5  psi.  The  agency  does  not  want  to  degrade 
that  level  of  performance  and  therefore  GM's  re- 
quest is  again  denied. 

COSTS 

The  agency  has  assessed  the  economic  and 
other  impacts  of  the  proposed  change  to  the  pad- 
ding requirements  and  determined  that  they  are 
not  significant  within  the  meaning  of  Executive 
Order  12221  and  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion's policies  and  procedures  for  implementing 
that  order.  Based  on  that  assessment,  the  agency 
concludes  further  that  the  economic  and  other 
consequences  of  this  proposal  are  so  minimal  that 
additional  regulatory  evaluation  is  not  warranted. 
When  Standard  No.  213  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  December  12,  1979,  the  agen- 
cy placed  in  the  docket  for  that  rulemaking  a 
regulatory  evaluation  assessing  the  effect  of  the 
padding  requirements  set  by  the  standard.  The  ef- 
fect of  that  rule  adopted  today  is  to  permit  the  use 
of  some  padding  materials  in  a  thickness  of  Vz  inch 
rather  than  'A  inches.  Such  a  change  will  slightly 
reduce  manufacturer  padding  costs. 


The  agency  finds,  for  good  cause  shown,  that  an 
immediate  effective  date  for  this  amendment  is  in 
the  public  interest  since  it  relieves  a  restriction  in 
the  standard  that  goes  into  effect  on  January  1, 
1981. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Vlad- 
islav Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ards, and  Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

For  the  reasons  set  out  in  the  preamble.  Part 
571  of  Chapter  V  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  is  amended  as  set  forth  below. 
§571.213  [Amended] 

1.  49  CFR  Part  571  is  amended  by  revising 
paragraph  §S5.2.3.2(b)  of  §571.213  to  read  as 
follows: 

(b)  A  thickness  of  not  less  than  Vz  inch  for 
materials  having  a  25  percent  compression- 
deflection  resistance  of  not  less  than  1.8  and  not 
more  than  10  pounds  per  square  inch  when  tested 
in  accordance  with  S6.3.  Materials  having  25  per- 
cent compression-deflection  resistance  of  less  than 
1.8  pounds  per  square  inch  shall  have  a  thickness 


Issued  on  December  8,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  82264 
December  15,  1980 
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FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  213 


Child  Restraint  Systems,  Seat  Belt  Assemblies,  and  Anchorages 
(Docket  No.  74-9;  Notice  6) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  requirements 
for  child  restraint  systems  used  in  motor  vehicles. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is  to 
reduce  the  number  of  children  killed  or  injured  in 
motor  vehicle  crashes. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  child 
restraint  systems  for  use  in  motor  vehicles. 

54.  Definitions.  "Car  bed"  means  a  child 
restraint  system  designed  to  restrain  or  position  a 
child  in  the  supine  or  prone  position  on  a  continuous 
flat  surface. 

"ChUd  restraint  system"  means  any  device, 
except  Type  I  or  Type  II  seat  belts,  designed  for 
use  in  a  motor  vehicle  to  restrain,  seat,  or  position 
children  who  weigh  not  more  than  30  pounds. 

"Contactable  surface"  means  any  child  restraint 
system  surface  (other  than  that  of  a  belt,  belt 
buckle,  or  belt  adjustment  hardware)  that  may 
contact  any  part  of  the  head  or  torso  of  the 
appropriate  test  dummy,  specified  in  S7,  when  a 
child  restraint  system  is  tested  in  accordance  with 
S6.1. 
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"Seat  orientation  reference  line"  or  "SORL" 
means  the  horizontal  line  through  Point  Z  as 
illustrated  in  Figure  lA. 

"Torso"  means  the  portion  of  the  body  of  a 
seated  anthropomorphic  test  dummy,  excluding 
the  thighs,  that  lies  between  the  top  of  the  chOd 
restraint  system  seating  surface  and  the  top  of  the 
shoulders  of  the  test  dummy. 

S5.  Requirements.  Each  child  restraint  system 
shall  meet  the  requirements  in  this  section  when, 
as  specified,  tested  in  accordance  with  S6.1. 

S5.1     Dynamic  performance. 

55.1.1  Child  restraint  system  integrity.  When 
tested  in  accordance  with  S6.1,  each  child  restraint 
system  shall: 

(a)  Exhibit  no  complete  separation  of  any  load 
bearing  structural  element  and  no  partial  separa- 
tion exposing  either  surfaces  with  a  radius  of  less 
than  V4  inch  or  surfaces  with  protrusions  greater 
than  %  inch  above  the  immediate  adjacent 
surrounding  contactable  surface  of  any  structural 
element  of  the  system; 

(b)  If  adjustable  to  different  positions,  remain  in 
the  same  adjustment  position  during  the  testing  as 
it  was  immediately  before  the  testing;  and 

(c)  If  a  front  facing  child  restraint  system,  not 
allow  the  angle  between  the  system's  back  support 
surfaces  for  the  child  and  the  system's  seating  sur- 
face to  be  less  than  45  degrees  at  the  completion  of 
the  test. 

55.1.2  Injury  criteria.  When  tested  in  accord- 
ance with  S6.1,  each  child  restraint  system  that,  in 
accordance  with  S5.5.2(f),  is  recommended  for  use 
by  children  weighing  more  than  20  pounds,  shall— 


PART  571;  S  213-1 


(a)  Limit  the  resultant  acceleration  at  the  loca- 
tion of  the  accelerometer  mounted  in  the  test 
dummy  head  as  specified  in  Part  572  such  that  the 
expression: 
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shall  not  exceed  1,000,  where  a  is  the  resultant 
acceleration  expressed  as  a  multiple  of  g  (the 
acceleration  of  gravity),  and  ti  and  Iz,  are  any  two 
moments  during  the  impacts. 

(b)  Limit  the  resultant  acceleration  at  the 
location  of  the  accelerometer  mounted  in  the  test 
dummy  upper  thorax  as  specified  in  Part  572  to  not 
more  than  60  g's,  except  for  intervals  whose 
cumulative  duration  is  not  more  than  3 
milliseconds. 


S5.1.3  Occupant  excursion.  When  tested  in 
accordance  with  S6.1  and  adjusted  in  any  position 
which  the  manufacturer  has  not,  in  accordance 
with  S5.5.2(i),  specifically  warned  against  using  in 
motor  vehicles,  each  child  restraint  system  shall 
meet  the  applicable  excursion  limit  requirements 
specified  in  S5.1.3.1-S5.1.3.3. 

(S5.1.3.1  Child  restraint  systems  other  than  rear- 
facing  ones  and  car  beds.  In  the  case  of  each  child 
restraint  system  other  than  a  rear-facing  child 
restraint  system  or  a  car  bed,  the  test  dummy's 
torso  shall  be  retained  within  the  system  and  no 
portion  of  the  test  dummy's  head  shall  pass 
through  the  vertical  transverse  plane  that  is  32 
inches  forward  of  point  Z  on  the  standard  seat 
assembly,  measured  along  the  center  SORL  (as 
illustrated  in  Figure  IB),  and  neither  knee  pivot 
point  shall  pass  through  the  vertical  transverse 
plane  that  is  36  inches  forward  of  point  Z  on  the 
standard  seat  assembly,  measured  along  the  center 
SORL.  (45  F.R.  67095-October  9,  1980.  Effective: 
10/7/80)1 

S5.1.3.2     Rear-facing  child  restraint  systems.     In 

the  case  of  each  rear-facing  child  restraint  system, 
all  portions  of  the  test  dummy's  torso  shall  be 


retained  within  the  system  and  no  portion  of  the 
target  point  on  either  side  of  the  dummy's  head 
shall  pass  through  the  transverse  orthogonal 
planes  whose  intersection  contains  the  forward- 
most  and  top-most  points  on  the  child  restraint 
system  surfaces  (illustrated  in  Figure  IC). 
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FIGURE  IB 

S5.1.3.3  Car  beds.  In  the  case  of  car  beds,  all 
portions  of  the  test  dummy's  head  and  torso  shall 
be  retained  within  the  confines  of  the  car  bed. 
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Rear  Facing  Child  Restraint 

Forward  and  Upper  Head  Excursion  Limits 

FIGURE  IC 

S5.1.4  Back  support  angle.  When  a  rear-facing 
child  restraint  system  is  tested  in  accordance  with 
S6.1,  the  angle  between  the  system's  back  support 
surface  for  the  child  and  the  vertical  shall  not 
exceed  70  degrees. 
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S5.2     Force  distribution. 

S5.2.1  Minimum  liead  support  surface— child 
restraints  other  than  car  beds. 

S5.2.1.1  Except  as  provided  in  S5.2.1.2,  each 
child  restraint  system  other  than  a  car  bed  shall 
provide  restraint  against  rearward  movement  of 
the  head  of  the  child  (rearward  in  relation  to  the 
child)  by  means  of  a  continuous  seat  back  which  is 
an  integral  part  of  the  system  and  which— 

(a)  Has  a  height,  measured  along  the  system 
seat  back  surface  for  the  child  in  the  vertical 
longitudinal  plane  passing  through  the  longitudinal 
centerline  of  the  child  restraint  systems  from  the 
lowest  point  on  the  system  seating  surface  that  is 
contacted  by  the  buttocks  of  the  seated  dummy,  as 
follows: 


Weight  1  (in  pounds) 

Height  2  (in  inches) 

Less  than  20  lb 

18 

20  lb  or  more  but  not  more  than  40  lb . 

20 

More  than  40  lb 

22 

'  When  a  child  restraint  system  is  recommended  under  S5.5  (f)  for  use 
by  children  of  the  above  weights. 

'  The  height  of  the  portion  of  the  system  seat  back  providing  head 
restraint  shall  not  be  less  than  the  above. 

(b)  Has  a  width  of  not  less  than  8  inches, 
measured  in  the  horizonal  plane  at  the  height 
specified  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section.  Except 
that  a  child  restraint  system  with  side  supports 
extending  at  least  4  inches  forward  from  the  padded 
surface  of  the  portion  of  the  restraint  system  pro- 
vided for  support  of  the  child's  head  may  have  a 
width  of  not  less  than  6  inches,  measured  in  the 
horizontal  plane  of  the  height  specified  in 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section. 

(c)  Limits  the  rearward  rotation  of  the  test 
dummy  head  so  that  the  angle  between  the  head 
and  torso  of  the  dummy  specified  in  S7  when 
tested  in  accordance  with  S6.1  is  not  more  than  45 
degrees  greater  than  the  angle  between  the  head 
and  torso  after  the  dummy  has  been  placed  in  the 
system  in  accordance  with  S6.1.2.3  and  before  the 
system  is  tested  in  accordance  with  S6.1. 

S5.2.1 .2  A  front  facing  child  restraint  system  is 
not  required  to  comply  with  S5.2.1.1  if  the  target 


point  on  either  side  of  the  dummy's  head  is  below  a 
horizontal  plane  tangent  to  the  top  of  the  standard 
seat  assembly  when  the  dummy  is  positioned  in  the 
system  and  the  system  is  installed  on  the  assembly 
in  accordance  with  S6.1.2. 

55.2.2  Torso  impact  protection.  Each  child 
restraint  system  other  than  a  car  bed  shall  comply 
with  the  applicable  requirements  of  S5.2.2.1  and 
S5.2.2.2. 

55.2.2.1  (a)  The  system  surface  provided  for 
the  support  of  the  child's  back  shall  be  flat  or  con- 
cave and  have  a  continuous  surface  area  of  not  less 
than  85  square  inches. 

(b)  Each  system  surface  provided  for  support  of 
the  side  of  the  child's  torso  shall  be  flat  or  concave 
and  have  a  continuous  surface  of  not  less  than  24 
square  inches  for  systems  recommended  for 
children  weighing  20  pounds  or  more,  or  48  square 
inches  for  systems  recommended  for  children 
weighing  less  than  20  pounds. 

(c)  Each  horizontal  cross  section  of  each  system 
surface  designed  to  restrain  forward  movement  of 
the  child's  torso  shall  be  flat  or  concave  and  each 
vertical  longitudinal  cross  section  shall  be  flat  or 
convex  with  a  radius  of  curvature  of  the  underlying 
structure  of  not  less  than  2  inches. 

55.2.2.2  Each  forward  facing  child  restraint 
system  shall  have  no  fixed  or  movable  surface 
directly  forward  of  the  dummy  and  intersected  by 
a  horizontal  line  parallel  to  the  SORL  and  passing 
through  any  portion  of  the  dummy,  except  for 
surfaces  which  restrain  the  dummy  when  the 
system  is  tested  in  accordance  with  S6. 1.2. 1.2  so 
that  the  child  restraint  system  shall  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  S5.1.2  and  S5. 1.3.1. 

55.2.3  Head  impact  protection. 

S5.2.3.1  Each  child  restraint  system,  other  than 
a  child  harness,  which  is  recommended  under 
S5.5.2  (f)  for  children  weighing  less  than  20  pounds 
shall  comply  with  S5.2.3.2. 

[S5.2.3.2  Each  system  surface,  except  for  pro- 
trusions that  comply  with  S5.2.4,  which  is  contact- 
able  by  the  dummy  head  when  the  system  is  tested 
in  accordance  with  S6.1  shall  be  covered  with  slow 
recovery,  energy  absorbing  material  with  the 
following  characteristics: 
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(a)  A  25  percent  compression-deflection 
resistance  of  not  less  than  0.5  and  not  more  than 
10  pounds  per  square  inch  when  tested  in  accord- 
ance with  S6.3.  (45  F.R.  29045.  Effective:  5/1/80)1 

[(b)  A  thickness  of  not  less  than  V2  inch  for 
material  having  a  25  percent  compression- 
deflection  resistance  of  not  less  than  1.8  and  not 
more  than  10  pounds  per  square  inch  when  tested 
in  accordance  with  S6.3.  Materials  having  a  25  per- 
cent compression-deflection  resistance  of  less  than 
1.8  pounds  per  square  inch  shall  have  a  thickness  of 
not  less  than  %  inch.  (45  F.R.  82264-December 
15,  1980.  Effective:  12/15/80)1 

S5.2.4  Protrusion  limitation.  Any  portion  of  a 
rigid  structural  component  within  or  underlying  a 
contactable  surface,  or  any  portion  of  a  child 
restraint  system  surface  that  is  subject  to  the 
requirements  of  S5.2.3  shall,  with  any  padding  or 
other  flexible  overlay  material  removed,  have  a 
height  above  any  immediately  adjacent  restraint 
system  surface  of  not  more  than  %  inch  and  no 
exposed  edge  with  a  radius  of  less  than  V4  inch. 

55.3  Installation. 

55.3.1  Each  child  restraint  system  shall  have 
no  means  designed  for  attaching  the  system  to 
vehicle  seat  cushion  or  vehicle  seat  back  and  no 
component  (except  belts)  that  is  designed  to  be 
inserted  between  the  vehicle  seat  cushion  and 
vehicle  seat  back. 

55.3.2  When  installed  on  a  vehicle  seat,  each 
child  restraint  system,  other  than  child  harnesses, 
shall  be  capable  of  being  restrained  against 
forward  movement  solely  by  means  of  a  Type  I 
seat  belt  assembly  (defined  in  S571.209)  that  meets 
Standard  No.  208  (S571.208),  or  by  means  of  a 
Type  I  seat  belt  assembly  plus  one  additional 
anchorage  strap  that  is  supplied  with  the  system 
and  conforms  to  S5.4. 

55.3.3  Car  beds.  Each  car  bed  shall  be  designed 
to  be  installed  on  a  vehicle  seat  so  that  the  car  bed's 
longitudinal  axis  is  perpendicular  to  a  vertical 
longitudinal  plane  through  the  longitudinal  axis  of 
the  vehicle. 

55.4  Belts,  belt  buckles,  and  belt  webbing. 


55.4.1  Performance  requirements.  The  web- 
bing of  belts  provided  with  a  child  restraint  system 
and  used  to  attach  the  system  to  the  vehicle  or  to 
restrain  the  child  within  the  system  shall— 

[(a)  After  being  subjected  to  abrasion  as 
specified  in  §  5.1(d)  or  5.3(c)  of  FMVSS  No.  209 
(§  571.209),  have  a  breaking  strength  of  not  less 
than  75  percent  of  the  strength  of  the  unabraided 
webbing  when  tested  in  accordance  with  S5.1(b)  of 
FMVSS  No.  209.  (45  F.R.  29045-May  1,  1980.  Ef- 
fective: 5/1/80)1 

(b)  Meet  the  requirements  of  S4.3  (e)  through  (h) 
of  FMVSS  No.  209  (S571.209);  and 

(c)  If  contactable  by  the  test  dummy  torso  when 
the  system  is  tested  in  accordance  with  S6.1,  have 
a  width  of  not  less  than  IV2  inches  when  measured 
in  accordance  with  S5.4.1.1. 

S5.4.1.1  Width  test  procedure.  Condition  the 
webbing  for  24  hours  in  an  atmosphere  of  any 
relative  humidity  between  48  and  67  percent,  and 
any  ambient  temperature  between  70°  and  77°  F. 
Measure  belt  webbing  width  under  a  tension  of  5 
pounds  applied  lengthwise. 

55.4.2  Belt  buckles  and  belt  adjustment 
hardware.  Each  belt  buckle  and  item  of  belt 
adjustment  hardware  used  in  a  child  restraint 
system  shall  conform  to  the  requirements  of  S4.3 
(a)  and  S4.3  (b)  of  FMVSS  No.  209  (S571.209). 

55.4.3  Belt  Restraint. 

55.4.3.1  General.  Each  belt  that  is  part  of  a 
child  restraint  system  and  that  is  designed  to 
restrain  a  child  using  the  system  shall  be  adjustable 
to  snugly  fit  any  child  whose  height  and  weight  are 
within  the  ranges  recommended  in  accordance 
with  S5.5.2  (f)  and  who  is  positioned  in  the  system 
in  accordance  with  the  instructions  required  by 
S5.6. 

55.4.3.2  Direct  restraint.  Each  belt  that  is  part 
of  a  child  restraint  system  and  that  is  designed  to 
restrain  a  child  using  the  system  and  to  attach  the 
system  to  the  vehicle  shall,  when  tested  in  accord- 
ance with  S6.1,  impose  no  loads  on  the  child  that 
result  from  the  mass  of  the  system  or  the  mass  of 
the  seat  back  of  the  standard  seat  assembly 
specified  in  S7.3. 
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[S5.4.3.3  Seating  systems.  Except  for  child 
restraint  systems  subject  to  S5.4.3.4,  each  child 
restraint  system  that  is  designed  for  use  by  a  child 
in  a  seated  position  and  that  has  belts  designed  to 
restrain  the  child  shall,  with  the  test  dummy 
specified  in  S7  positioned  in  the  system  in 
accordance  with  S6.1.2.3,  provide: 

(a)  upper  torso  restraint  in  the  form  of: 

(i)  belts  passing  over  each  shoulder  of  the  child;  or 
(ii)  a  fixed  or  movable  surface  that  complies  with 
S5.2.2.1(c),  and 

(b)  lower  torso  restraint  in  the  form  of: 

(i)  a  lap  belt  assembly  making  an  angle  between 
45°  and  90°  with  the  child  restraint  seating  surface 
at  the  lap  belt  attachment  points,  or 

(ii)  a  fixed  or  movable  surface  that  complies  with 
S5.2.2.1(c),  and 

(c)  in  the  case  of  each  seating  system  recom- 
mended for  children  over  20  pounds,  crotch 
restraint  in  the  form  of: 

(i)  a  crotch  belt  connectable  to  the  lap  belt  or 
other  device  used  to  restrain  the  lower  torso,  or 

(ii)  a  fixed  or  movable  surface  that  complies  with 
S5.2.2.1(c).  (45  F.R.  29045-May  1,  1980.  Effec- 
tive: 5/1/80)1 

55.4.3.4  Harnesses.     Each  child  harness  shall: 

(a)  Provide  upper  torso  restraint,  including  belts 
passing  over  each  shoulder  of  the  child; 

(b)  Provide  lower  torso  restraint  by  means  of  lap 
and  crotch  belt;  and 

(c)  Prevent  a  child  of  any  height  for  which  the 
restraint  is  recommended  for  use  pursuant  to 
S5.5.2  (f)  from  standing  upright  on  the  vehicle  seat 
when  the  child  is  placed  in  the  device  in  accordance 
with  the  instructions  required  by  S5.6. 

55.4.3.5  Buckle  Release.  Any  buckle  in  a  child 
restraint  system  belt  assembly  designed  to  restrain 
a  child  using  the  system  shall,  when  tested  in  ac- 
cordance with  S6.2,  not  release  when  a  force  of  not 
more  than  12  pounds  is  applied  before  the  test 
specified  in  S6.1,  and  (b)  release  when  a  force  of 
not  more  than  20  pounds  is  applied  after  the  test 
specified  in  S6.1. 

S5.5     Labeling. 

55.5.1  Each  child  restraint  system  shall  be 
permanently  labeled  with  the  information  specified 
in  S5.5.2  (a)  through  (k). 

55.5.2  The  information  specified  in  paragraphs 
(a)-(k)  of  this  section  shall  be  stated  in  the  English 
language  and  lettered  in  letters  and  numbers  that 
are  not  smaller  than  10  point  type  and  are  on  a 
contrasting  background. 


(a)  The  model  name  or  number  of  the  system. 

(b)  The  manufacturer's  name.  A  distributor's 
name  may  be  used  instead  if  the  distributor  assumes 
responsibility  for  all  duties  and  liabilities  imposed 
on  the  manufacturer  with  respect  to  the  system  by 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act, 
as  amended 

(c)  The  statement:  "Manufactured  in ,"  in- 
serting the  month  and  year  of  manufacture. 

(d)  The  place  of  manufacture  (city  and  State,  or 
foreign  country).  However,  if  the  manufacturer 
uses  the  name  of  the  distributor,  then  it  shall  state 
the  location  (city  and  State,  or  foreign  country)  of 
the  principal  offices  of  the  distributor. 

(e)  The  statement:  "This  child  restraint  system 
conforms  to  all  applicable  Federal  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards." 

1(f)  One  of  the  following  statements,  inserting 
the  manufacturer's  recommendations  for  the  max- 
imum weight  and  height  of  children  who  can  safely 
occupy  the  system: 

(i)  This  infant  restraint  is  designed  for  use  by 

children  who  weigh pounds  or  less  and 

whose  height  is inches  or  less;  or 

(ii)  This  child  restraint  is  designed  for  use  only 

by  children  who  weigh  between  and 

.  pounds  and  whose  height  is . 


inches  or  less  and  who  are  capable  of  sitting 
upright  alone;  or 
(iii)  This  child  restraint  is  designed  for  use  only 

by  children  who  weigh  between  and 

pounds  and  are  between 


and 


inches  in  height.  (45  F.R.  29045- 


May  1,  1980.  Effective:  5/1/80)1 

(g)  The  following  statement,  inserting  the  loca- 
tion of  the  manufacturer's  installation  instruction 
booklet  or  sheet  on  the  restraint: 
WARNING!  FAILURE  TO  FOLLOW  EACH  OF 
THE  FOLLOWING  INSTRUCTIONS  CAN 
RESULT  IN  YOUR  CHILD  STRIKING  THE 
VEHICLE'S  INTERIOR  DURING  A  SUDDEN 
STOP  OR  CRASH. 

SECURE  THIS  CHILD  RESTRAINT  WITH  A 
VEHICLE  BELT  AS  SPECIFIED  IN  THE 
MANUFACTURER'S  INSTRUCTIONS 
LOCATED . 

(h)  In  the  case  of  each  child  restraint  system  that 
has  belts  designed  to  restrain  children  using  them: 

SNUGLY  ADJUST  THE  BELTS  PROVIDED 
WITH  THIS  CHILD  RESTRAINT  AROUND 
YOUR  CHILD. 

(i)  In  the  case  of  each  child  restraint  system 
which  is  not  intended  for  use  in  motor  vehicles  at 
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certain  adjustment  positions,  the  following  state- 
ment, inserting  the  manufacturer's  adjustment 
restrictions. 

DO  NOT  USE  THE  ADJUST- 
MENT POSITION(S)  OF  THIS  CHILD 
RESTRAINT  IN  A  MOTOR  VEHICLE. 

(j)  In  the  case  of  each  child  restraint  system 
equipped  with  an  anchorage  strap,  the  statement: 
SECURE  THE  TOP  ANCHORAGE  STRAP 
PROVIDED  WITH  THIS  CHILD  RESTRAINT 
AS  SPECIFIED  IN  THE  MANUFACTURER'S 
INSTRUCTIONS. 

|(k)  In  the  case  of  each  child  restraint  system 
which  can  be  used  in  a  rear-facing  position,  one  of 
the  following  statements: 

(i)  PLACE  THIS  CHILD  RESTRAINT  IN  A 
REAR-FACING  POSITION  WHEN  USING  IT 
WITH  AN  INFANT;  or 

(ii)  PLACE  THIS  INFANT  RESTRAINT  IN  A 
REAR-FACING  POSITION  WHEN  USING  IT  IN 
THE  VEHICLE.  (45  F.R.  29045-May  1, 1980.  Ef- 
fective: 5/1/80)1 

(1)  An  installation  diagram  showing  the  child 
restraint  system  installed  in  the  right  front  out- 
board seating  position  equipped  with  a  continuous- 
loop  lap/ shoulder  belt  and  in  the  center  rear 
seating  position  as  specified  in  the  manufacturer's 
instructions. 

S5.5.3  The  information  specified  in  S5.5.2 
(g)-(k)  shall  be  located  on  the  child  restraint  system 
so  that  it  is  visible  when  the  system  is  installed  as 
specified  in  S5.6. 

S5.6  Installation  instructions.  Each  child 
restraint  system  shall  be  accompanied  by  printed 
instructions  in  the  English  language  that  provide  a 
step-by-step  procedure,  including  diagrams,  for 
installing  the  system  in  motor  vehicles,  securing 
the  system  in  the  vehicles,  positioning  a  child  in  the 
system,  and  adjusting  the  system  to  fit  the  child. 

55.6.1  The  instructions  shall  state  that  the  rear 
center  seating  position  is  the  safest  seating 
position  in  most  vehicles  for  installing  a  child 
restraint  system. 

55.6.2  The  instructions  shall  specify  in  general 
terms  the  types  of  vehicles,  seating  positions,  and 
vehicle  lap  belts  with  which  the  system  can  or 
cannot  be  used. 

55.6.3  The  instructions  shall  explain  the 
primary  consequences  of  noting  following  the 
warnings  required  to  be  labeled  on  the  child 
restraint  system  in  accordance  with  S5.5.2  (g)-(k). 


55.6.4  The  instructions  for  each  car  bed  shall 
explain  that  the  car  bed  should  position  in  such  a 
way  that  the  child's  head  is  near  the  center  of  the 
vehicle. 

55.6.5  The  instructions  shall  state  that  child 
restraint  systems  should  be  securely  belted  to  the 
vehicle,  even  when  , '  -y  are  not  occupied,  since  in  a 
crash  an  unsecured  child  restraint  system  may 
injure  other  occupants. 

55.6.6  Each  child  restraint  system  shall  have  a 
location  on  the  restraint  for  storing  the  manufac- 
turer's instructions. 

S5.7  Flammability.  Each  material  used  in  a 
child  restraint  system  shall  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  S4  of  FMVSS  No.  302  (S571.302). 

S6.    Test  Conditions  and  Procedures. 

S6.1     Dynamic  Systems  Test. 

S6.1.1     Test  Conditions. 

S6.1.1.1  The  test  device  is  the  standard  seat 
assembly  specified  in  S7.3.  It  is  mounted  on  a 
dynamic  test  platform  so  that  the  center  SORL  of 
the  seat  is  parallel  to  the  direction  of  the  test  plat- 
form travel  and  so  that  movement  between  the 
base  of  the  assembly  and  the  platform  is 
prevented.  The  platform  is  instrumented  with  an 
accelerometer  and  data  processing  system  having 
a  frequency  response  of  60Hz  channel  class  as 
specified  in  Society  of  Automotive  Engineers 
Recommended  Practice  J211a,  "Instrumentation 
for  Impact  Tests."  The  accelerometer  sensitive 
axis  is  parallel  to  the  direction  of  the  test  platform 
travel. 


ACCELERATION  FUNCTION  FOR  AV  =  30MPH 


20  40  60 

TIME -MILLISECONDS 

FIGURE  2 
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S6.1.1.2  The  tests  are  frontal  barrier  impact 
simulations  and  for— 

(a)  Test  configuration  I  specified  in  S6. 1.2. 1.1, 
are  at  a  velocity  change  of  30  mph  with  the 
acceleration  of  the  test  platform  entirely  within 
the  curve  shown  in  Figure  2. 

(b)  Test  configuration  II  specified  in  S6.1.2.1.2, 
are  at  a  velocity  change  of  20  mph  with  the 
acceleration  of  the  test  platform  entirely  within 
the  curve  shown  in  Figure  3. 


standard  seat  assembly  in  accordance  with  the 
manufacturer's  instructions  provided  in  accord- 
ance with  S5.6  with  the  system. 

S6.1.2.1.2  Test  Configuration  II.  In  the  case  of 
each  child  restraint  system,  other  than  a  child 
harness,  which  is  equipped  with  an  anchorage  belt 
or  a  fixed  or  movable  surface  described  in  S5.2.2.2, 
install  a  new  child  restraint  system  at  the  center 
seat  position  of  the  standard  seat  assembly  using 
only  the  standard  seat  lap  belt  to  secure  the  system 
to  the  standard  seat. 


ACCELERATION  FUNCTION  FOR  AV=  20MPH. 


TIME-MILLISECONDS 

FIGURE  3 


56.1.1.3  Type  I  seat  belt  assemblies  meeting 
the  requirements  of  Standard  No.  209  (S571.209) 
and  having  webbing  with  a  width  of  not  more  than 
2  inches  are  attached,  without  the  use  of  retractors 
or  reels  of  any  kind,  to  the  seat  belt  anchorage 
points  (illustrated  in  Figure  IB)  provided  on  the 
standard  seat  assembly. 

56.1.1.4  Performance  tests  under  S6.1  are 
conducted  at  any  ambient  temperature  from  66°  to 
78°  F  and  at  any  relative  humidity  from  10  percent 
to  70  percent. 

S6.1.2     Dynamic  Test  Procedure. 

S6.1.2.1     Test  Configuration. 

S6.1 .2.1.1  Test  Configuration  I.  In  the  case  of 
each  child  restraint  system,  install  a  new  child 
restraint  system  at  the  center  seat  position  of  the 


56.1.2.2  Tighten  all  belts  used  to  attach  the 
child  restraint  system  to  the  standard  seat 
assembly  to  a  tension  of  not  less  than  12  pounds 
and  not  more  than  15  pounds,  as  measured  by  a 
load  cell  used  on  the  webbing  portion  of  the  belt. 

56.1 .2.3  Place  in  the  child  restraint  any  dummy 
specified  in  S7  for  testing  systems  for  use  by 
children  of  the  heights  and  weights  for  which  the 
system  is  recommended  in  accordance  with  S5.6. 

S6.1 .2.3.1  When  placing  the  3-year-old  test 
dummy  in  child  restraint  systems  other  than  car 
beds,  position  the  test  dummy  according  to  the 
instructions  for  child  positioning  provided  by  the 
manufacturer  with  the  system  in  accordance  with 
S5.6  while  conforming  to  the  following: 

(a)  Place  the  test  dummy  in  the  seated  position 
within  the  system  with  the  midsagittal  plane  of  the 
test  dummy  head  coincident  with  the  center  SORL 
of  the  standard  seating  assembly,  holding  the  torso 
upright  until  it  contacts  the  system's  design 
seating  surface. 

(b)  Extend  the  arms  of  the  test  dummy  as  far  as 
possible  in  the  upward  vertical  direction.  Extend 
the  legs  of  the  dummy  as  far  as  possible  in  the 
forward  horizontal  direction,  with  the  dummy  feet 
perpendicular  to  the  centerline  of  the  lower  legs. 

(c)  Using  a  flat  square  surface  with  an  area  of  4 
square  inches,  apply  a  force  of  40  pounds,  perpen- 
dicular to  the  plane  of  the  back  of  the  standard  seat 
assembly,  first  against  the  dummy  crotch  and  then 
at  the  dummy  thorax  in  the  midsagittal  plane  of 
the  dummy.  For  a  child  restraint  system  with  a 
fixed  or  movable  surface  described  in  S5.2.2.2 
which  is  being  tested  under  the  conditions  of  test 
configuration  II,  do  not  attach  any  of  the  child 


PART  571;  S  213-7 


restraint  belts  unless  they  are  an  integral  part  of 
the  fixed  or  movable  surface.  For  all  other  child 
restraint  systems  and  for  a  chOd  restraint  system 
with  a  fixed  or  movable  surface  which  is  being 
tested  under  the  conditions  of  test  configuration  I, 
attach  all  appropriate  child  restraint  belts  and 
tighten  them  as  specified  in  S6.1.2.4.  Attach  all 
appropriate  vehicle  belts  and  tighten  them  as 
specified  in  S6.1.2.2.  Position  each  movable 
surface  in  accordance  with  the  manufacturer's 
instructions  provided  in  accordance  with  S5.6. 

(d)  After  the  steps  specified  in  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section,  rotate  each  dummy  limb  downwards 
in  the  plane  parallel  to  its  midsagittal  plane  until 
the  limb  contacts  a  surface  of  the  child  restraint 
system  or  the  standard  seat.  Position  the  limbs,  if 
necessary,  so  that  limb  placement  does  not  inhibit 
torso  or  head  movement  in  tests  conducted  under 
S6. 

86.1.2.3^  When  placing  the  6-month-old  dummy 
in  child  restraint  systems  other  than  car  beds, 
position  the  test  dummy  according  to  the  instruc- 
tions for  child  positioning  provided  with  the  system 
by  the  manufacturer  in  accordance  with  S5.6  while 
conforming  to  the  following: 

(a)  With  the  dummy  in  the  supine  position  on  a 
horizontal  surface,  and  while  preventing  move- 
ment of  the  dummy  torso  by  placing  a  hand  on  the 
center  of  the  torso,  rotate  the  dummy  legs  upward 
by  lifting  the  feet  until  the  legs  contact  the  upper 
torso  and  the  feet  touch  the  head,  and  then  slowly 
release  the  legs  but  do  not  return  them  to  the  flat 
surface. 

(b)  Place  the  dummy  in  the  child  restraint  system 
so  that  the  back  of  the  dummy  torso  contacts  the 
back  support  surface  of  the  system.  For  a  child 
restraint  system  with  a  fixed  or  movable  surface 
described  in  S5.2.2.2  which  is  being  tested  under  the 
conditions  of  test  configuration  II,  do  not  attach  any 
of  the  child  restraint  belts  unless  they  are  an  integral 
part  of  the  fixed  or  movable  surface.  For  all  other 
child  restraint  systems  and  for  a  child  restraint 
system  with  a  fixed  or  movable  surface  which  is  being 
tested  under  the  conditions  of  test  configuration  I, 
attach  all  appropriate  child  restraint  belts  and 
tighten  them  as  specified  in  S6.1.2.4.  Attach  all 
appropriate  vehicle  belts  and  tighten  them  as 
specified  in  S6. 1.2.2.  Position  each  movable  surface 
in  accordance  with  the  manufacturer's  instructions 


provided  in  accordance  with  S5.6.  If  the  dummy's 
head  does  not  remain  in  the  proper  position,  it  shall 
be  taped  against  the  front  of  the  seat  back  surface  of 
the  system  by  means  of  a  single  thickness  of  V4-inch- 
wide  paper  masking  tape  placed  across  the  center  of 
the  dummy  face. 

(c)  Position  the  dummy  arms  vertically  upwards 
and  then  rotate  each  arm  downward  toward  the 
dummy's  lower  body  until  it  contacts  a  surface  of 
the  child  restraint  system  or  the  standard  seat 
assembly,  ensuring  that  no  arm  is  restrained  from 
movement  in  other  than  the  downward  direction, 
by  any  part  of  the  system  or  the  belts  used  to 
anchor  the  system  to  the  standard  seat  assembly. 

S6.1.2.3.3  When  placing  the  6-month-old 
dummy  or  3-year-old  dummy  in  a  car  bed,  place  the 
dummy  in  the  car  bed  in  the  supine  position  with  its 
midsagittal  plane  perpendicular  to  the  center 
SORL  of  the  standard  seat  assembly  and  position 
the  dummy  within  the  car  bed  in  accordance  with 
instructions  for  child  positioning  provided  with  the 
car  bed  by  its  manufacturer  in  accordance  with 
S5.6. 

56.1.2.4  If  provided,  shoulder  and  pelvic  belts 
that  directly  restrain  the  dummy  shall  be  adjusted 
as  follows: 

Tighten  the  belts  until  a  2-pound  force  applied 
(as  illustrated  in  Figure  5)  to  the  webbing  at  the 
top  of  each  dummy  shoulder  and  to  the  pelvic  web- 
bing two  inches  on  either  side  of  the  torso  mid- 
sagittal plane  pulls  the  webbing  'A  inch  from  the 
dummy. 

56.1.2.5  Accelerate  the  test  platform  to 
simulate  frontal  impact  in  accordance  with 
S6.1.1.2  (a)  or  S6.1.1.2.  (b),  as  appropriate. 

56.1.2.6  Measure  dummy  excursion  and  deter- 
mine conformance  to  the  requirements  specified  in 
S5.1  as  appropriate. 

S6.2     Buckle    release    test    procedure.     The 

buckles  on  the  belts  of  each  child  restraint  system 
equipped  with  buckled  belts  shall  be  tested  in 
accordance  with  S6.2.1  through  S6.2.5. 

S6.2.1  Install  the  child  restraint  system  on  a 
standard  seat  assembly  and  place  the  appropriate 
test  dummy  in  the  system  in  accordance  with 
S6.1.2.1  through  S6.1.2.4. 
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Pull  Horizontally 


Buckle  Release  Test 
FIGURE  4 


S6.2.2  Tie  a  self-adjusting  sling  to  each  ankle 
and  wrist  of  the  dummy  in  the  manner  illustrated 
in  Figure  4. 

56.2.3  Pull  the  sling  horizontally  in  the  manner 
illustrated  in  Figure  4  and  parallel  to  the  center 
SORL  of  the  seat  assembly  and  apply  a  force  of  20 
pounds  in  the  case  of  a  system  tested  with  a  6 
month-old  dummy  and  45  pounds  in  the  case  of  a 
system  tested  with  a  3  year-old  dummy. 

56.2.4  While  applying  the  force  specified  in 
S6.2.3,  operate  the  buckle  release  mechanism  in 
the  manner  specified  in  S5.2  (d)  of  Standard  No. 
209(8571.209). 

56.2.5  Measure  the  force  required  to  release 
the  buckle. 

S6.3  Head  impact  protection— energy  absorbing 
material  test  procedure. 

S6.3.1  Prepare  and  test  specimens  of  the 
energy  absorbing  material  used  to  comply  with 
S5.2.3  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  25  percent 
compression-deflection  test  described  in  the 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials 
(ASTM)  Standard  D1056-73,  "Standard  Specifica- 
tion for  Flexible  Cellular  Materials— Sponge  or 
Expanded  Rubber",  or  D1564-71.  "Standard 
Method  of  Testing  Flexible  Cellular  Materials- 
Slab  Urethane  Foam"  or  D1565-76  "Standard 
Specification  for  Flexible  Cellular 
Materials— Vinyl  Chloride  Polymer  and  Copolymer 
open-cell  foams. 

S7    Test  dummies. 


Dimension  A- 


Insert  Webbing' 
to  Rest  Against 
This  Surface 


1/16  inch  diameter  wire 


2) 


Dimension  B 


Direction  of  Puli 

Dimension  A  -  Width  of  Webbing  Plus  1/8  inch 
Dimension  B  -  1/2  of  Dimension  A 

Webbing  Tension  Pull  Device 
FIGURE  5 


S7.1  Six-month-old  dummy.  An  unclothed 
"Six-month-old  Size  Manikin"  conforming  to  Sub- 
part D  of  Part  572  of  this  chapter  is  used  for 
testing  a  child  restraint  system  that  is 
recommended  by  its  manufacturer  in  accordance 
with  S5.6  for  use  by  children  in  a  weight  range  that 
includes  children  weighing  not  more  than  20 
pounds 

S7.2  Three-year-old  dummy.  A  three-year-old 
dummy  conforming  to  Subpart  C  of  Part  572  of 
this  chapter  is  used  for  testing  a  child  restraint 
that  is  recommended  by  its  manufacturer  in 
accordance  with  S5.6  for  use  by  children  in  a 
weight  range  that  includes  children  weighing  more 
than  20  pounds. 

S7.2.1  Before  being  used  in  testing  under  this 
standard,    the    dummy    is    conditioned    at    any 
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ambient  temperature  from  66°  F  to  78°  F  and  at 
any  relative  humidity  from  10  percent  to  70  per- 
cent for  at  least  4  hours. 

S7.2.2  When  used  in  testing  under  this  standard, 
the  dummy  is  clothed  in  thermal  knit  waffle-weave 
polyester  and  cotton  underwear,  a  size  4  long-sleeved 
shirt  weighing  0.2  pounds,  a  size  4  pair  of  long  pants 
weighing  0.2  pounds  and  cut  off  just  far  enough 
above  the  knee  to  allow  the  knee  target  to  be  visible, 
and  size  7M  sneakers  with  rubber  toe  caps,  uppers  of 
dacron  and  cotton  or  nylon  and  a  total  weight  of  1 
pound.  Clothing  other  than  the  shoes  is  machine- 


washed  in  160°  F  to  180°  F  water  and  machine  dryed 
at  120°  F  to  140°  F  for  30  minutes. 

S7.3  Standard  seat  assembly.  The  standard 
seat  assembly  used  in  testing  under  this  standard 
is  a  simulated  vehicle  bench  seat,  with  three 
seating  positions,  which  is  described  in  Drawing 
Package  SAD-100-1000  and  consists  of  drawings 
and  a  bill  of  materials. 


44  F.R.  72131 
December  13,  1979 
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Eff*c»lv«:  January    ],    1973 


PREAMBLE  TO   MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   214 


Side  Door  Strength — Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  2-6;  Notice  No.  3) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  §571.21  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  to  add 
a  new  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  that  sets 
minimum  strength  requirements  for  side  doors 
of  passenger  cars.  The  standard  differs  in  only 
a  few  details  from  the  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making published  on  April  23,  1970  (35  F.R. 
6512). 

As  noted  in  the  proposal  of  April  23,  the  per- 
centage of  dangerous  and  fatal  injuries  in  side 
collisions  increases  sharply  as  a  maximum  depth 
of  penetration  increases.  With  this  in  mind,  the 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  stressed  the  need 
for  a  door  that  offers  substantal  resistance  to  in- 
trusion as  soon  as  an  object  strikes  it.  The  pro- 
posal required  a  door  to  provide  an  average  crush 
resistance  of  2,500  pounds  during  the  first  6 
inches  of  crush.  One  comment  stated  that 
equivalent  protection  can  be  provided  by  struc- 
tures further  to  the  interior  of  the  door  and  that 
the  proper  measure  of  protection  is  the  force 
needed  to  deflect  the  inner  door  panel  rather  than 
that  needed  to  deflect  the  outer  panel.  Although 
inboard  mounted  structures  may  be  effective  in 
preventing  intrusion  if  the  door  has  a  large  cross 
section,  with  a  correspondingly  large  distance 
between  the  protective  structure  and  the  inner 
panel,  the  standard  as  issued  reflects  the  determi- 
nation that  doors  afford  the  greatest  protection 
if  the  crush  resisting  elements  are  as  close  to  the 
outer  panel  as  possible.  It  follows  from  this  de- 
termination that  the  surface  whose  crush  is  to  be 
measured  must  be  the  outer  panel  rather  than 
the  inner  one.  The  value  specified  for  the  initial 
crush  resistance  has,  however,  been  reduced  from 
2,500  pounds  to  2,250  pounds,  a  value  that  has 
been  determined  to  be  more  appropriate,  par- 
ticularly for  lighter  vehicles. 


Two  comments  suggested  that  the  crush  dis- 
tance should  be  the  distance  traveled  by  the  load- 
ing device  after  an  initial  outer  panel  distortion 
caused  by  a  "pre-load."  This  suggestion  is  with- 
out merit,  in  that  it  would  permit  use  of  need- 
lessly light  outer  panel  materials  and  thereby 
diminish  the  distance  between  the  protective 
elements  of  the  door  and  the  occupants. 

The  comments  revealed  a  considerable  differ- 
ence of  opinion  concerning  the  value  and  validity 
of  the  concept  of  "equivalent  crush  resistance." 
The  equivalent  crush  resistance  was  to  be  derived 
by  adding  y^  (3000-W)  to  the  average  force 
required  to  crush  the  door  12  inches.  It  had 
been  thought  that  the  resulting  bias  against 
heavier  vehicles  was  necessary  in  that  their 
greater  mass  would  cause  them  to  move  side- 
ways less  in  a  collision  than  lighter  vehicles,  with 
more  of  the  impacting  force  being  absorbed  by 
the  door.  Recent  studies,  however,  show  that 
occupants  of  heavier  vehicles  involved  in  side 
collisions  generally  suffer  a  lower  proportion  of 
serious  injuries  and  fatalities  than  persons  in 
lighter  vehicles.  In  light  of  these  studies  and 
other  information,  the  standard  retains  the  basic 
crush  resistance  requirement,  but  deletes  the 
weight  correction  factor.  Since  it  is  no  longer 
appropriate  to  use  the  term  "equivalent  crush 
resistance,"  in  its  place  the  standard  employs  the 
phrase  "intermediate  crush  resistance."  The 
slightly  lower  figure  of  3,500  pounds  has  been 
substituted  for  the  3,750  pound  force  proposed 
in  the  notice.  The  effect  of  the  change  is  to  in- 
crease slightly  the  crush  resistance  required  for 
vehicles  having  curb  weight  less  than  1,800 
pounds,  and  to  decrease  it  slightly  for  vehicles 
weighing  more  than  1,800  pounds. 
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iff*«llv«t  January   1,   1973 

Similar  reasoning  lies  behind  a  change  in  the 
requirement  for  peak  crush  resistance.  The 
available  information  does  not  support  a  peak 
crush  requirement  that  increases  indefinitely 
with  increasing  vehicle  curb  weight.  The  stand- 
ard therefore  sets  a  ceiling  of  7,000  pounds  to  the 
requirement  that  the  door  have  a  peak  crush  re- 
sistance of  twice  the  vehicle's  curb  weight.  In 
effect,  the  requirement  is  unchanged  from  the 
proposal  for  vehicles  weighing  less  than  3,500 
pounds,  and  is  diminished  for  vehicles  exceeding 
that  weight. 

Several  comments  suggested  that  the  vehicle 
should  be  tested  with  all  seats  in  place,  since  the 
seats  may  provide  protection  against  intrusion 
in  side  impacts.  It  is  recognized  that  proper 
seat  design  can  contribute  to  occupant  safety. 
The  retention  of  the  seat  would,  however,  intro- 
duce a  variable  into  the  test  procedue  whose 
bearing  on  safety  is  not  objectively  measurable 
at  this  time.  For  this  reason,  the  standard 
adopts  the  proposed  requirement  that  the  vehicle 
be  tested  with  its  seats  removed. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  location  of  force 
application  should  be  changed.    The  location  has 


been  designated  to  approximate  the  weakest  sec- 
tion of  that  part  of  the  door  structure  likely  to  be 
struck  by  another  vehicle.  The  area  designated 
has  been  found  the  most  approriate  for  the  bulk 
of  the  automobile  population. 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1973. 

The  majority  of  comments  stated  that  an  effec- 
tive date  of  September  1,  1971,  as  initially  pro- 
posed, would  not  be  feasible.  After  evaluation 
of  the  comments  and  other  information,  it  has 
been  determined  that  the  structural  changes  re- 
quired by  the  standard  will  be  such  that  many 
manufacturers  woud  be  unable  to  meet  the  stand- 
ard if  the  September  1,  1971,  effective  date  were 
retained.  It  has  been  decided  that  there  is  good 
cause  for  establishing  an  effective  date  more  than 
1  year  after  issuance  of  the  rule. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  Standard  No. 
214  is  adopted  as  set  forth  below. 

Issued  on  October  22, 1970. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 
Director. 

35  F.R.  16801 
October   30,   1970 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  214 


Side  Door  Strength 
(Docket  No.  2-6;  Notice  No.  6) 


ACTION:    Final  Rule. 


SUMMARY:  The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend 
Safety  Standard  No.  214,  Side  Door  Strength,  to 
allow  manufacturers  the  option  of  leaving  the  seats 
in  a  vehicle  while  its  ability  to  resist  external  forces 
pressing  inward  on  its  door  is  tested.  This  amend- 
ment was  proposed  by  the  NHTSA  in  response  to  a 
petition  for  rulemaking  from  Volvo  of  America 
Corporation  (44  FR  33444,  June  11,  1979).  The 
change  is  intended  to  give  manufacturers  broader 
design  capabilities  for  improving  the  safety  of  vehicle 
occupants  involved  in  side  impact  collisions.  The  per- 
formance levels  for  the  alternative  requirements  are 
lower  than  those  specified  in  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking,  due  to  the  agency's  consideration  of 
public  comments  on  that  notice. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  amendment  made  by  this 
notice  becomes  effective  upon  publication  in  the 
FEDERAL  REGISTER. 

ADDRESSES:  Any  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
this  rule  should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and 
notice  number  and  be  submitted  to  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400 
Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  Brubaker,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration.  (202-426-2242). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Safety  Standard  No.  214,  Side  Door  Strength  (49 
CFR  571.214),  specifies  performance  requirements 
for  the  side  doors  of  passenger  cars  to  minimize  the 
life-threatening   forces    caused   by   intrusion    of 


objects  such  as  other  vehicles,  poles  and  tree 
trunks  into  the  occupant  compartment  in  side- 
impact  accidents.  The  standard  currently  specifies 
three  static  crush  tests  (initial,  intermediate  and 
peak)  to  measure  the  crush  resistance  of  the  side 
doors.  The  basis  for  these  tests  is  that  early  studies 
concerning  side  impact  protection  demonstrated 
that,  in  fatal  side  collisions,  most  occupants  die 
because  of  the  door  structures  collapsing  inward 
on  them.  The  static  crush  tests  are  intended  to 
ensure  that  there  are  strong  door  structures  to 
limit  this  intrusion.  Under  the  peak  crush  test  of 
the  standard,  the  vehicle  door  may  not  be  de- 
formed more  than  18  inches  inward  when  the  door 
is  subjected  to  a  force  of  7,000  pounds,  or  two 
times  the  curb  weight  of  the  vehicle,  whichever,  is 
less. 

The  existing  test  procedures  of  the  standard 
specify  that  the  vehicle  seats  are  to  be  removed 
during  the  crush  tests.  Although  it  was  recognized 
when  the  standard  was  originally  promulgated 
that  proper  seat  design  can  also  reduce  the  amount 
of  intrusion  of  side  door  structures  into  the 
occupant  compartment,  it  was  determined  that 
this  standard  should  measure  the  integrity  of  door 
structures  alone. 

Manufacturers  have  generally  incorporated 
various  types  of  beams  in  the  outer  door  panels  to 
provide  crush  resistance  in  compliance  with  the 
standard.  Last  year,  however,  Volvo  of  America 
Corporation  petitioned  the  agency  to  allow  vehicle 
seats  to  remain  in  the  automobile  during  the  crush 
resistance  tests.  Volvo  stated  that  it  has  developed 
an  advanced  side  impact  protection  system  that 
incorporates  the  vehicle  seats  as  an  essential  com- 
ponent and  dispenses  with  door  beams.  Test  data 
indicate  that  the  Volvo  design  provides  side  impact 
protection  that  is  equal  to  or  greater  than  that 
provided  by  current  production  designs. 
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In  response  to  Volvo's  petition,  the  agency 
issued  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  to  allow 
manufacturers  to  adopt  this  option  (44  FR  33444, 
June  11,  1979).  The  notice  stated  that 
manufacturers  should  be  encouraged  to  develop 
innovative  designs  for  improving  side  impact 
protection,  particularly  designs  that  will  improve 
vehicle  fuel  economy  because  of  reduced  weight. 
Although  not  included  in  Volvo's  petition,  the 
proposal  specified  higher  crush  resistance  levels 
for  vehicles  tested  with  their  seats  intact  (a 
16,000-pound  peak  force). 

The  criteria  were  set  at  levels  intended  to  assure 
an  equivalent  or  greater  level  of  protection 
compared  to  the  existing  requirements.  Agency 
data  show  that  the  seats  of  some  current  models 
contribute  4  to  5  thousand  pounds  of  crush 
resistance  in  addition  to  the  crush  resistance 
provided  by  the  doors  themselves.  Therefore,  the 
higher  performance  levels  were  proposed  to  ensure 
that  the  current  level  of  crush  resistance  that  is 
being  obtained  by  strong  door  beams  will  not  be 
degraded. 

Nearly  all  of  the  twelve  comments  received  in 
response  to  the  notice  supported  the  proposal  to 
give  manufacturers  the  option  of  testing  with  seats 
installed  in  the  vehicle.  A  majority  of  the 
commenters  objected  to  the  higher  crush 
resistance  levels  for  the  alternative  procedure, 
however.  Only  Volkswagen  Corporation  stated 
that  the  standard  should  not  be  amended  to  allow 
the  option.  Following  is  a  discussion  of  these 
comments. 

The  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety 
stated  that  the  proposed  amendment  would  give 
auto  manufacturers  a  broader  range  of  design 
alternatives  than  they  currently  have  to  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  injuries  to  occupants  of  vehicles 
struck  in  the  side.  Most  commenters  made  similar 
statements.  Mercedes-Benz  of  North  America 
noted  that  manufacturers  would  be  afforded 
greater  latitude  in  selecting  designs  to  comply  with 
the  standard,  without  sacrificing  occupancy 
protection,  and  at  the  same  time  could  reduce 
vehicle  weight. 

While  agreeing  with  the  concept  of  the  proposed 
alternative  requirement,  a  large  number  of  com- 
menters felt  the  proposed  performance  criteria 
were  too  stringent.  Peugeot,  as  well  as  the  Motor 
Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association,  stated  that  the 
current  performance  levels  should  apply  whether 


the  seats  are  left  in  the  vehicle  during  testing  or 
not.  American  Motors  Corporation  argued  that  the 
proposed  crush  resistance  levels  for  the  alternative 
procedure  are  significantly  more  stringent  than 
existing  214  requirements,  and  that  the  NHTSA 
has  not  identified  any  safety  need  to  justify  this 
higher  level  of  performance. 

The  agency  does  not  agree  that  the  performance 
levels  of  the  standard  should  be  the  same  whether 
the  seats  are  left  in  the  vehicle  or  are  removed.  As 
noted  in  the  proposal,  current  vehicle  seat  designs 
often  provide  four  to  five  thousand  pounds  of 
additional  crush  resistance  above  that  required  by 
the  standard.  Further,  the  standard  was  originally 
only  intended  to  test  the  crush  resistance  of  the 
doors  alone.  Therefore,  if  the  performance  criteria 
were  the  same  with  and  without  the  seats  in  the 
vehicle  during  the  test,  manufacturers  could 
reduce  the  current  protection  provided  by  their 
doors  without  upgrading  their  vehicles  in  other 
areas.  Given  the  large  number  of  fatalities  in  side 
impact  accidents,  the  agency  is  very  concerned 
that  such  a  degradation  of  vehicle  performance  not 
occur  under  the  alternative  test  procedure. 
Therefore,  it  is  the  agency's  position  that  there  is  a 
substantial  safety  need  to  assure  that  the  level  of 
protection  provided  under  the  alternative 
procedure  is  equivalent  to  or  greater  than  that 
provided  under  the  existing  test  procedure. 

Several  commenters  argued  that  the  data  and 
test  results  relied  upon  by  the  agency  to  establish 
the  crush  resistance  levels  for  the  alternative 
procedure  are  too  limited,  and  that  research  should 
be  expanded  to  include  tests  of  other  models  prior 
to  establishing  the  criteria.  General  Motors  stated, 
for  example,  that  the  two  vehicles  used  in  NHTSA 
tests  may  not  be  representative  of  other  vehicle 
designs  which  could  exhibit  differing  door-to-seat 
interaction. 

The  agency  disagrees  with  these  contentions. 
Volvo  and  Ford  Motor  Company  provided  the 
NHTSA  with  data  from  tests  they  conducted  with 
seats  and  without  seats  installed  in  some  of  their 
production  vehicles.  The  agency  conducted 
comparable  tests  on  a  Plymouth  Volare,  and  the 
tests  included  both  bench  seats  and  bucket  seats. 
This  and  other  information  substantiate  that 
vehicle  seats  can  and  do  provide  much  additional 
resistance  to  side  door  intrusion.  These  data 
demonstrate  that  crush  resistance  levels  should  be 
higher  if  vehicle  seats  are  left  installed  during  the 
testing  in  order  to  maintain  the  level  of  protection 
currently  being  provided. 
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Ford  Motor  Company  argued  that  the  proposed 
higher  performance  levels  were  based  on  limited 
tests  of  current  production  models,  and  that  the 
higher  performance  results  achieved  in  those  tests 
represent  built-in  reserves  by  manufacturers  above 
the  minimum  performance  requirements  of  the 
standard.  Ford  stated  that  the  crush  resistance 
criteria  of  the  proposed  alternative  should  not  be 
set  at  this  upper  level  of  performance.  Other 
commenters,  including  Volvo,  also  argued  that  the 
proposed  criteria  were  too  high  to  allow  for 
production  variances.  General  Motors  stated  that 
the  proposal  does  not  really  remove  inhibitions  to 
design  innovation  due  to  the  increased 
performance  requirements  of  the  proposed 
alternative  procedure.  Finally,  Rolls-Royce  Motors 
urged  that  the  performance  criteria  be  set  low 
enough  that  the  potential  weight  savings  offered 
by  the  proposal  can  be  realized  in  practice. 

After  considering  these  comments,  the  agency 
has  determined  that  the  crush  resistance  levels  for 
vehicles  tested  with  their  seats  intact  should  be 
somewhat  lower  than  those  specified  in  the 
proposal.  This  will  allow  for  production  variances 
and  enable  manufacturers  to  build  in  a  margin  of 
protection  above  the  minimum  performance 
requirements  specified  in  the  standard. 

In  its  comments,  Volvo  Corporation  suggested 
that  the  intermediate  crush  resistance  level  should 
be  set  at  4,375  pounds  (the  proposal  specified  7,000 
pounds)  and  that  peak  crush  resistance  should  be 
set  at  12,000  pounds  (the  proposal  specified  16,000 
pounds).  Volvo  stated  that  tests  of  its  current 
production  cars  that  have  door  beams  indicate  a 
spread  in  intermediate  crush  resistance  of 
approximately  2,000  pounds.  The  company  noted 
that  an  intermediate  crush  resistance  level  that  is 
twenty-five  percent  above  the  existing  requirement 
would  compensate  for  the  addition  of  seats  during 
testing  and  at  the  same  time  allow  manufacturers  a 
sufficient  margin  to  comply  with  the  standard.  Volvo 
also  stated  that  since  the  seats  of  some  current  cars 
add  approximately  4,000  to  5,000  pounds  of  peak  of 
crush  resistance,  this  should  be  the  amount  of 
increase  above  the  existing  requirements,  i.e.,  from 
7,000  pounds  to  12,000  pounds.  Although  Volvo's 
preliminary  testing  of  its  advanced  side  impact 
protection  system  indicates  that  the  16,000-pound 
requirement  could  be  met,  the  company  feels  that  the 
margin  is  not  sufficient  to  allow  for  production 
variances. 


The  agency  agrees  with  Volvo's  suggested  crush 
resistance  levels,  since  they  should  ensure  that  the 
level  of  protection  provided  under  the  alternative 
requirement  is  at  least  equivalent  to  that  provided 
currently.  Therefore,  these  criteria  are  adopted  in 
this  amendment.  While  it  is  encouraging  that 
Volvo's  advanced  system  can  meet  the  16,000- 
pound  peak  force  specified  in  the  proposal,  this 
may  be  too  high  for  other  manufacturers  at  the 
present  time,  and  the  agency's  primary  concern  in 
allowing  the  alternative  test  procedure  is  to  avoid 
any  degradation  of  the  protection  being  provided 
under  the  current  requirement.  The  high  perfor- 
mance of  Volvo's  advanced  system  will  be  considered 
very  seriously,  however,  during  the  planned  rulemak- 
ing to  upgrade  side  impact  protection  (an  advance 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  concerning  improving 
side  impact  protection  was  recently  issued:  44  FR 
70204,  December  6,  1979). 

As  noted  above,  data  indicate  that  current  seat 
designs  contribute  approximately  5,000  pounds  to 
the  crush  resistance  capacity  of  vehicle  side 
structures.  Therefore,  the  12,000-pound  peak  force 
level  specified  in  this  amendment  will  assure  the 
side  impact  protection  is  not  degraded,  but  will 
also  allow  manufacturers  to  develop  new  designs 
to  meet  the  requirements.  As  demonstrated  by 
Volvo,  manufacturers  will  be  able  to  develop  new 
side  structures  and  seat  designs  that  will  provide 
over  12,000  pounds  of  crush  resistance  without  the 
use  of  heavy  door  beams. 

Mercedes-Benz  of  North  America  commented 
that  the  "initial"  crush  resistance  requirement  of 
the  proposed  alternative  should  be  deleted 
(paragraph  S3. 2.1  of  the  proposal).  Mercedes 
argued  that  the  three-stage  static  crush  tests 
assign  too  much  significance  to  the  first  stage 
(initial  crush  resistance),  since  door  reinforcement 
is  necessary  primarily  to  ensure  compliance  with 
this  initial  test.  According  to  Mercedes,  the  initial 
resistance  is  achieved  within  the  first  six  inches  of 
crush  depth  (measured  at  the  outer  surface  of  the 
door),  but  that  this  is  not  more  than  one-ninth  of 
the  total  energy  absorption  when  testing  without 
the  vehicle  seats.  When  testing  with  the  seats, 
according  to  Mercedes,  the  percentage  of  energy 
absorption  at  the  outer  surface  of  the  door  panel  is 
meaningless  with  respect  to  the  total  energy 
management  and  occupant  protection. 

The  agency  does  not  agree  with  this  rationale. 
The  initial  crush  resistance  stage  is  necessary  to 
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ensure  that  vehicle  doors  have  at  least  a  minimum 
of  structural  integrity.  This  is  particularly 
important  because  of  the  risk  of  occupant  ejection 
if  door  hinges  and  latches  separate  during  an 
accident,  allowing  the  door  to  fly  open.  Although 
seat  design  can  ameliorate  intrusion  into  the 
occupant  compartment  to  a  certain  extent,  it  is 
important  to  coordinate  door  structure  and  seat 
design  to  achieve  the  optimum  occupant 
protection.  Because  of  the  initial  crush  resistance 
requirements,  manufacturers  may  not  be  able  to 
delete  door  beams  altogether  in  some  models. 
However,  manufacturers  will  be  able  to  use  much 
lighter  beams  than  are  currently  being  used, 
without  a  reduction  in  overall  performance. 

Several  commenters  addressed  the  seat  location 
specified  in  the  proposed  alternative  requirement. 
The  proposal  provided  that  vehicles  must  be  able  to 
meet  the  specified  crush  resistance  levels  with  the 
vehicle  seats  located  in  any  position  and  at  any  seat 
back  angle  in  which  they  are  designed  to  be 
adjusted.  Volvo's  petition  had  requested  that  the 
mid,  horizontal  seat  adjustment  position  be 
specified.  Volkswagen  of  America  stated  that  the 
new  proposed  test  procedure,  with  the  seat  in  any 
position  of  its  adjustment  range,  potentially 
increases  the  test  effort.  Volkswagen  argued  that 
manufacturers  would  have  the  obligation  to 
determine,  by  a  test  series,  the  most  adverse  test 
positions  of  the  seat,  and  that  this  would  be  much 
more  costly  than  the  existing  requirement. 

While  it  may  be  true  that  requiring  a  vehicle  to 
comply  with  the  seat  in  any  position  to  which  it 
can  be  adjusted  will  require  more  effort  by 
manufacturers,  the  agency  has  determined  that 
this  is  a  necessary  aspect  of  the  new  procedure.  If 
the  vehicle  seats  are  to  be  used  as  an  integral  part 
of  the  side  impact  protection  system,  it  is 
important  that  the  protection  is  provided 
regardless  of  where  the  seat  is  located  along  its 
adjustment  range. 

General  Motors  stated  in  its  comments  that  it  is 
reasonable  to  require  demonstrated  performance 
to  assure  that  the  occupant  seat  will  assist  in 
limiting  side  crush  in  any  normal  driving  position. 
However,  General  Motors  stated  that  the  same 
rationale  should  not  apply  to  seat  back  angle,  and 
that  the  normal  riding  or  driving  angle  established 
by  the  manufacturer  should  be  used  for  compliance 
purposes.  Volvo's  comments  agreed  with  General 
Motors  regarding  seat  back  angle. 


The  agency  does  not  see  a  distinction  between 
horizontal  seat  adjustment  and  seat  back  angle 
adjustment.  If  a  particular  seat  is  designed  to  be 
adjusted  through  a  range  of  seat  back  angles,  the 
vehicle  should  be  able  to  comply  with  the 
requirement  of  the  standard  with  the  seat  back  at 
any  of  its  adjustment  angles,  for  the  same  reasons 
as  noted  above  for  horizontal  adjustment.  Further, 
the  agency  does  not  believe  that  the  cost  of  testing 
will  be  substantially  different  if  manufacturers  are 
responsible  for  compliance  with  the  seat  in  any 
adjustment  position.  Manufacturers,  in  some 
cases,  may  be  able  to  determine  the  "worst  case" 
position  for  seat  location  by  engineering  judgment 
and  analysis  prior  to  testing  the  vehicle.  If  a 
manufacturer  has  designed  the  vehicle  seat  to  be 
an  integral  part  of  the  side  impact  protection 
system,  the  manufacturer  will  likely  know  which 
position  provides  the  most  support  and  resistance 
to  intrusion  (and  which  provides  the  least  support). 

Of  the  commenters  on  the  proposal,  only 
Volkswagen  Corporation  was  opposed  to  the 
proposed  alternative  test  procedure.  Volkswagen 
stated  that  the  proposed  requirement  is  not  in 
keeping  with  the  original  purpose  of  the 
standard— to  prevent  intrusion.  The  company 
argued  that  there  is  a  potential  for  reduced 
occupant  protection  in  the  case  of  oblique  angle  or 
"side-swipe"  crashes  since  a  vehicle  with  a  door 
structure  of  inferior  strength,  as  compared  to 
current  designs,  runs  the  possible  risk  of  door 
destruction  or  separation.  Volkswagen  noted  that 
this  could  expose  vehicle  occupants  to  the  risk  of 
ejection. 

While  the  agency  shares  Volkswagen's  concern 
that  the  occupant  protection  being  afforded  by 
current  vehicle  doors  not  be  lessened,  it  does  not 
believe  that  the  optional  test  procedure  will  result 
in  reduced  performance.  The  higher  crush 
resistance  requirements  for  vehicles  tested  with 
their  seats  installed  should  ensure  that  the  overall 
protection  currently  provided  is  maintained. 
Moreover,  since  the  initial  crush  resistance  stage  is 
included  in  the  alternative  procedure,  in  spite  of 
comments  that  it  should  be  deleted,  door 
structures  will  have  to  maintain  a  certain  amount 
of  structural  integrity.  The  2,250-pound  initial 
crush  resistance  level  will  ensure  that  door  hinges 
and  latches  are  of  sufficient  strength  to  preclude 
separation  in  most  cases.  Therefore,  the  agency 
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does  not  believe  that  the  alternative  procedure  will 
lead  to  increased  ejections.  The  agency  does 
believe,  however,  that  both  the  current 
requirement  and  the  alternative  requirement 
should  be  upgraded.  As  noted  earlier,  the  agency  is 
presently  involved  in  rulemaking  regarding  such 
an  upgrade  of  the  standard.  The  agency  does  not 
agree  with  Volkswagen's  contention  that  the 
proposed  test  procedure  is  not  aligned  with  the 
original  purpose  of  the  standard,  since  it  has  been 
demonstrated  that  effective  seat  design  can 
substantially  reduce  intrusion  into  the  occupant 
compartment. 

The  notice  proposing  this  amendment 
specifically  requested  comments  concerning  the 
effect  modifications  to  side  door  structures  (i.e., 
lighter  door  beams  or  deletion  of  door  beams, 
altogether)  might  have  on  vehicle  integrity  in 
frontal  and  front-angular  crashes.  In  response  to 
this  request,  Rolls-Royce  Motors  commented  that 
the  door  beams  used  in  its  vehicles  have  had  a 
negligible  effect  on  vehicle  integrity  in  frontal 
crashes.  The  company  added  that  the  requirements 
of  Safety  Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection,  will  ensure  that  manufacturers 
maintain  sufficient  structural  integrity  for  front- 
end  crashes  even  with  sophisticated  vehicle 
designs  achieving  the  maximum  savings  in  weight. 

American  Motors  Corporation  also  stated  that 
the  various  safety  standards  requiring  frontal 
impact  tests  will  maintain  frontal  integrity 
regardless  of  modifications  to  side  door  structures. 
Volvo  provided  data  from  off-set  crash  tests 
involving  vehicles  both  with  and  without  door 
beams.  Both  vehicles  showed  deformation 
characteristics  (damage  to  vehicle  structure)  that 
are  within  the  variances  found  for  current 
production  cars.  In  light  of  this  information  and 
the  fact  that  there  are  other  safety  standards  to 
ensure  vehicle  integrity  in  frontal  impacts,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  the  alternative  test 
procedure  set  forth  in  this  amendment  will  have  no 
adverse  effect  on  frontal  occupant  crash 
protection. 

The  agency  has  reviewed  this  amendment  in 
accordance  with  the  specifications  of  Executive 
Order  12044,  "Improving  Government  Regulations," 
and  the  Departmental  guidelines  implementing  that 
order    and    determined    it    has    no    significant 


environmental  impact  and  that  its  economic  impact  is 
so  minimal  as  not  to  require  a  regulatory  evaluation. 
The  amendment  will  merely  provide 
manufacturers  an  alternative  test  procedure  for 
determining  compliance  with  an  existing  standard. 
For  this  reason,  also,  the  agency  has  determined 
that  an  immediate  effective  date  for  this 
amendment  is  in  order. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  the  development  of  this  rule  are  William 
Brubaker  and  Hugh  Gates,  respectively. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Safety 
Standard  No.  214  (49  CFR  571.241)  is  amended  as 
set  forth  below. 

Section  S3  (S3  through  S3. 3)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows  and  the  first  sentence  of  subparagraph 
S4(a)  is  deleted. 

§  571.214  Standard  No.  214;  Side  door  strength. 

***** 

S3  Requirements.  Each  vehicle  shall  be  able  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  either,  at  the 
manufacturer's  option,  S3.1  or  S3. 2  when  any  of 
its  side  doors  that  can  be  used  for  occupant  egress 
are  tested  according  to  S4. 

53.1  With  any  seats  that  may  affect  load  upon 
or  deflection  of  the  side  of  the  vehicle  removed 
from  the  vehicle,  each  vehicle  must  be  able  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  S3. 1.1  through  S3. 1.3. 

53. 1.1  Initial  Crush  Resistance.  The  initial 
crush  resistance  shall  not  be  less  than  2,250 
pounds. 

53. 1.2  Intermediate  Crush  Resistance.  The 
intermediate  crush  resistance  shall  not  be  less  than 
3,500  pounds. 

53.1.3  Peak  Crush  Resistance.  The  peak  crush 
resistance  shall  not  be  less  than  two  times  the  curb 
weight  of  the  vehicle  or  7,000  pounds,  whichever  is 
less. 

53.2  With  seats  installed  in  the  vehicle,  and 
located  in  any  horizontal  or  vertical  position  to 
which  they  can  be  adjusted  and  at  any  seat  back 
angle  to  which  they  can  be  adjusted,  each  vehicle 
must  be  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  S3. 2.1 
through  S3.2.2. 

S3. 2.1  Initial  Crush  Resistance.  The  initial 
crush  resistance  shall  not  be  less  than  2,250 
pounds. 
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53. 2.2  Intermediate    Crush    Resistance.    The  Issued  on  March  11,  1980. 
intermediate  crush  resistance  shall  not  be  less  than 

4,375  pounds.  CI     b      k 

53.2.3  Peak  Crush  Resistance.  The  peak  crush  Administrator 
resistance  shall  not  be  less  than  three  and  one  half 

times  the  curb  weight  of  the  vehicle  or  12,000  45  F.R.  17015 

pounds,  whichever  is  less.  March  17,  1980 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  214 

Side  Door  Strength— Passenger  Cars 
(Docket  No.  2-6;  Notice  No.  3) 


51.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard 
specifies  strength  requirements  for  side  doors  of  a 
motor  vehicle  to  minimize  the  safety  hazard  caused 
by  intrusion  into  the  passenger  compartment  in  a 
side  impact  accident. 

52.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars. 

53.  Requirements.  Each  vehicle  shall  be  able 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  either,  at  the  manufac- 
turer's option,  S3.1  or  S3. 2  when  any  of  its  side 
doors  that  can  be  used  for  occupant  egress  are 
tested  according  to  S4. 

53.1  With  any  seats  that  may  affect  load  upon 
or  deflection  of  the  side  of  the  vehicle  removed 
from  the  vehicle,  each  vehicle  must  be  able  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  S3. 1.1  through  S3. 1.3. 

53.1.1  Initial  Crush  Resistance.  The  initial 
crush  resistance  shall  be  not  less  than  2,250 
pounds. 

53.1.2  Intermediate  Crush  Resistance.  The 
intermediate  crush  resistance  shall  not  be  less  than 
3,500  pounds. 

53.1.3  Peak  crush  resistance.  The  peak  crush 
resistance  shall  not  be  less  than  two  times  the  curb 
weight  of  the  vehicle  or  7,000  pounds,  whichever  is 
less. 

53.2  With  seats  installed  in  the  vehicle,  and 
located  in  any  horizontal  or  vertical  position  to 
which  they  can  be  adjusted  and  at  any  seat  back 
angle  to  which  they  can  be  adjusted,  each  vehicle 
must  be  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  S3. 2.1 
through  S3.2.2. 

53.2.1  Initial  Crush  Resistance.  The  initial 
crush  resistance  shall  not  be  less  than  2,250 
pounds. 

53.2.2  Intermediate  Crush  Resistance.  The 
intermediate  crush  resistance  shall  not  be  less  than 
4,375  pounds. 


S3.2.3  Peak  Crush  Resistance.  The  peak  crush 
resistance  shall  not  be  less  than  three  and  one  half 
times  the  curb  weight  of  the  vehicle  or  12,000 
pounds,  whichever  is  less. 

S4.  Test  procedures.  The  following  procedures 
apply  to  determining  compliance  with  section  S3: 

(a)  Place  side  windows  in  their  uppermost  posi- 
tion and  all  doors  in  locked  position.  Place  the  sill 
of  the  side  of  the  vehicle  opposite  to  the  side  being 
tested  against  a  rigid  unyielding  vertical  surface. 
Fix  the  vehicle  rigidly  in  position  by  means  of 
tiedown  attachments  located  at  or  forward  of  the 
front  wheel  centerline  and  at  or  rearward  of  the 
rear  wheel  centerline. 

(b)  Prepare  a  loading  device  consisting  of  a  rigid 
steel  cylinder  or  semi-cylinder  12  inches  in  diameter 
with  an  edge  radius  of  one-half  inch.  The  length  of 
the  loading  device  shall  be  such  that  the  top  surface 
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of  the  loading  device  is  at  least  one-half  inch  above 
the  bottom  edge  of  the  door  window  opening  but 
not  of  a  length  that  will  cause  contact  with  any 
structure  above  the  bottom  edge  of  the  door 
window  opening  during  the  test. 

(c)  Locate  the  loading  device  as  shown  in 
Figure  I  (side  view)  of  this  section  so  that: 

(1)  Its  longitudinal  axis  is  vertical; 

(2)  Its  longitudinal  axis  is  laterally  opposite 
the  midpoint  of  a  horizontal  line  drawn  across  the 
outer  surface  of  the  door  5  inches  above  the  lowest 
point  of  the  door; 

(3)  Its  bottom  surface  is  in  the  same  horizontal 
plane  as  the  horizontal  line  described  in  subdivision 
(2)  of  this  subparagraph;  and 

(4)  The  cylindrical  face  of  the  device  is  in 
contact  with  the  outer  surface  of  the  door. 

(d)  Using  the  loading  device,  apply  a  load  to  the 
outer  surface  of  the  door  in  an  inboard  direction 
normal  to  a  vertical  plane  along  the  vehicle's 
longitudinal  centerline.  Apply  the  load  continuously 
such  that  the  loading  device  travel  rate  does  not 
exceed  one-half  inch  per  second  until  the  loading 
device  travels  18  inches.  Guide  the  loading  device 
to  prevent  it  from  being  rotated  or  displaced  from 
its  direction  of  travel.  The  test  must  be  completed 
within  120  seconds. 

(e)  Record  applied  load  versus  displacement  of 
the    loading   device,    either   continuously    or   in 


increments  of  not  more  than  1  inch  or  200  pounds 
for  the  entire  crush  distance  of  18  inches. 

(f)  Determine  the  initial  crush  resistance, 
intermediate  crush  r'esistance,  and  peak  crush 
resistance  as  follows: 

(1)  From  the  results  recorded  in  subparagraph 
(e)  of  this  paragraph,  plot  a  curve  of  load  versus 
displacement  and  obtain  the  integral  of  the 
applied  load  with  respect  to  the  crush  distances 
specified  in  subdivisions  (2)  and  (3)  of  this 
paragraph.  These  quantities,  expressed  in  inch- 
pounds  and  divided  by  the  specified  crush 
distances,  represent  the  average  forces  in 
pounds  required  to  deflect  the  door  those 
distances. 

(2)  The  initial  crush  resistance  is  the  average 
force  required  to  deform  the  door  over  the  initial 
6  inches  of  crush. 

(3)  The  intermediate  crush  resistance  is  the 
average  force  required  to  deform  the  door  over 
the  initial  12  inches  of  crush. 

(4)  The  peak  crush  resistance  is  the  largest 
force  recorded  over  the  entire  18-inch  crush 
distance. 


October  30,  1970 
35  F.R.  16801 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  216 

Roof  Crush  Resistance — Passenger  Cars 

(Docket  No.  2-6;  Notice  5) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Part  571 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  to 
add  a  new  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  216, 
(49  CFR  §  571.216)  that  sets  minimum  strength 
requirements  for  a  passenger  car  roof  to  reduce 
the  likelihood  of  roof  collapse  in  a  rollover  acci- 
dent. The  standard  provides  an  alternative  to 
conformity  with  the  rollover  test  of  Standard 
208. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  issued  on  January  6,  1971  (36  F.R.  166). 
As  noted  in  that  proposal,  the  strength  of  a  ve- 
hicle roof  affects  the  integrity  of  the  passenger 
compartment  and  the  safety  of  the  occupants. 
A  few  comments  suggested  that  there  is  no 
significant  causal  relationship  between  roof  de- 
formation and  occupant  injuries  in  rollover  acci- 
dents. However,  available  data  have  shown  that 
for  non-ejected  front  seat  occupants  in  rollover 
accidents,  serious  injuries  are  more  frequent 
when  the  roof  collapses. 

The  roof  crush  standard  will  provide  protec- 
tion in  rollover  accidents  by  improving  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  door,  side  window,  and  windshield 
retention  areas.  Preserving  the  overall  structure 
of  the  vehicle  in  a  crash  decreases  the  likelihood 
of  occupant  ejection,  reduces  the  hazard  of  oc- 
cupant interior  impacts,  and  enhances  occupant 
egress  after  the  accident.  It  has  been  deter- 
mined, therefore,  that  improved  roof  strength 
will  increase  occupant  protection  in  rollover 
accidents. 

Standard  208  (49  CFR  §571.208),  Occupant 
Crash  Protection,  also  contains  a  rollover  test 
requirement  for  vehicles  that  conform  to  the 
"first  option"  of  providing  complete  passive  pro- 
tection.   The  new  Standard  216  issued  herewith 


is  intended  as  an  alternative  to  the  Standard  208 
rollover  test,  such  that  manufacturers  may  con- 
form to  either  requirement  as  they  choose. 
Standard  208  is  accordingly  amended  by  this  no- 
tice; the  effect  of  the  amendment,  together  with 
the  new  Standard  216,  is  as  follows: 

(1)  From  January  1,  1972,  to  August  14, 
1973,  a  manufacturer  may  substitute  Standard 
216  for  the  rollover  test  requirement  in  the  first 
option  of  Standard  208;  Standard  216  has  no 
mandatory  application. 

(2)  From  August  15,  1973,  to  August  14, 
1977,  Standard  216  is  in  effect  as  to  all  passenger 
cars  except  those  conforming  by  passive  means 
to  the  rollover  test  of  Standard  208,  but  it  may 
continue  to  be  substituted  for  that  rollover  test. 

(3)  After  August  15,  1977,  Standard  216 
will  no  longer  be  a  substitute  for  the  Standard 
208  rollover  test.  It  is  expected  that  as  of  that 
date  Standard  216  will  be  revoked,  at  least  with 
respect  to  its  application  to  passenger  cars. 

A  few  comments  stated  that  on  some  models 
the  strength  required  in  the  A  pillar  could  be 
produced  only  by  designs  that  impair  forward 
visibility.  After  review  of  strengthening  options 
available  to  manufacturers,  the  Administration 
has  concluded  that  a  satisfactory  increase  in 
strength  can  be  obtained  without  reducing  vis- 
ibility. 

Some  comments  suggested  that  the  crush  lim- 
itation be  based  on  the  interior  deflection  of  the 
Lest  vehicle  rather  than  the  proposed  external  cri- 
terion. After  comparison  of  the  two  methods,  it 
has  been  concluded  that  a  test  based  on  interior 
deflection  would  produce  results  that  are  sig- 
nificantly less  uniform  and  more  difficult  to 
measure,  and  therefore  the  requirement  based  on 
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external   movement  of  the   test  block   has  been 
retained. 

Several  changes  in  detail  have  been  made, 
howev-er,  in  the  test  procedure.  A  number  of 
comments  stated  that  the  surface  area  of  the 
proposed  test  device  was  too  small,  that  the 
10-degree  pitch  angle  was  too  severe,  and  that 
the  5  inches  of  padded  test  device  displacement 
was  not  enough  to  measure  the  overall  roof 
strength.  Later  data  available  after  the  issuance 
of  the  NPRM  (Notice  4)  substantiated  these 
comments.  Accordingly,  the  dimensions  of  the 
test  block  have  been  changed  from  12  inches 
square  to  30  inches  by  72  inches,  the  face  padding 
on  the  block  has  been  eliminated,  and  the  pitch 
angle  has  been  changed  from  10  degrees  to  5 
degrees. 

Several  manufacturers  asked  that  convertibles 
be  exempted  from  the  standard,  stating  that  it 
was  impracticable  for  those  vehicles  to  be  brought 
into  compliance.  The  Administration  has  deter- 
mined that  compliance  with  the  standard  would 
pose  extreme  difficulties  for  many  convertible 
models.  Accordingly,  manufacturers  of  con- 
vertibles need  not  comply  with  the  standard; 
however,  until  August  15,  1977,  they  may  comply 
with  the  standard  as  an  alternative  to  conformity 
with  the  rollover  test  of  Standard  208. 

A  few  comments  objected  to  the  optional  5,000- 
pound  ceiling  to  the  requirement  that  the  roof 
have  a  peak  resistance  of  li^^  times  the  unloaded 
vehicle  weight.  Such  objections  have  some  merit, 
if  the  energy  to  be  dissipated  during  a  roUov^er 
accident  must  be  absorbed  entirely  by  the  crash 
vehicle.  In  the  typical  rollover  accident,  how- 
ever, in  which  the  vehicle,  rolls  onto  the  road 
shoulder,  significant  amounts  of  energy  are  ab- 
sorbed by  the  ground.  This  is  particularly  ti-ue  in 
heavier  vehicles.  Some  of  the  heavier  vehicles, 
moreover,  would  require  extensive  redesign,  at  a 
considerably  greater  cost  penalty  than  in  the 
case  of  lighter  vehicles,  to  meet  a  strength  re- 
quii-ement  of  II/2  times  their  weight.  At  the 
same  time,  heavier  vehicles  generally  have  a 
lower  rollover  tendency  than  do  lighter  vehicles. 
On  the  basis  of  these  factors,  it  has  been  deter- 
mined that  an  upper  limit  of  5,000  pounds  on 


the  strength  requirement  is  justified,  and  it  has 
been  retained. 

It  was  requested  that  the  requirement  of 
mounting  the  chassis  horizontally  be  deleted.  It 
has  been  determined  that  the  horizontal  mount- 
ing position  contributes  to  the  repeatability  of 
the  test  procedure  and  the  requirement  is  there- 
fore retained. 

The  required  loading  rate  has  been  clarified 
in  light  of  the  comments.  The  requirement  has 
been  changed  from  a  rate  not  to  exceed  200 
pounds  per  second  to  a  loading  device  travel 
rate  not  exceeding  one-half  inch  per  second,  with 
completion  of  the  test  within  120  seconds. 

A  number  of  manufacturers  requested  that 
repetition  of  the  test  on  the  opposite  front  corner 
of  the  roof  be  deleted.  It  has  been  determined 
that,  as  long  as  it  is  clear  that  both  the  left  and 
right  front  portions  of  the  vehicle's  roof  struc- 
ture must  be  capable  of  meeting  the  require- 
ments, it  is  not  necessary  that  a  given  vehicle  be 
capable  of  sustaining  successive  force  applica- 
tions at  the  two  different  locations.  The  second 
test  is  accordingly  deleted. 

Effective  date :  August  15,  1973.  After  evalua- 
tion of  the  comments  and  other  information,  it 
has  been  determined  that  the  structural  changes 
required  by  the  standard  will  be  such  that  many 
manufacturers  would  be  unable  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements if  the  January  1,  1973  effective  date 
were  retained.  It  has  therefore  been  found,  for 
good  cause  shown,  that  an  effective  date  more 
than  one  year  after  issuance  is  in  the  public  in- 
terest. On  or  after  January  1,  1972,  however, 
a  manufacturer  may  substitute  compliance  with 
this  standard  for  compliance  with  the  rollover 
test  requirement  of  Standard  208. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  the  following 
changes  are  made  in  Part  571  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations: 

1.  Standard  No.  208,  49  CFR  %  571.208,  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  sentence  at  the 
end  of  SS.S,  Rollover :  "However,  vehicles  manu- 
factured before  August  15,  1977,  that  conform  to 
the  requirements  of  Standard  No.  216  (■§  571.216) 
need  not  conform  to  this  rollover  test  require- 
ment." 
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2.  A  new  §  571.216,  Standard  No.  216  Roof  Issued  on  December  3,  1971. 

Crush  Resistance,  is  added.  ...  /-,,      ,       tt    tt 

Charles   H.   Hartman 

This  rule  is  issued  under  the  authority  of  sec-  Actirx'^  Administrator 
tions  103  and   119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 

Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407,  36  F.R.  23299 

i.nd  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.  December  8,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   216 

Roof  Crush  Resistance 
(Docket  No.  69-7;  Notice  29) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  postpone  the 
effective  date  of  the  requirements  of  Standards 
No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection,  and  216, 
Roof  Crush  Resistance,  applicable  to  the  upcom- 
ing model  year,  from  August  15,  1973,  to  Sep- 
tember 1,  1973. 

The  amendment  of  the  effective  date  was  pro- 
posed in  a  notice  published  July  17,  1973  (38 
F.R.  19049),  in  response  to  a  petition  filed  by 
Chrysler  Corporation.  Chrysler  had  stated  that 
the  build  out  of  their  1973  models  was  in  danger 
of  running  beyond  the  August  15  date,  due  to  a 
variety  of  factors  beyond  the  company's  control. 
In  proposing  the  postponement  of  the  date,  the 
NHTSA  noted  that  the  August  15  date  had  been 
chosen  to  coincide  with  the  normal  changeover 
date  and  that  a  delay  would  not  appear  to  have 
any  effect  beyond  allowing  a  slightly  prolonged 
build-out. 

The  two  comments  submitted  in  response  to 
the  proposal  were  both  favorable.  The  agency 
has  not  discovered  any  adverse  consequences  of  a 
delay  which  would  make  it  inadvisable,  and  has 


therefore  decided  to  postpone  the  effective  dat^ 
as  proposed. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR  571.208, 
Standard  No.  208,  Occupant  Crash  Protection, 
is  amended  by  changing  the  date  of  August  14, 
1973,  appearing  in  S4.1.1  to  August  31,  1973,  and 
by  changing  the  date  of  August  15,  1973,  appear- 
ing in  S4.1.2  to  September  1,  1973.  The  effective 
date  of  49  CFR  571.216,  Standard  No.  216,  Roof 
Crush  Resistance,  is  changed  from  August  15, 
1973,  to  September  1,  1973. 

Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction 
and  imposes  no  additional  burden,  an  effective 
date  of  less  than  30  days  from  the  date  of  issu- 
ance is  found  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  August  10, 1973. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  21930 
August  14,  1973 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  216 


Roof  Crush  Resistance— Passenger  Cars 


S1.    Scope. 

requirements 
roof. 


This  standard  establishes  stren^h 
for    the    passenger    compartment 


52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  deaths  and  injuries  due  to  the  crushing 
of  the  roof  into  the  passenger  compartment  in 
rollover  accidents. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars.  However,  it  does  not  apply  to 
vehicles  that  conform  to  the  rollover  test  require- 
ments (S5.3)  of  Standard  208  (§  571.208)  by 
means  that  require  no  action  by  vehicle  occupants. 
It  also  does  not  apply  to  convertibles,  except 
for  optional  compliance  with  the  standard  as  an 
alternative  to  the  rollover  test  requirements  in 
S5.3  of  Standard  208. 

54.  Requirements.  A  test  device  as  described 
in  S5  shall  not  move  more  than  5  inches,  meas- 
ured in  accordance  with  S6.4,  when  it  is  used  to 
apply  a  force  of  IV2  times  the  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  of  the  vehicle  of  5,000  pounds,  whichever 
is  less,  to  either  side  or  the  forward  edge  of  a 
vehicle's  roof  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
of  S6.  Both  the  left  and  right  front  portions  of 
the  vehicle's  roof  structure  shall  be  capable  of 
meeting  the  requirements,  but  a  particular  ve- 
hicle need  not  meet  further  requirements  after 
being  tested  at  one  location. 

55.  Test  Device.  The  test  device  is  a  rigid  un- 
yielding block  with  its  lower  surface  formed  as 
a  flat  rectangle  30  inches  x  72  inches. 

56.  Test  Procedure.  Each  vehicle  shall  be 
capable  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  S4  when 
tested  in  accordance  with  the  following  pro- 
cedure. 

S6.1.  Place  the  sills  or  the  chassis  frame  of 
the  vehicle  on  a  rigid  horizontal  surface,  fix  the 
vehicle   rigidly    in    position,    close   all    windows, 


close  and  lock  all  doors,  and  secure  any  con- 
vertible top  or  removable  roof  structure  in  place 
over  the  passenger  compartment. 

S6.2     Orient  the  test  device  as  shown  in  Figure 
1,  so  that— 

(a)  Its  longitudinal  axis  is  at  a  forward 
angle  (side  view)  of  5°  below  the  horizontal, 
and  is  parallel  to  the  vertical  plane  through  the 
vehicle's  longitudinal  centerline; 

(b)  Its  lateral  axis  is  at  a  lateral  outboard 
angle,  in  the  front  view  projection,  25°  be- 
low the  horizodntal; 

(c)  Its  lower  surface  is  tangent  to  the  sur- 
face of  the  vehicle;  and 

(d)  The  initial  contact  point,  or  center  of 
the  initial  contact  area,  is  on  the  longitudinal 
centerline  of  the  lower  surface  of  the  test  device 
and  10  inches  from  the  forwardmost  point  of 
that  centerline. 


FORCE 
FORCE 

30"..^       /         TEST  DEVICE     '".'u-irl '^. 


^T^.f^ 


\  / 

RIGID  HORIZONTAL  SURFACE 
FRONT  VIEW  SIDE  VIEW 

TEST  DEVICE  LOCATION  AND  APPLICATION  TO  THE  ROOF 
Figure  1 


S6.3.  Apply  force  in  a  downward  direction 
perpendicular  to  the  lower  surface  of  the  test 
device  at  a  rate  of  not  more  than  one-half  inch 
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per  second  until  reaching  a  force  of  IV2  times  S6.4    Measure  the  distance  that  the  test  de- 

the  unloaded  vehicle  weight  of  the  tested  ve-  vice  moves,  i.e.,  the  distance  between  the  original 

hide  or  5,000  pounds,  whichever  is  less.    Com-  location  of  the  lower  surface  of  the  test  device 

plete   the   test   within    120   seconds.    Guide   the  and  its  location  as  the  force  level  specified  in 

test  device  so  that  throughout  the  test  it  moves,  S6.3  is  reached. 

without  rotation,  in  a  straight  line  with  its  lower  36  F.R.  23299 

surface  oriented  as  specified  in  S6.2(a)  through  December  8,  1971 
S6.2(d). 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  217 

Bus  Window  Rotention  and  Release 
(Dockat  No.  2-10;  Notice  3) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  §  571.21  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  to  add 
a  new  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  that  estab- 
lishes minimum  requirements  for  bus  window 
retention  and  release  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of 
passenger  ejection  in  accidents  and  enhance  pas- 
senger exit  in  emergencies. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  published  on  August  15,  1970  (35  F.R. 
13025).  The  comments  received  in  response  to 
the  notice  have  been  considered  in  this  issuance 
of  a  final  rule. 

For  reasons  of  clarification,  the  requirements 
paragraph  has  been  reorganized  and  the  demon- 
stration procedures  paragraph  has  been  replaced 
by  a  test  conditions  paragraph.  Some  of  the 
specifications  of  the  demonstration  procedures 
paragraph  are  incorporated  under  the  require- 
ments paragraph,  and  the  remainder  are  retained 
under  the  test  conditions  paragraph.  With  the 
exception  of  the  changes  discussed  below,  the 
reorganization  does  not  affect  the  substance  of 
the  standard. 

In  altering  the  window  retention  requirements, 
the  final  rule  lowers  the  force  application  limit, 
provides  more  precise  glazing  breakage  and 
glazing  yield  limits,  and  exempts  small  windows. 
With  respect  to  the  emergency  exit  requirements, 
the  standard  permits  devices  other  than  push-out 
windows  to  be  used  for  emergency  exits,  permits 
buses  with  a  GVVVK  of  10,000  poxmds  or  less  to 
utilize  devices  other  than  emergency  exits  for 
emergency  egress,  and  permits  an  alternate  roof 
exit  when  the  bus  configuration  precludes  pro- 
vision of  a  rear  emergency  exit.  It  also  raises 
the  force  limits  for  release  and  extension  of 
emergency  exits,  deletes  the  inertial  load  require- 
ment for  the  release  mechanism,  and  requires 
that  emergency  exit  location  markings  be  lo- 


cated within  each  occupant  space  adjacent  to 
an  exit. 

A  few  changes  have  been  made  in  the  diagram 
accompanying  the  standard.  Figure  1,  "Adja- 
cent Designated  Seating  Position,  Occupant 
Spaces,  and  Push-Out  Window  Relationship," 
has  been  deleted  from  the  final  rule  because  the 
relationship  is  sufficiently  described  in  the  text 
of  the  standard.  Accordingly,  Figures  2  and  3 
have  been  renumbered  as  Figures  1  and  2,  re- 
spectively. A  new  Figure  3,  indicating  access 
regions  for  emergency  exits  which  do  not  have 
adjacent  seats,  has  been  added.  For  reasons  of 
clarification.  Figures  2a  and  2b  and  Figures  3a 
and  3b  in  the  proposed  rule  have  been  placed 
beside  each  other  to  form  Figures  1  and  2  re- 
spectively. 

The  torque  in  Figures  2a  and  2b  of  the  pro- 
posed rule  has  been  transferred  to  the  text  and 
has  been  explained  to  indicate  that  the  force 
used  to  obtain  the  torque  shall  not  be  more  than 
20  pounds.  In  addition,  the  clearance  specifica- 
tions in  Figures  1  and  2  have  been  clarified  in 
the  text  to  require  that  the  lower  edge  of  the 
force  envelope  shall  be  located  5  inches  above 
the  seat,  or  2  inches  above  the  armrest,  if  any, 
whichever  is  higher.  In  several  instances,  minor 
changes  have  been  made  in  the  labeling  without 
altering  the  substance  of  the  diagrams. 

A  number  of  comments  sought  changes  in  the 
window  retention  requirements.  Two  comments 
requested  an  exemption  for  intra-city  buses  be- 
cause the  probability  of  rollover  accidents  would 
be  minimal  in  slow-speed  operation.  Urban 
transit  buses  are  subjected  to  risks  of  rollover 
accidents  within  the  city  when  they  travel  at 
moderate  to  high  speed  on  intra-urban  express- 
ways, and  should  therefore  be  covered  by  the 
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standard.      Accordingly,    the    request    for    this 
exemption  is  denied. 

Several  comments  requested  an  exemption  for 
small  windows.  Since  there  is  little  likelihood 
of  passenger  ejection  or  protrusion  from  window 
openings  whose  minimum  surface  dimension 
measured  through  the  center  of  the  area  is  less 
than  eight  inches,  an  exemption  for  windows  of 
this  size  has  been  granted. 

Two  comments  asked  that  the  2,000  pound 
force  application  limit  in  the  window  retention 
requirement  be  lowered.  The  data  indicates  that 
a  1,200-pound  limit  would  be  more  compatible 
with  the  glazing  strength.  Accordingly,  the 
2,000-pound  force  application  limit  has  been 
lowered  to  1,200  pounds. 

Several  manufacturers  stated  that  they  en- 
countered difficulties  in  ascertaining  when  the 
proposed  head  form  penetration  limit  of  the 
window  retention  requirement  had  been  reached. 
After  observation  of  window  retention  testing, 
the  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  penetration 
limit  as  specified  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making is  difficult  to  determine.  For  this  reason 
the  head  form  penetration  limit  has  been  re- 
phrased in  terms  of  the  development  of  cracks 
in  the  glazing  and  the  amount  of  depression  of 
the  glazing  surface  in  relation  to  its  original 
position. 

A  number  of  comments  objected  to  the  require- 
ment that  at  least  75%  of  the  glazing  be  retained 
in  the  window  mounting  during  window  reten- 
tion testing.  The  NHTSA  has  determined  that 
the  intent  of  this  requirement  is  already  accom- 
plished by  the  requirement  that  each  window  be 
retained  during  testing  by  its  surrounding  struc- 
ture in  a  manner  which  would  prevent  passage 
of  a  4-inch  sphere,  and  the  requirement  is  ac- 
cordingly deleted  from  the  final  rule. 

With  respect  to  the  emergency  exit  require- 
ments, the  standard  permits  devices  other  than 
push-out  windows  to  be  used  for  emergency 
exits.  Upon  review  of  the  requirements,  it  has 
been  determined  that  devices  such  as  panels  and 
doors  which  meet  the  emergency  exit  require- 
ments would  be  as  effective  as  push-out  windows 
for  emergency  egress.  Because  the  Administra- 
tion has  concluded  that  passenger  egress  is  en- 
hanced  when  several  emergency  exits  are  pro- 


vided, the  standard  requires  that  in  computing 
whether  a  bus  meets  the  unobstructed  openings 
area  requirements,  no  emergency  exit,  regardless 
of  its  area,  shall  be  credited  with  more  than  520 
square  inches  of  the  total  area  requirement. 

A  number  of  motor  vehicle  manufacturers 
sought  exemption  from  the  emergency  exit  re- 
quirements for  smaller  vehicles  weighing  10,000 
pounds  or  less  GVWR,  such  as  limousines  and 
station  wagons,  which  are  designed  to  carry 
more  than  10  persons  and  are  therefore  consid- 
ered to  be  buses  under  NHTSA  regulations  (49 
CFR  571.3).  Such  vehicles  are  usually  provided 
with  numerous  doors  and  windows  which  pro- 
vide sufficient  unobstructed  openings  for  emer- 
gency exit.  Therefore  the  Administration  has 
concluded  that  the  configuration  of  these  vehicles 
satisfies  the  intent  of  the  standard  with  respect 
to  provision  of  emergency  exits,  and  they  are 
exempted  from  the  emergency  exit  openings  re- 
quirements. 

The  emergency  exit  requirements  have  been 
changed  to  permit  installation  of  an  alternate 
roof  exit  when  the  bus  configuration  precludes 
provision  of  a  rear  exit,  provided  that  the  roof 
exit  meets  the  release,  extension,  and  identifica- 
tion requirements.  The  NHTSA  has  established 
this  alternative  in  order  to  allow  design  flexi- 
bility while  providing  for  emergency  egress  in 
rollover  situations. 

A  number  of  comments  expressed  concern  that 
the  proposed  maximum  force  level  for  release 
and  extension  of  emergency  exits  in  Figures  2a 
and  b  and  3a  and  b  were  too  low  to  inhibit  in- 
advertent operation  by  passengers  and  suggested 
that  the  required  maximum  force  level  be  raised. 
After  consideration  of  the  goals  of  facilitating 
emergency  egress  and  preserving  the  integrity 
of  the  passenger  compartment  under  nonnal 
operation,  it  has  been  determined  that  the  maxi- 
mum force  levels  should  be  raised  from  10  and 
30  poimds  to  20  and  60  pounds  respectively. 

One  comment  submitted  the  results  of  testing 
which  indicated  that  the  30g  inertial  load  re- 
quirement for  the  release  mechanism  was  un- 
necessarily high.  The  testing  also  revealed  that 
the  engineering  concepts  upon  which  the  inertial 
load  requirement  is  based  are  not  generally  ap- 
plied in  the  industry  and  that  the  requirement 
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would  be  impracticable.  Moreover,  an  increase 
in  maximum  force  levels  for  emergency  exit  op- 
eration in  the  rule  should  improve  latch  integ- 
rity. For  these  reasons,  the  requirement  has 
been  deleted. 

The  standard  requires  emergency  exit  location 
markings  to  be  placed  in  certain  occupant  spaces 
because  of  a  possible  contradiction  under  the 
proposed  standard  between  the  requirement  that 
the  identification  markings' be  located  within  6 
inches  of  the  point  of  operation  and  the  require- 
ment that  the  markings  be  visible  to  a  seated 
occupant.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that 
emergency  egress  could  be  hindered  if  the  pas- 
senger has  difficulty  in  finding  the  marking,  and 
that  location  of  the  marking  outside  of  an  occu- 
pant space  containing  an  adjacent  seat,  which 
would  be  permitted  under  the  proposed  standard, 
could  create  this  problem.  At  the  same  time  it 
is  desirable  for  the  identification  and  instructions 
to  be  located  near  the  point  of  release.  There- 
fore the  final  rule  requires  that  when  a  release 
mechanism  is  not  located  within  an  occupant 
space  containing  an  adjacent  seat,  a  label  indi- 
cating the  location  of  the  nearest  release  mech- 
anism shall  be  placed  within  that  occupant  space. 

The  temperature  condition  has  been  reworded 
to  make  it  clear,  in  light  of  the  explanation  of 


usage  in  §  571.4,  that  the  vehicle  must  be  capable 
of  meeting  the  performance  requirements  at  any 
temperature  from  70°  F.  to  85°  F. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1973.  After 
evaluation  of  the  comments  and  other  informa- 
tion, it  has  been  determined  that  the  structural 
changes  required  by  the  standard  will  be  such 
that  many  manufacturers  will  require  an  effec- 
tive date  of  at  least  fifteen  months  after  issuance. 
It  is  therefore  found,  for  good  cause  shown,  that 
an  effective  date  more  than  one  year  from  the 
date  of  issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  above.  Standard  No. 
217,  Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release,  is 
added  to  §  571.21  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  as  set  forth  below. 

This  rule  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103,  112,  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1401,  1407,  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  May  3, 1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  9394 
May  10,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  217 

Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release 


(Docket  2-10;  Notice  4) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  217,  Bus  Window  Keten- 
tion  and  Release,  in  §  571.217  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Ecgulations.  The  standard  was  is- 
sued on  May  10,  1972  (37  F.R.  9394). 

International  Harvester  stated  that  it  manu- 
factures an  18-passenger  airport  limousine,  the 
"Stageway  Coach  Conversion",  weighing  10,700 
pounds  GVWR  and  requested  that  it  be  ex- 
empted from  the  requirements  of  S5.2.1,  "Buses 
with  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000  pounds." 
They  emphasized  that  the  18-passenger  model  is 
equipped  with  10  side  doors,  two  more  than  is 
provided  by  a  15-passenger,  10,000-pound,  ver- 
sion of  a  similar  airport  limousine  vehicle  which 
they  manufacture.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded 
that  vehicles  which  provide  at  least  one  door  for 
each  three  passenger  seating  positions  aflford 
sufficient  means  of  emergency  egress  regardless 
of  their  weight.  S5.2.1  has  accordingly  been 
amended  to  provide  that  buses  with  a  GVWR  of 
more  than  10,000  pounds  may  alternatively  meet 
the  unobstructed  openings  requirement  of  S5.2 
by  providing  at  least  one  door  for  each  three 
passenger  spaces  in  the  vehicle.  The  "Stageway 
Coach  Conversion"  falls  into  the  category  of 
vehicles  covered  by  this  amendment  and  thus 
International  Harvester's  request  is  granted. 

International  Harvester,  General  Motors,  and 
Chrysler  all  requested  a  clarification  of  the  S5.1 
window  retention  requirements  because  thsy  felt 
it  was  possible  to  interpret  the  paragraph  as 
prohibiting  the  use  of  tempered  glass  for  window 
glazing.  Ford  also  submitted  a  request  for  ex- 
emption from  the  window  retention  requirements 
for  buses  imder  10,000  pounds  GVWR  based  on 
its  interpretation  of  S5.1  as  precluding  the  use 


of  tempered  glass.  The  petitioners  stated  that 
tempered  glass  would  shatter  under  the  applica- 
tion of  pressure  required,  and  were  not  certain 
whether  S5.1(b),  describing  the  development  of 
cracks  in  the  glazing,  would  cover  this  occur- 
ence. The  NHTSA  did  not  intend  to  prohibit 
the  use  of  tempered  glass,  and  in  order  to  correct 
this  possible  ambiguity,  S5.1(b)  has  been 
amended  to  include  shattering  of  the  window 
glazing. 

General  Motors  also  requested  an  interpreta- 
tion of  the  method  of  measuring  whether  80 
percent  of  the  glazing  thickness  has  developed 
cracks  as  described  in  S5.1(b).  The  paragraph 
refers  to  a  measurement  through  the  thickness 
of  glass  and  not  a  measurement  of  the  glazing 
surface  area,  as  GM  suggests  it  could  mean.  GM 
also  doubted  that  the  percentage  of  glazing  thick- 
ness which  develops  cracks  could  be  measured. 
The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  the  intent  of 
the  language  is  clear  and  that  performance  of 
this  measurement  is  within  the  state  of  the  art, 
so  that  no  change  in  the  language  is  necessary. 
The  request  is  therefore  denied. 

General  Motors  requested  a  clarification  of  the 
term  "minimimi  surface  dimension"  in  paragraph 
S5.1(c).  The  NHTSA  agrees  that  a  clarification 
is  necessary  to  prevent  interpretations  which  may 
not  meet  the  intent  of  this  standard,  and  the 
paragraph  has  been  accordingly  amended  to 
specify  that  the  dimension  is  to  be  measured 
through  the  center  of  the  area  of  the  sheet  of 
glazing. 

General  Motors  stated  that  it  interpreted  the 
head  form  travel  rate  specified  in  S5.1.1  of  two 
inches  per  minute  as  a  "nominal  value"  require- 
ment, since  no  tolerances  are  given  in  the  stand- 
ard.    The  test  conditions  in  a  safety  standard 
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represent  the  performance  levels  that  the  product 
must  be  capable  of  meeting.  They  are  not  in- 
structions either  to  the  manufacturers'  or  the 
government's  test  laboratories,  or  a  requirement 
that  the  product  should  be  tested  at  "exactly" 
those  levels.  The  manufacturers'  tests  in  this 
case  should  be  designed  to  demonstrate  that  the 
vehicle  would  meet  the  stated  requirements  if 
tested  at  two  inches  per  minute.  If  that  is  what 
General  Motors  means  by  a  "nominal  value",  its 
interpretation  is  correct. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle  Safety   Standard   No.   217,   Bus   Window 


Retention  and  Release,  49  CFR  571.217,  is 
amended 

Effective  date:  September  1, 1973. 

This  notice  is  issued  imder  the  authority  of 
sections  103,  112,  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392, 
1401,  1407,  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  August  30, 1972. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  18034 
September  6,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  217 

Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release 
(Docket  No.  2-10;  NcKce  5) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  217,  Bus  Window 
Retention  and  Release,  49  CFR  §  571.217,  in  re- 
sponse to  petitions  received.  Several  minor 
amendments  for  purposes  of  clarification  have 
also  been  made.  The  standard  was  published 
initially  on  May  10,  1972,  (-37  F.R.  9394),  and 
amended  September  6,  1972  (37  F.R.  18034). 

Wayne  Corporation  has  petitioned  that  the 
torque  limit  of  20  inch-pounds  for  the  actuation 
of  rotary  emergency  exit  releases  in  S5.3.2(a)  (3) 
of  the  standard  is  impractical.  The  Blue  Bird 
Body  Company  also  objected  to  the  requirement, 
requesting  that  the  limit  be  raised  to  225  inch- 
pounds  in  order  to  avoid  inadvertent  openings. 
The  NHTSA  has  decided,  based  on  these  peti- 
tions, that  a  maximum  torque  requirement  is 
redudant,  since  the  force  magnitude  generally  is 
limited  in  S5.3.2  to  not  more  tlian  twenty  pounds. 
Accordingly  the  torque  requirement  is  deleted 
from  the  rule. 

Blue  Bird  also  requested  that  Figure  3A, 
which  depicts  access  region  for  roof  and  side 
emergency  exits  without  adjacent  seats  in  both 
an  upright  and  overturned  bus,  be  made  more 
explicit. 

In  response  to  this  request,  Figure  3A  is  being 
replaced  by  two  figures,  one  of  which  depicts 


a  side  emergency  exit  (Figure  3A),  and  the  other 
a  roof  emergency  exit  (Figure  3B).  Existing 
Figure  3B,  depicting  access  regions  for  a  rear 
exit  with  a  rear  shelf  or  other  obstruction  behind 
the  rearmost  seat,  becomes  Figure  3C.  A  new 
Figure  3D  is  added  to  depict  rear  seat  access 
regions  in  buses  not  having  a  rear  shelf  or  other 
obstruction  behind  the  rearmost  seat,  a  config- 
uration common  to  school  buses.  Paragraph 
S5.2.1,  regarding  provision  of  emergency  exits, 
is  amended  to  make  it  clear  that  a  required  rear 
exit  must  meet  the  requirements  of  S5.3  through 
S5.5  when  the  bust  is  overturned  on  either  side, 
with  the  occupant  standing  facing  the  exit,  as 
well  as  when  the  bus  is  upright. 

In  consideration  of  the  above.  Standard  No. 
217,  Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release,  49  CFR 
571.217,  is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1973. 

(Sec.  103,  112,  119,  P.L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407)  and  the  delegation 
of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  February  28,  1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  6070 
March  6,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  217 

Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release 
(Docket  No.   2-10;   Notice  7) 


This  notice  amends  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  217,  "Bus  Window  Reten- 
tion and  Release"  (49  CFR  §  571.217),  to  exempt 
from  the  standard  buses  manufactured  for  the 
purpose  of  transporting  persons  under  physical 
restraint.  The  amendment  is  based  on  a  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  published  October  1, 
1973  (38  F.R.  27227),  following  petitions  re- 
ceived from  the  Bureau  of  Prisons,  United  States 
Department  of  Justice. 

The  comments  received  in  response  to  the  pro- 
posal agreed  that  buses  manufactured  for  the 
specified  purpose  should  not  be  provided  with 
the  emergency  exits  required  by  Standard  No. 
217.  The  standard  specifies  that  buses  contain 
emergency  exits  operable  by  bus  occupants,  re- 
quirements which  the  NHTSA  considers  ob- 
viously incompatible  with  the  need  to  transport 
prison  inmates.  The  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  (NTSB)  commented,  however,  that 
compensatory  measures  should  be  taken  to  mini- 
mize the  likelihood  of  fire  in  prison  buses,  since 
the  probability  of  safely  evacuating  a  prison  bus 
is  less  than  that  of  any  other  type  of  bus.  The 
NTSB  urged  that  the  exemption  be  limited  to 
diesel-fueled  buses,  since  diesel  fuel  is  less  likely 
to  ignite  than  gasoline. 

The  NHTSA  recognizes  the  desirability  of 
minimizing  the  likelihood  of  fire  in  buses.    How^- 


ever,  at  the  present  time  it  is  not  practical  to 
expect  that  all  newly  manufactured  prison  buses 
be  equipped  with  diesel  engines,  given  the  ap- 
parent immediate  need  for  the  exemption.  Ap- 
propriate rulemaking  action  can  be  taken  in  the 
future  if  it  appears  necessary  to  mitigate  from 
a  safety  standpoint  the  loss  of  emergency  exits 
in  prison  buses. 

In  light  of  the  above,  paragraph  S3  of  section 
571.217,  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
(Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  217),  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  June  3,  1974.  This  amendment 
imposes  no  additional  burdens  on  any  person  and 
relieves  restrictions  found  to  be  unwarranted. 
Accordingly,  good  cause  exists  and  is  hereby 
found  for  an  effective  date  less  than  180  days 
from  the  day  of  issuance. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  and  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563;  80 
Stat.  718;  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1491,  1407;  delegations 
of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  April  26,  1974. 


James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  15274 
May  2,  1974 
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Effective:   October    16,    1975 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   217 

Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release 
(Docket  No.  75-6;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  amends  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  217,  Bus  Window  Reten- 
tion and  Release,  49  CFR  571.217,  to  clarify  the 
marking  requirements  for  emergency  exits  on 
buses.  The  amendment  requires  certain  mark- 
ings on  all  bus  emergency  exits  except  manually- 
operated  windows  of  sufficient  size  and  doors  in 
buses  with  a  GVIVR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less. 

The  amendment  was  proposed  in  a  notice 
published  April  18,  1975  (40  FE  17266).  Com- 
ments were  received  from  Chrysler  Corporation 
and  General  Motors.  Chrysler  concurred  with 
the  proposal.  GM,  while  also  concurring,  sug- 
gested that  the  wording  of  the  amendment  be 
modified  somewhat.  The  amendment  has  been 
reworded  to  reflect  more  clearly  the  intent  of 
this  amendment,  distinguishing  between  emer- 
gency exits  that  require  markings  and  those  that 
do  not.  The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  special 
emergency  exit  markings  are  unnecessary  for 
doors  and  manually-operated  windows  in  buses 
with  a  GVWR  of  "lO,000  pounds  or  less.  This 
amendment  does  not  exempt  buses  with  a  GVWR 
of  10,000  pounds  or  less  from  complying  with 
the  unobstructed  openings  requirements  of  S5.2. 


It  only  provides  that  the  openings  do  not  have 
to  be  marked  as  emergency  exits.  However, 
specially-installed  emergency  exits  in  such  buses, 
such  as  push-out  windows,  are  not  exempted 
from  the  marking  requirements. 

The  amendment  also  allows  bus  manufacturers 
the  option  of  designating  an  emergency  door  as 
"Emergency  Door"  or  "Emergency  Exit."  This 
will  bring  Standard  Xo.  217  into  confonnity 
with  current  NHTSA  interpretations  of  the 
emergency  exit  marking  requirements.  How- 
ever, any  emergency  exit  other  tlian  a  door  must 
have  the  designation  "Emergency  Exit." 

Accordingly,  S5.5.1  of  49  CFR  .571.217,  Bus 
Window  Retention  and  Release,  is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  October  16,  1975. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat. 
718  (15  U.S.C.  1392.  1401.  1407) ;  delegations  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.51). 

Issued  on  October  8,  1975. 

Gene  G.  Mannella 
Acting  Administrator 

40  F.R.  48512 
October  16,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   217 

Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release 
(Docket  NO.   75-3;   Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  217,  Bus  Window  Reten- 
tion and  Release,  49  CFR  571.217,  to  specify 
requirements  for  emergency  doors  for  school 
buses  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  202 
of  the  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974  (Public  Law  93-492,  88 
Stat.  1484,  15  U.S.C.  1392).  It  responds  to  the 
congressional  mandate  to  establish  standards 
concerning  school  bus  emergency  exits  (15  U.S.C. 
§1392(i)  (1)  (A)  (i)). 

Section  202  requires  that  certain  school  bus 
safety  standards  be  published  within  15  months 
of  the  passage  of  the  1974  amendments  on 
October  27,  1974.  In  addition,  these  statutory 
provisions  remove  the  otherwise  discretionary 
authority  of  the  NHTSA  to  establish  lead  times 
for  compliance  under  the  general  rulemaking 
provisions  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  by  specifying  an  effective 
date  for  the  amendment  of  9  months  from  the 
date  of  publication  of  this  notice  (15  U.S.C. 
§  1392(i)  (1)  (B)).  The  proposed  amendments 
upon  which  this  notice  is  based  were  published 
on  February  28,  1975    (40  F.R.  8569). 

Many  comments  were  received  in  response  to 
the  proposal  to  require  either  one  rear  emergency 
door  or  two  side  emergency  doors  in  the  rear 
half  of  the  bus  passenger  compartment.  Many 
objected  that  the  proposal  provided  for  too  few 
emergency  doors,  and  i-equested  requirements  for 
additional  side  doors  and  roof  exits.  Some  com- 
menters  suggested  that  push-out  windows  and 
the  "California"  rear  exit  be  required.  The 
agency  does  not  discourage  the  inclusion  of  ad- 
ditional emergency  exits  in  school  buses  so  long 


as  they  comply  with  the  requirements  applicable 
to  non-school  bus  emergency  exits.  The  NHTSA 
believes  that  "California"  rear  window  emer- 
gency exits  may  be  preferable  in  certain  circum- 
stances and  proposes  in  this  issue  of  the  Federal 
Register  to  amend  this  rule  to  permit  the  use  of 
the  "California"  rear  window  along  with  a  side 
door  emergency  exit  in  place  of  the  rear  door 
emergency  exit;  In  the  alternative,  it  is  pro- 
posed to  allow  tliis  option  only  on  rear-engine- 
powered  school  buses.  Under  either  proposal 
the  requirements  of  the  standard  would  not  be 
met  by  providing  two  sidedoor  emergency  exits. 
In  addition,  the  subject  of  roof  exits  is  being 
considered  and  could  be  the  subject  of  future 
rulemaking.  However,  roof  exit  requirements 
cannot  be  included  in  this  rulemaking  action 
because  of  the  statutorily  imposed  deadline  on 
promulgation  of  these  amendments. 

A  number  of  comments  were  received  opposing 
the  proposed  interlock  requirement  on  the  ground 
that  it  would  prevent  restarting  the  engine  after 
the  school  bus  stalls  in  a  dangerous  intersection 
or  a  railroad  crossing  and  panicky  passengers 
jam  the  release  mechinism.  The  intent  of  this 
requirement  is  to  prevent  the  initial  starting  of 
the  bus  engine  until  the  doors  have  been  un- 
locked, by  a  key,  combination,  or  the  operation 
of  a  remote  switch  at  the  beginning  of  the  day. 
The  deletion  of  the  phrase  "or  otherwise  inoper- 
able" excludes  inadvertent  jamming  of  the  door 
release  mechanism  from  the  requirement.  The 
word  "locked"  has  been  defined  for  this  purpose 
as  not  releasable  at  the  door  except  by  a  key  or 
combination.  It  would  include  doors  openable 
by  a  remote  switch. 
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Six  comments  supported  the  proposal  to  re- 
qiure  an  audible  alarm  when  the  ignition  is  on 
and  tlie  release  mechanism  of  any  emergency 
door  is  not  closed.  Five  of  these,  however,  ob- 
jected that  an  alarm  at  each  door  in  addition  to 
one  in  the  driver's  compartment  would  be  un- 
necessary and  unduly  costly.  The  NHTSA  does 
not  agree.  The  purpose  of  audible  alarms  at 
each  door  is  to  indicate  which  release  mechanism 
is  not  closed.  This  is  especially  critical  while 
the  vehicle  is  in  motion,  as  it  will  serve  to  warn 
the  passengers  in  the  area  of  the  possibility  that 
an  emergency  door  could  open.  In  addition,  it 
will  serve  as  a  deterrent  to  tampering  by  children 
with  the  emergency  door  release  mechanisms. 
Therefore,  the  requirement  that  an  audible  alarm 
be  positioned  at  each  emergency  door  and  at  the 
driver's  position   has  been   retained. 

Objectives  were  received  to  the  requirement 
that  the  magnitude  of  force  required  to  activate 
the  emei'gency  door  I'elease  mechanism  be  not 
more  than  40  pounds.  The  NHTSA  does  not 
consider  that  the  40  pound  force  limit  is  too 
high  in  light  of  the  location  and  access  require- 
ments of  this  standard.  If  the  maximum  force 
level  were  substantially  lowered,  there  would  be 
a  significant  likelihood  that  emergency  door  re- 
lease mechanisms  would  be  inadvertently  acti- 
vated by  a  passenger. 

In  addition,  the  NHTSA  has  noted  the  possi- 
bility of  ambiguity  with  respect  to  the  wording 
of  paragraph  S5.4  of  the  old  standard  and 
S5.4.2  of  the  proposal.  The  intent  of  these  para- 
graphs is  to  specify  conditions  applicable  to  the 
opening  of  the  exit  after  the  release  meclianism 
has  been  activated.  Accordingly,  the  wording 
of  the  two  paragraphs  has  been  modified  to 
clearly  reflect  this  intent. 


Many  school  districts  and  manufacturers  ob- 
jected to  the  parallelepiped  clearance  require- 
ment for  the  emergency  doors  because  of  the 
number  of  seats  that  would  be  eliminated  and 
the  costs  of  redesigning  van-type  school  buses  to 
meet  the  clearance  requirements.  In  addition, 
many  commenters  pointed  out  that  the  12-inch 
aisle  in  most  school  buses  precludes  effective  use 
of  a  large  exit  meeting  the  proposed  require- 
ments. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  these  argu- 
ments have  merit.  As  a  result,  the  proposed 
paralellepiped  requirements  have  been  modified 
by  reducing  the  height  from  48  inches  to  45 
inches,  reducing  the  depth  from  24  to  12  inches 
for  rear  exits  in  buses  over  10,000  lbs  GVWK, 
and  to  6  inches  for  rear  exits  in  buses  under 
10,000  lbs  GVWR.  For  side  exits  the  depth  has 
been  eliminated  altogether.  Additionally,  the 
forward  edge  of  the  side  door  now  coincides 
with  a  vertical  transverse  plane  tangent  to  the 
rearmost  point  of  the  adjacent  seat,  thus  permit- 
ting simultaneous  exiting  of  two  occupants,  be- 
tween the  seat  backs  and  over  the  seat  cushion. 

In  light  of  the  above,  49  CFR  §  571.217,  Bus 
Whid-otv  Retention  and  Release,  is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  October  26,  1976. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat. 
718;  Sec.  202,  Pub.  L.  93-492,  88  Stat.  1484  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued   on   January   22,    1976. 

Howard  J.  Dugoff 
Acting  Administrator 
41    F.R.  3871 
January  27,   1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   217 

Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release 

(Docket  No.   75-3;   Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  217,  Bus 
Windaw  Retention  and  Release,  to  modify  the 
emergency  exit  requirements  of  the  standard  in 
response  to  a  petition  for  reconsideration  of  re- 
cent amendments  and  after  consideration  of 
comments  on  the  agency's  proposal  to  specify 
new  performance  options  and  labeling  for  emer- 
gency exits. 

PETITION  FOR  RECONSIDERATION 
OF  NOTICE  2 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA)  recently  amended  Standard 
No.  217  (49  CFR  571.217)  to  provide  emergency 
exit  requirements  for  school  buses  (41  FR  3871, 
January  27,  1976  (Notice  2)).  Section  S5.2.3.1 
of  the  standard  (as  it  becomes  effective  for  school 
buses  on  October  26,  1976)  specifies  that  a  rear 
emergence'  door  shall  be  hinged  on  the  right  side. 
Chrysler  Corporation  has  petitioned  for  recon- 
sideration of  this  provision,  asking  that  a  manu- 
facturer option  be  provided  so  that  the  rear 
emergency  door  or  doors  on  van-type  school  buses 
may  be  hinged  on  the  right  or  left. 

The  purpose  of  specifj'ing  that  the  rear  emer- 
gency door  hinge  to  the  right  is  based  on  the 
NHTSA  finding  that  school  buses  often  operate 
on  rural  highways  that  are  bordered  by  drainage 
ditches,  and  that  a  school  bus  that  leaves  the 
highway  and  rolls  over  is  likely  to  come  to  rest 
in  the  right-hand  ditch  on  its  right  side.  WHien 
a  bus  comes  to  a  rest  on  its  side,  the  emergency 
door  on  the  rear  of  the  bus  is  easier  to  operate, 
particularly  by  small  children,  if  it  is  hinged  so 
that  its  operation  is  assisted  by  gravity. 

Chrysler  pointed  out  that  the  rear  emergency 
door  on  van-type  school  buses  is  often  used  rou- 
tinely for  loading  and  imloading  passengers. 
For  this   reason,   Chrysler   offers  a   single   rear 


door  that  hinges  at  the  left  side,  so  that  the  door 
swings  out  of  the  way  to  safely  accommodate 
curb-side  loading.  In  the  case  of  larger  buses, 
routine  loading  and  unloading  does  not  occur 
through  the  rear  emergency  door. 

The  NHTSA  agrees  with  Chrysler  that  the 
common  practice  of  curb-side  loading  through 
the  rear  door  of  van-type  school  buses  justifies  a 
manufacturer  option  in  selecting  the  side  of  the 
door  which  should  be  hinged.  On  balance,  the 
agency  considers  that  the  increase  in  safety  for 
routine  curb-side  loading  through  a  left-hinged 
door  would  outweight  any  potential  loss  of  safety 
benefit  for  emergency  evacuation  from  a  van-type 
bus  that  comes  to  rest  on  its  right  side.  Accord- 
ingly, S5.2.3.1  of  the  standard  is  appropriately 
amended.  The  agency  also  takes  the  opportunity 
to  correct  an  inadvertent  reference  to  emergency 
"exit"  in  S5.2.3.2  when  the  requirements  are 
actually  intended  to  apply  only  to  an  emergency 
"door." 

In  a  matter  unrelated  to  the  Chrysler  petition, 
some  uncertainty  has  arisen  over  the  form  of 
S5.4  as  it  was  revised  in  Notice  2  to  become  effec- 
tive October  26,  1976.  Also,  the  division  between 
buses  with  a  G\nVR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  and 
those  with  a  greater  GVWR  was  imperfectly 
stated  in  amending  S5.4.  For  this  reason,  the 
amendment  of  S5.4  is  republished  in  the  correct 
form  in  this  notice.  No  substantive  changes  are 
made  in  this  republication  of  S5.4. 

EMERGENCY  EXIT  AND  LABELING 
PROPOSAI^NOTICE  3 

At  the  time  the  amendments  just  discussed 
were  published,  the  NHTSA  published  a  pro- 
posal to  clarify  certain  emergency  exit  labeling 
for  all  buses,  and  to  replace  the  established  op- 
tion for  school  bus  emergency  exits  with  a  new 
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EfFective:  October  26,    1976 


option  (41  FR  3878,  January  27,  1976;  Notice 
3).  Comments  were  received  from  the  Lanai 
Road  Elementary  School  Parent -Teachers  Asso- 
ciation, Gillig  Brothers  (Gillig),  Chrysler  Cor- 
poration, Mr.  Allen  Braslow,  Crown  Coach 
Corporation  (Crown),  and  International  Har- 
vester (IH).  No  comment  was  received  from 
manufacturers  of  transit  or  intercity  buses,  or 
from  the  manufacturers  of  body-on-chassis  school 
buses.  The  National  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Council  did  not  comment  on  this  proposal. 

AVith  regard  to  emergency  exit  labeling,  Mr. 
Braslow  suggested  two  labeling  changes  intended 
to  assist  bus  occupants,  as  well  as  a  requirement 
for  regular  testing  of  emergency  exits  in  buses 
in  highway  service.  While  the  latter  suggestion 
lies  beyond  the  authority  of  the  agency  under 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  (15  U.S.C.  §  1391,  et  seq.),  the  agency  will 
consider  for  future  action  the  suggestion  to  label 
all  bus  exits  in  the  same  manner  as  school  bus 
exits,  as  well  as  the  suggestion  to  develop  a  uni- 
versal emergency  exit  insignia  with  diagramatic 
instructions.  For  the  moment,  the  agency  is 
limited  by  the  extent  of  its  proposal,  and  accord- 
ingly, makes  final  the  changes  as  proposed. 

Standard  No.  217  requires  (effective  October 
26,  1976)  school  buses  to  provide  either  a  rear 
emergency  door  or  two  side  emergency  doors  in 
satisfaction  of  the  emergency  exit  requirements. 
In  Notice  3,  the  agency  proposed  to  modify  this 
option  to  require  either  provision  of  a  rear  emer- 
gency door  or,  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer, 
provision  of  a  left-side  emergency  door  and  a 
"California  rear  window"'  exit  at  the  rear  of  the 
bus.  This  type  of  rear  window  exit  provides  a 
large  (16  by  48  inch)  opening  which  is  more 
easily  utilized  than  a  side  emergency  door  if  a 
bus  has  rolled  onto  its  side.  In  the  alternative, 
the  agency  proposed  that  the  option  to  use  a 
rear  window  exit  only  be  allowed  in  rear-engine 
buses. 

The  two  manufacturers  of  transit-type  school 
buses  supported  the  new  option,  but  objected  to 
the  alternative  proposal  that  would  limit  use  of 
the  option  to  rear-engine  buses.  Both  Gillig  and 
Crown  build  mid-engine  school  buses  with  essen- 
tially the  same  configuration  as  rear-engine  buses 
and  consider  the  rear  window  exit  equally  useful 
in  these  buses.     The  agency  has  considered  the 


mid-engine  design  and  agrees  with  the  argument 
made  l)y  Crown  and  Gillig.  Accordingly,  the 
agency  amends  the  standard  as  proposed  to  apply 
the  option  to  all  school  buses.  Crown  Coach 
pointed  out  tliat  the  NHTSA  proposal  to  limit 
rear-window-exit  release  mechanisms  to  a  single 
release  would  necessitate  a  change  in  existing 
hardware.  The  NHTSA  has  investigated  the 
available  hardware  (consisting  in  all  cases  of  two 
release  mechanisms  that  are  located  within  36 
inches  of  each  other)  and  concludes  that  the  only 
significant  safety  hazard  in  some  of  the  designs 
is  that  some  require  simultaneous  operation  for 
release.  For  this  reason,  the  agency  will  allow 
not  more  than  two  release  mechanisms,  provided 
that  the  two  mechanisms  do  not  have  to  operate 
simultaneously  to  effect  release.  If  new  designs 
present  a  problem  of  any  nature,  further  ride- 
making  will  be  undertaken. 

In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regula- 
tory action  (41  FR  16201,  April  16,  1976),'  the 
agency  herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of  the 
economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  proposal 
on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including  pos- 
sible loss  of  safety  benefits.  The  option  to  hinge 
some  rear  emergency  doors  on  the  right  or  left, 
and  the  option  to  use  a  "California  rear  window" 
do  not  involve  additional  expenditures.  The 
agency  estimates  that  these  additional  exit  ar- 
rangements will  not  significantly  reduce  the  level 
of  safety  provided  in  the  affected  bus  categories. 
The  new  requirements  for  more  specific  operating 
instructions  for  school  bus  emergency  exits  are 
calculated  to  involve  annual  costs  of  about 
$67,000.  Although  the  agency  is  unable  to  quan- 
tify the  benefit  of  clearer  exit  labeling,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  better  instructions  will  serve  to  reduce 
the  possibility  of  death  and  injury  involved  in 
an  attempt  to  use  the  emergency  exits.  There- 
fore, the  agency  concludes  that  the  amendments 
should  issue  as  set  forth  in  this  notice. 

For  the  benefit  of  interested  persons,  it  is  noted 
that  Docket  75-6  concerning  labeling  of  bus 
emergency  exits  is  related  to  this  rulemaking. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Standard 
No.  217  (49  CFR  571.217)  as  it  is  amended  to 
become  effective  for  school  buses  on  October  26, 
1976,  is  revised.  .  .  . 
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Effective:   October   26,    1976 


Elective  date :  October  26,  1976.  The  effective 
date  of  the  amendments  numbered  1,  2,  3  and  5 
is  established  as  9  months  after  the  date  of  issu- 
ance of  the  amendments  on  which  they  are  based, 
as  required  by  the  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus 
Safety  Amendments  of  1974,  Pub.  L.  93-492, 
section  202  (15  U.S.C.  139T(i)  (1)  (A)).  The 
effective  date  of  the  amendment  numbered  4  is 
also  established  as  October  26,  1976,  although  a 
manufacturer  can  meet  the  requirements  at  an 
earlier  date  if  the  manufacturer  so  chooses. 


(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  Sec.  202,  Pub.  L.  93^92, 
88  Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392);  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 


Issued  on  May  25, 1976. 


James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  22356 
June  3,  1976 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  217 
Bus  Window  Retention  and  Release 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  require- 
ments for  the  retention  of  windows  other  than 
windshields  in  buses,  and  establishes  operating 
forces,  opening  dimensions,  and  markings  for 
push-out  bus  windows  and  other  emergency  exits. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  minimize  the  likelihood  of  occupants  being 
thrown  from  the  bus  and  to  provide  a  means  of 
readily  accessible  emergency  egress. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
buses,  except  buses  manufactured  for  the  purpose 
of  transporting  persons  under  physical  restraint. 

54.  Definitions. 

"Push-out  window"  means  a  vehicle  window 
designed  to  open  outward  to  provide  for  emer- 
gency egress. 

"Adjacent  seat"  means  a  designated  seating 
position  located  so  that  some  portion  of  its  occu- 
pant space  is  not  more  than  10  inches  from  an 
emergency  exit,  for  a  distance  of  at  least  15 
inches  measured  horizontally  and  parallel  to  the 
exit. 

"Occupant  space"  means  the  space  directly 
above  the  seat  and  footwell,  bounded  vertically 
by  the  ceiling  and  horizontally  by  the  normally 
positioned  seat  back  and  the  nearest  obstruction 
of  occupant  motion  in  the  direction  the  seat 
faces. 

55.  Requirements. 

S5.1  Window  Retention.  Except  as  provided 
in  S5.1.2,  each  piece  of  window  glazing  and  each 
surrounding  window  frame,  when  tested  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedure  in  S5.1.1  under  the 
conditions  of  S6.1  through  S6.3,  shall  be  re- 
tained by  its  surrounding  structure  in  a  manner 
that  prevents  the  formation  of  any  opening  large 
enough  to  admit  the  passage  of  a  4-inch  diameter 
sphere  under  a  force,  including  the  weight  of 


the  sphere,   of  5  pounds  until   any  one  of  the 
following  events  occurs: 

(a)  A  force  of  1200  pounds  is  reached. 

(b)  At  least  80%  of  the  glazing  thickness  has 
developed  cracks  running  from  the  load  contact 
region  to  the  periphery  at  two  or  more  points,  or 
shattering  of  the  glazing  occurs. 

(c)  The  inner  surface  of  the  glazing  at  the 
center  of  force  application  has  moved  relative  to 
the  window  frame,  along  a  line  perpendicular  to 
the  undisturbed  inner  surface,  a  distance  equal 
to  one-half  of  the  square  root  of  the  minimum 
surface  dimension  measured  through  the  center 
of  the  area  of  the  entire  sheet  of  window  glazing. 

55.1.1  An  increasing  force  shall  be  applied 
to  the  window  glazing  through  the  head  form 
specified  in  Figure  4,  outward  and  perpendicular 
to  the  undisturbed  inside  surface  at  the  center 
of  the  area  of  each  sheet  of  window  glazing,  with 
a  head  form  travel  of  2  inches  per  minute. 

55.1.2  The  requirements  of  this  standard  do 
not  apply  to  a  window  whose  minimum  surface 
dimension  measured  through  the  center  of  its 
area  is  less  than  8  inches. 

S5.2  Provision  of  Emergency  Exits.  Buses 
other  than  school  buses  shall  provide  unob- 
structed openings  for  emergency  exit  which  col- 
lectively amount,  in  total  square  inches,  to  at 
least  67  times  the  number  of  designated  seating 
positions  on  the  bus.  At  least  40  percent  of  the 
total  required  area  of  unobstructed  openings, 
computed  in  the  above  manner,  shall  be  provided 
on  each  side  of  a  bus.  However,  in  determining 
the  total  unobstructed  openings  provided  by  a 
bus,  no  emergency  exit,  regardless  of  its  area, 
shall  be  credited  with  more  than  536  square 
inches   of  the   total   area   requirement.    School 
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buses  shall  provide  openings  for  emergency  exits 
that  conform  to  S5.2.3. 

55.2.1  Buses  with  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000 
pounds.  Except  as  provided  in  S5.2.1.1,  buses 
with  a  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000  pounds  shall 
meet  the  unobstructed  openings  requirements  by 
providing  side  exits  and  at  least  one  rear  exit  that 
conforms  to  S5.3  through  S5.5.  The  rear  exit  shall 
meet  the  requirements  when  the  bus  is  upright  and 
when  the  bus  is  overturned  on  either  side,  with  the 
occupant  standing  facing  the  exit.  When  the  bus 
configuration  precludes  installation  of  an  accessi- 
ble rear  exit,  a  roof  exit  that  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  S5.3  through  S5.5  when  the  bus  is 
overturned  on  either  side,  with  the  occupant  stand- 
ing facing  the  exit,  shall  be  provided  in  the  rear 
half  of  the  bus. 

S5.2.1 .1  A  bus  with  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000 
pounds  may  satisfy  the  unobstructed  openings 
requirement  by  providing  at  least  one  side  door 
for  each  three  passenger  seating  positions  in  the 
vehicle. 

55.2.2  Buses  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less.  Buses  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less 
may  meet  the  unobstructed  openings  requirement 
by  providing: 

(a)  Devices  that  meet  the  requirements  of  S5.3 
through  S5.5  without  using  remote  controls  or  cen- 
tral power  systems; 

(b)  Windows  that  can  be  opened  manually  to  a 
position  that  provides  an  opening  large  enough  to 
admit  unobstructed  passage,  keeping  a  major  axis 
horizontal  at  all  times,  of  an  ellipsoid  generated  by 
rotating  about  its  minor  axis  an  ellipse  having  a 
major  axis  of  20  inches  and  a  minor  axis  of  13 
inches;  or 

(c)  Doors. 

55.2.3  School  buses. 

S5.2.3.1  Each  school  bus  shall  comply  with 
either  one  of  the  following  minimum  emergency 
exit  provisions,  chosen  at  the  option  of  the 
manufacturer: 

(a)  One  rear  emergency  door  that  opens  out- 
ward and  is  hinged  on  the  right  side  (either  side  in 
the  case  of  a  bus  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less);  or 


(b)  One  emergency  door  on  the  vehicle's  left  side 
that  is  in  the  rear  half  of  the  bus  passenger  com- 
partment and  is  hinged  on  its  forward  side,  and  a 
push-out  rear  window  that  provides  a  minimum 
opening  clearance  16  inches  high  and  48  inches 
wide.  This  window  shall  be  releasable  by  operation 
of  not  more  than  two  mechanisms  which  are 
located  in  the  high  force  access  region  as  shown  in 
Figure  3C,  and  which  do  not  have  to  be  operated 
simultaneously.  Release  and  opening  of  the  win- 
dow shall  require  force  applications,  not  to  exceed 
40  pounds,  in  the  directions  specified  in  S5.3.2. 

S5.2.3.2  The  engine  starting  system  of  a  school 
bus  shall  not  operate  if  any  emergency  door  is 
locked  from  either  inside  or  outside  the  bus.  For 
purposes  of  this  requirement,  "locked"  means  that 
the  release  mechanism  cannot  be  activated  by  a 
person  at  the  door  without  a  special  device  such  as 
a  key  or  special  information  such  as  a  combination. 


S5.3     Emergency  exit  release. 

55.3.1  Each  push-out  window  or  other 
emergency  exit  not  required  by  S5.2.3  shall  be 
releasable  by  operating  one  or  two  mechanisms 
located  within  the  regions  specified  in  Figure  1, 
Figure  2,  or  Figure  3.  The  lower  edge  of  the  region 
in  Figure  1,  and  Region  B  in  Figure  2,  shall  be 
located  5  inches  above  the  adjacent  seat,  or  2 
inches  above  the  armrest,  if  any,  whichever  is 
higher. 

55.3.2  When  tested  under  the  conditions  of  S6, 
both  before  and  after  the  window  retention  test  re- 
quired by  S5.1,  each  emergency  exit  not  required 
by  S5.2.3  shall  allow  manual  release  of  the  exit  by  a 
single  occupant  using  force  applications  each  of 
which  conforms,  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer, 
either  to  (a)  or  (b).  The  release  mechanism  or 
mechanisms  shall  require  for  release  one  or  two 
force  applications,  at  least  one  of  which  differs  by 
90  to  180°  from  the  direction  of  the  initial  push-out 
motion  of  the  emergency  exit  (outward  and 
perpendicular  to  the  exit  surface). 

(a)  Low-force  application. 

Location:  As  shown  in  Figure  1  or  Figure  3. 

Type  of  Motion:  Rotary  or  straight. 

Magnitude:  Nor  more  than  20  pounds. 
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(b)  High  force  application. 

Location:  As  shown  in  Figure  2  or  Figure  3. 

Type  of  Motion:  Straight,  perpendicular  to  the 
undisturbed  exit  surface. 

Magnitvde:  Not  more  than  60  pounds. 

S5.3.3  When  tested  under  the  conditions  of  S6., 
both  before  and  after  the  window  retention  test  re- 
quired by  S5.1,  each  school  bus  emergency  door 
shall  allow  manual  release  of  the  door  by  a  single 
person,  from  both  inside  and  outside  the  bus 
passenger  compartment,  using  a  force  application 
that  conforms  to  paragraphs  (a)  through  (c).  Each 
release  mechanism  shall  operate  without  the  use  of 
remote  controls  or  tools,  and  notwithstanding  any 
failure  of  the  vehicle's  power  system.  When  the 
release  mechanism  is  not  in  the  closed  position  and 
the  vehicle  ignition  is  in  the  "on"  position,  a  con- 
tinuous warning  sound  shall  be  audible  at  the 
driver's  seating  position  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
emergency  door  having  the  unclosed  mechanism. 

(a)  Location:  Within  the  high  force  access  region 
shown  in  Figure  3A  for  a  side  emergency  door,  and 
in  Figure  3D  for  a  rear  emergency  door. 

(b)  Type  of  motion:  Upward  from  inside  the  bus; 
at  the  discretion  of  the  manufacturer  from  outside 
the  bus. 

(c)  Magnitude  of  force:  Not  more  than  40 
pounds. 

The  present  S5.4  is  renumbered  S5.4.1,  and  the 
phrase  "Each  push-out  window  or  other  emer- 
gency exit  shall,  after  the  release  mechanism  has 
been  operated,"  is  replaced  by  the  phrase  "After 
the  release  mechanism  has  been  operated,  each 
push-out  window  or  other  emergency  exit  not  re- 
quired by  S5.2.3,"  at  the  beginning  of  the 
paragraph. 

S5.4     Emergency  exit  extension. 

S5.4.1  After  the  release  mechanism  has  been 
operated,  each  push-out  window  or  other  emer- 
gency exit  not  required  by  S5.2.3  shall,  under  the 
conditions  of  S6,  before  and  after  the  window 
retention  test  required  by  S5.1,  using  the  reach 
distances  and  corresponding  force  levels  specified 
in  S5.3.2,  be  manually  extendable  by  a  single  occu- 
pant to  a  position  that  provides  an  opening  large 
enough  to  admit  unobstructed  passage,  keeping  a 
major  axis  horizontal  at  all  times,  of  an  ellipsoid 


generated  by  rotating  about  its  minor  axis  an 
ellipse  having  a  major  axis  of  20  inches  and  a  minor 
axis  of  13  inches. 

S5.4.2     School  bus  emergency  exit  extension. 

S5.4.2.1  School  bus  with  a  GVWR  of  more  than 
10,000  pounds.  After  the  release  mechanism  has 
been  operated,  the  emergency  door  of  a  school  bus 
with  a  GVWR  of  more  than  10,000  pounds  shall, 
under  the  conditions  of  S6,  before  and  after  the 
window  retention  test  required  by  S5.1,  using  the 
force  levels  specified  in  S5.3.3,  be  manually 
extendable  by  a  single  person  to  a  position  that 
permits— 

(a)  In  the  case  of  rear  emergency  door,  an  open- 
ing large  enough  to  permit  unobstructed  passage 
of  a  rectangular  parallelepiped  45  inches  high,  24 
inches  wide,  and  12  inches  deep,  keeping  the 
45-inch  dimension  vertical,  the  24-inch  dimension 
parallel  to  the  opening,  and  the  lower  surface  in 
contact  with  the  floor  of  the  bus  at  all  times;  and 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  side  emergency  door,  an 
opening  at  least  45  inches  high  and  24  inches  wide. 
A  vertical  transverse  plane  tangent  to  the  rear- 
most point  of  a  seat  back  shall  pass  through  the 
forward  edge  of  a  side  emergency  door. 

S5.4.2.1  School  Buses  Less  Than  10,000  Pounds 
or  Less.  A  school  bus  with  a  GVWR  of  10,000 
pounds  or  less  shall  conform  to  all  the  provisions  of 
S5.4.2  except  that  the  parallelepiped  dimension  for 
the  opening  of  the  rear  emergency  door  or  doors 
shall  be  45  inches  high,  24  inches  wide,  and  6  inches 
deep. 

S5.5     Emergency  exit  identification. 

S5.5.1  In  buses  other  than  school  buses,  except 
for  windows  serving  as  emergency  exits  in  accor- 
dance with  S5.2.2(b)  and  doors  in  buses  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  each  emergency 
door  shall  have  the  designation  "Emergency 
Door"  or  "Emergency  Exit"  and  each  push-out 
window  or  other  emergency  exit  shaO  have  the 
designation  "Emergency  Exit"  followed  by  con- 
cise operating  instructions  describing  each  motion 
necessary  to  unlatch  and  open  the  exit,  located 
within  6  inches  of  the  release  mechanism. 
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FLOOR  BENEATH  EMERGENCY  EXIT 
VIEW  PARALLEL  TO  SEAT  BACK 


■CLEARANCE  AREA  AROUND 
SEAT  BACK,  ARM  RESTS. 
AND  OTHER  OBSTRUCTIONS 


FLOOR  BENEATH  EMERGENCY  EXIT 


VIEW  PERPENDICULAR  TO  SEAT  BACK 

ACCESS  REGION  IS  THE  SPATIAL  VOLUME  CREATED 
BY  THE  INTERSECTION  OF  THE  PROJECTIONS  OF  THE 
AREAS  SHOWN  IN  THE  TWO  VIEWS 


FIGURE  1    LOW-FORCE  ACCESS  REGION  FOR  EMERGENCY  EXITS  HAVING  ADJACENT  SEATS 


ADJACENT  SEAT 


ADJACENT  SEAT 


FLOOR  BENEATH  EMERGENCY  EXIT 


VIEW  PARALLEL  TO  SEAT  BACK 


FLOOR  BENEATH  EMERGENCY  EXIT 
VIEW  PERPENDICULAR  TO  SEAT  BACK 


■CLEARANCE  AREA  AROUND 
SEAT  BACK.  ARM  RESTS. 
AND  OTHER  OBSTRUCTIONS 


FIGURE  2  HIGH-FORCE  ACCESS  REGIONS  FOR  EMERGENCY  EXITS  HAVING  ADJACENT  SEATS 
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LOW  AND  HIGH-FORCE  ACCESS  REGIONS  FOR  EMERGENCY  EXITS  WITHOUT 

ADJACENT  SEATS 


NSIOE  CeiLIW3 


INSIDE  FLCX)H 


3A.  SIDE  EMERGENCY  EXIT 


INSIDE  nALL 


ACCESS  REGION 
FOR  HIGH  FORCES 


INSIDE  CEILING 


INSIDE  WALL 


3B.  ROOF  EMERGENCY  EXIT 
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Z3  INCH  RADIUS 


ACCESS  REOIOM 
FOn  LOW  FORCES 


REGION 

IGH  62  INCHES 

FORCES 


INSIDE  FLOOR  OF  UPRIGHT  BUS 


•TYPICAL  CLEARANCE  AROUND  OBSTfllKTTIONS 


3C.  REAR  EMERGENCY  EXIT  WITH   REAR  OBSTRUCTION 


ACCESS  REGION 
FOR  LOW  FORCES 


ACCESS  REGION 
FOR  HIGH  FORCES 


INSIDE  FLOOR 


INSIDE  WALL 


3D.  REAR  EMERGENCY  EXIT  WITHOUT  REAR  OBSTRUCTION 
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FIGURE  4    HEAD  FORM 


Examples:  (1)  Lift  to  Unlatch 
Push  to  Open 

(2)  Lift  Handle  and 
Push  out  to  Open 

When  a  release  mechanism  is  not  located  within 
an  occupant  space  of  an  adjacent  seat,  a  label 
meeting  the  requirements  of  S5.5.2  that  indicates 
the  location  of  the  nearest  release  mechanism 
shall  be  placed  within  the  occupant  space. 

Example:  Emergency    exit    instructions    located 
next  to  seat  ahead. 

S5.5.2  In  buses  other  than  school  buses,  ex- 
cept as  provided  in  S5.5.2.1,  each  marking  shall 
be  legible,  when  the  only  source  of  light  is  the 
normal  night-time  illumination  of  the  bus  in- 
terior, to  occupants  having  corrected  visual 
acuity  of  20/40  (Snellen  ratio)  seated  in  the 
adjacent  seat,  seated  in  the  seat  directly  ad- 
joining the  adjacent  seat,  and  standing  in  the 
aisle  location  that  is  closest  to  that  adjacent  seat. 
The  marking  shall  be  legible  from  each  of  these 
locations  when  the  other  two  corresponding  lo- 
cations are  occupied. 


S5.5.2.1  If  the  exit  has  no  adjacent  seat,  the 
marking  must  meet  the  legibility  requirements 
of  S5.5.2  for  occupants  standing  in  the  aisle 
location  nearest  to  the  emergency  exit,  except 
for  a  roof  exit,  which  must  meet  the  legibility 
requirements  for  occupants  positioned  with  their 
backs  against  the  floor  opposite  the  roof  exit. 

S5.5.3  School  Bus.  Each  school  bus  emer- 
gency exit  provided  in  accordance  with  S5.2.3.1 
shall  have  the  designation  "Emergency  Door"  or 
"Emergency  Exit,"  as  appropriate,  in  letters  at 
least  2  inches  high,  of  a  color  that  contrasts  with 
its  background,  located  at  the  top  of  or  directly 
above  the  emergency  exit  on  both  the  inside  and 
outside  surfaces  of  the  bus.  Concise  operating 
instructions  describing  the  motions  necessary  to 
unlatch  and  open  the  emergency  exit,  in  letters 
at  least  three-eights  of  an  inch  high,  of  a  color 
that  contrasts  with  its  background,  shall  be  lo- 
cated within  6  inches  of  the  release  mechanism 
on  the  inside  surface  of  the  bus. 

Example:  (1)  Lift  to  Unlatch 
Push  to  Open 

(2)  Lift  Handle 

Push  Out  to  Open. 


S6.     Test  conditions. 

56.1  The  vehicle  is  on  a  flat,  horizontal  sur- 
face. 

56.2  The  inside  of  the  vehicle  and  the  outside 
environment  are  kept  at  any  temperature  from 
70°  to  85°  Fahrenheit  for  4  hours  immediately 
preceding  the  tests,  and  during  the  tests. 

56.3  For  the  window  retention  test,  windows 
are  installed,  closed,  and  latched  (where  latches 
are  provided)  in  the  condition  intended  for 
normal  bus  operation. 

56.4  For  the  emergency  exit  release  and  ex- 
tension tests,  windows  are  installed  as  in  S6.3, 
seats,  armrests,  and  interior  objects  near  the 
windows  are  installed  as  for  normal  use,  and 
seats  are  in  the  upright  position. 

37  F.R.  9394 
May  10,  1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  218 

Motorcycle  Helmets 
(Docket  No.  72-6;  Notice  2) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Part  571 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  to 
add  a  new  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
218,  Motorcycle  Helmets,  49  CFR  §  571.218,  that 
establishes  minimum  performance  requirements 
for  motorcycle  helmets  manufactured  for  use  by 
motorcyclists  and  other  motor  vehicle  users. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject  was  published   on   May   19,   1972    (37   F.R. 
10097).     The  comments  received  in  response  to" 
the  notice  have  been  carefully  considered  in  this 
issuance  of  a  final  rule. 

In  the  previous  notice,  the  NHTSA  proposed 
that,  effective  September  1,  1974,  the  perform- 
ance levels  for  the  impact  attenuation  require- 
ments be  upgraded  to  that  of  the  Head  Injury 
Criterion  (HIC)  required  by  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  208.  A  number  of  com- 
ments on  this  subject  sought  to  defer  a  final 
determination  until  further  research  and  addi- 
tional tests  could  be  conducted.  The  agency  has 
carefully  reviewed  the  issues  raised  by  these 
comments  and  has  determined  that  technical  data 
presently  being  generated  on  this  matter  by 
several  investigations  should  be  considered  in  up- 
grading the  impact  attenuation  requirements. 
Accordingly,  a  decision  on  the  upgrading  will 
be  deferred  until  after  this  research  has  been 
completed  and  the  results  evaluated,  and  after 
any  appropriate  data  have  been  reviewed. 

Comments  to  the  docket  on  the  initial  impact 
attenuation  requirement  ranged  from  abolishing 
the  time  duration  criteria  of  2.0  milliseconds  and 
4.0  milliseconds  at  the  200g  and  150g  levels,  re- 
spectively, to  increasing  these  criteria  to  2.8 
milliseconds  at  the  200g  level  and  5.6  milliseconds 
at  the  150g  level.  One  approach  taken  in  regard 
to  this  requirement  contends  that  the  available 
test   data   are   insufficient    for   quantifying  time 


limits  for  the  relatively  short  duration  accelera- 
tions which  are  involved  in  helmet  testing.  Sev- 
eral comments  questioned  the  validity  of  the 
proposed  time  duration  limits,  since  these  limits 
were  based  on  the  optional  swing-away  (as  op- 
posed to  fixed  anvil)  test  of  the  American 
National  Standards  Institute  (ANSI)  Standard 
Z90.1-1966,  which  was  omitted  from  the  most 
recent  issues  of  the  Z90.1  Standard  (1971  and 
1973)  and  was  not  contained  in  the  proposed 
motorcycle  helmet  standard.  An  additional  com- 
ment points  out  that  helmets  designed  to  meet 
higher  energy  impacts  than  the  initial  impact 
attenuation  requirement  occasionally  have  diffi- 
culty meeting  a  2.0  millisecond  requirement  at 
the  200g  level. 

A  review  of  available  biomechanical  data  indi- 
cates that  the  head  impact  exposure  allowed  by 
the  2.0  and  4.0  millisecond  limits  at  the  200g 
and  150g  levels,  respectively,  is  greater  than  that 
allowed  by  other  measures  of  head  injury  po- 
tential. It  is  the  agency's  view,  moreover,  that 
the  best  evidence  indicates  that  an  increase  in 
the  time  duration  criteria  would  permit  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  the  protection  provided  to 
the  helmet  wearer.  Since  the  comments  to  the 
docket  did  not  provide  any  new  data  or  suf- 
ficiently compelling  argiunents  which  would 
justify  relaxing  the  proposed  limits  for  tolerable 
head  impact  exposure,  the  2.0  and  4.0  millisecond 
criteria  are  retained  as  part  of  the  initial  im- 
pact attenuation  criteria. 

In  response  to  comments  recommending  that 
the  allowable  weight  of  the  supporting  assembly 
for  the  impact  attenuation  drop  test  be  changed 
to  20%  instead  of  the  proposed  10%  of  the 
weight  of  the  drop  assembly,  the  NHTSA  has 
determined  that  such  a  change  would  enable 
more  durable  testing  equipment  to  be  used  with- 
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otit  any  sijinificaiit  etl'ect  on  test  results.  Accord- 
ingly, this  \\ eight  limitation  has  been  raised  to 
20fc. 

Several  connnents  expressed  concern  that  the 
proposed  0.()4-incii  indentation  limit  included 
under  tiie  penetration  test  would  create  problems 
of  measurement.  The  agency  has  determined 
that  the  intent  of  this  ().04-inch  indentation  limit 
is  suflioiently  accom{)lished  by  the  requirement 
that  the  striker  not  contact  the  surface  of  the 
test  lieadform,  and  the  0.04-inch  indentation 
limit  is  therefore  deleted  from  the  final  rule. 
Further,  in  consideration  of  the  need  to  readily 
detect  any  contact  by  the  striker,  the  agency  has 
determined  tliat  the  contactable  surfaces  of  the 
penetration  test  headforms  should  be  constructed 
of  a  metal  or  metallic  alloy  which  will  insure 
detection.  Several  minor  changes  in  the  test 
conditions  for  the  penetration  test  have  also  been 
made,  without  altering  the  substance  of  tliose 
conditions. 

A  number  of  comments  recommended  that 
where  the  retention  system  consists  of  components 
which  can  be  independently  fastened  without 
securing  the  complete  assembly,  such  compo- 
nents should  not  have  to  individually  meet  the 
retention  test  requirements.  Since  helmets  have 
a  tendency  to  be  thrown  off  by  a  crash  and 
motorcyclists  sometimes  only  partially  fasten  the 
retention  system  where  such  an  option  exists,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  retention  components 
as  well  as  the  entire  assembly  should  meet  the 
test  requirements  in  every  fastening  mode  as 
specified  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking. 

A  number  of  comments  requested  that  the  105° 
minimum  peripheral  vision  clearance  to  each  side 
of  the  midsagittal  plane  be  increased  to  120°. 
The  105°  minimum  requirement  was  proposed 
because  it  satisfies  a  demand  by  the  public  for 
the  availability  of  some  helmets  which  provide 
added  i)rotection  to  the  temporal  areas  in  ex- 
change for  a  minimal  reduction  in  peripheral 
vision  capability  without  compromising  the  safe 
limits  of  peripheral  vision  clearance.  A  review 
of  available  field-of-vision  studies  and  the  lack 
of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary  indicate  that  105° 
minimum  clearance  to  each  side  of  tie  midsagittal 
plane  provides  ample  periphera,  vision  capa- 
bility.     Since    the    requests    for    increasing    the 


minimum  clearance  to  120°  were  not  accompanied 
by  any  supporting  data  or  arguments,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  the  standard  should 
allow  the  additional  protection  which  the  105° 
minimum  clearance  would  permit  and,  accord- 
ingly, this  requirement  is  retained. 

With  respect  to  providing  important  safety 
information  in  the  form  of  labeling,  one  com- 
ment recommended  that,  due  to  possible  label 
deterioration,  both  the  manufacturer's  identifica- 
tion and  the  helmet  model  designation  should  be 
permanently  marked  by  etching,  branding, 
stamping,  embossing,  or  molding  on  the  exterior 
of  the  helmet  shell  or  on  a  permanently  attached 
component  so  as  to  be  visible  when  the  helmet 
is  in  use.  The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  the 
piactical  effect  of  this  recommendation  is  accom- 
plished by  requiring  each  helmet  to  be  perma- 
nently and  legibly  labeled.  The  method  to  be 
used  to  permanently  and  legibly  affix  a  label  for 
each  helmet  is  therefore  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  manufacturer.  However,  in  order  that  there 
may  be  some  external,  visual  evidence  of  con- 
formity to  the  standard,  the  labeling  requirement 
has  been  further  modified  to  require  manufac- 
turer certification  in  the  form  of  the  DOT 
symbol  to  appear  in  permanent  form  on  the 
exterior  of  the  helmet  shell. 

One  comment  recommended  that  the  prelimi- 
nary test  procedures  include  the  application  of  a 
10-pound  static  test  load  to  the  apex  of  a  helmet 
after  it  is  placed  on  the  reference  headform  and 
before  the  "test  line"  is  drawn  (o  insure  that  the 
reference  marking  will  be  relatively  uniform, 
thus  reducing  variances  in  test  results  of  identical 
helmets.  The  agency  concurs  in  this  recom- 
mendation and  it  has  been  included  in  the 
standard. 

A  number  of  comments  objected  to  the  loca- 
tion of  the  test  line.  With  respect  to  the  pro- 
posed requirement  that  the  test  line  on  the 
anterior  portion  of  a  helmet  coincide  with  the 
reference  plane  of  its  corresponding  reference 
headform,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  helmet's 
brow  area  would  have  to  be  excessively  thick  in 
order  to  meet  the  impact  attenuation  criteria  at 
any  point  less  than  approximately  1  inch  from 
the  brow  opening.  The  data  indicate  that  this 
objection  is  valid,  and  the  location  of  the  anterior 
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test  line  has  been  modified  by  placing  it  1  inch 
above  and  parallel  to  the  reference  plane. 

A  number  of  comments  objected  to  the  pro- 
posed requirement  that  the  test  line  on  the 
posterior  portion  of  a  helmet  coincide  with  the 
basic  plane  of  its  corresponding  reference  head- 
form.  The  principal  objection  expressed  con- 
cern that,  by  extending  the  posterior  test  line  to 
the  basic  plane,  the  resulting  increase  in  the 
posterior  surface  of  a  helmet  could  cause  the 
helmet  to  impact  the  wearer's  neck  whers 
rearward  rotation  of  the  head  occurs,  thereby 
increasing  the  potential  for  injury  in  certain 
cases.  After  further  consideration  of  this 
aspect  of  helmet  safety,  the  agency  has  deter- 
mined that  the  location  of  the  test  line  on  the 
posterior  portion  of  a  helmet  should  be  modified 
by  placing  it  1  inch  below  and  parallel  to  the 
reference  plane. 

Several  comments  questioned  the  sufficiency  of 
the  anatomical  dimensions  and  diagrams  pro- 
vided for  the  reference  headforms  in  the  Ap- 
pendix of  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking.  Of 
these  comments,  two  proposed  adopting  the 
dimensional  specifications  of  the  existing  ANSI 
Z90.1  headform,  while  a  third  recommended  the 


inclusion  of  an  additional  reference  headform 
to  accommodate  their  smallest  child  helmet.  The 
agency  has  concluded  that,  in  order  to  promote 
greater  uniformity  in  testing  and  more  repeatable 
results,  one  of  the  reference  headforms  should 
have  the  dimensional  specifications  of  the  readily 
available  Z90.1  headform,  the  others  being  scaled 
proportionally,  and  that  a  reference  headform 
for  smaller  child  helmets  should  be  added.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  Appendix  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  these  changes. 

Effective  date:  March  1,  1974. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  a  new  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  218,  Motorcycle 
Helmets,  is  added  as  §  571.218  of  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations,  as  set  forth  below. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  Public  Law  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407;  delegation 
of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  August  9,  1973. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  22390 
August  20,    1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  218 

Motorcycle  Helmets 
(Docket  No.  72-6;  Notice  3) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  respond  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  and  petitions  for 
rulemaking  to  amend  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  218,  Motorcycle  HelTnets  (49  CFR 
571.218). 

Standard  No.  218,  published  on  August  20, 
1973,  (38  F.R.  22390),  established  minimum 
performance  requirements  for  helmets  manufac- 
tured for  use  by  motorcyclists  and  other  motor 
vehicle  users.  Pursuant  to  49  CFR  553.35,  peti- 
tions for  reconsideration  were  filed  by  the  Safety 
Helmet  Council  of  America  (SHCA)  and  Lear- 
Siegler,  Inc.,  Bon-Aire  Division.  Additionally, 
pursuant  to  49  CFR  553.31,  petitions  to  amend 
the  standard  were  filed  by  the  Z-90  Committee 
of  the  American  National  Standards  Institute, 
Midwest  Plastics  Corp.,  Approved  Engineering 
Test  Laboratories,  Bell-Toptex,  Inc.,  Premier 
Seat  and  Accessory  Co.,  Safetech  Co.,  Sterling 
Products  Co.,  Inc.,  Lanco  Division  of  Roper 
Corp.,  American  Safety  Equipment  Corp.,  and 
Electofilm,  Inc. 

In  response  to  information  contained  in  both 
the  petitions  for  reconsideration  and  the  peti- 
tions for  rulemaking,  the  standard  is  being 
amended  in  some  minor  respects,  and  its  effec- 
tiveness is  temporarily  suspended  for  helmets 
that  must  be  tested  on  headform  sizes  A,  B,  and 
D.  Requested  changes  in  other  requirements  of 
the  standard  are  denied. 

1.  Effective  date.  The  NHTSA  received  com- 
ments from  Royal  Industries/Grant  Division, 
Jefferson  Helmets,  Inc.,  and  Rebcor,  Inc.,  urging 
that  the  March  1,  1974,  effective  date  be  reaf- 
firmed and  stating  that  they  either  have  already 
produced  or  could  produce  helmets  by  that  date 
which  meet  the  standard's  requirements.  The 
NHTSA    commends    these    manufacturers    for 


their  outstanding  efforts  and  their  positive  atti- 
tude toward  producing  safer  products. 

The  parties  who  submitted  petitions,  however, 
all  requested  some  postponement  of  the  stand- 
ard's effective  date.  The  postponement  requests 
ranged  from  an  indefinite  extension  to  a  delay 
until  the  manufacturers  are  able  to  test  helmets 
to  the  required  headforms,  and  were  sought  on 
the  following  three  grounds:  (1)  additional  time 
in  order  to  obtain  headforms  required  for  refer- 
ence marking  and  testing;  (2)  alleged  inade- 
quacy of  the  headform  diagrams  provided  in  the 
final  rule;  and  (3)  inability  to  find  a  supplier 
or  forge  for  the  K-IA  magnesium  alloy  required 
for  the  impact  attenuation  test  headforms. 

As  explained  in  the  preamble  to  the  standard, 
the  headforms  provided  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (May  19,  1972, 
37  F.R.  10097),  were  changed  by  the  agency  in 
order  to  utilize  the  readily  available  Z90.1  head- 
form  and  to  promote  greater  uniformity  in  test- 
ing and  more  repeatable  results.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  size  C  headform  of  the  final  rule  is 
identical  to  the  Z90.1  headform,  is  readily  avail- 
able in  test  laboratories,  is  used  for  several  on- 
going certification  programs,  and  that  the  other 
headforms  are  scaled  proportionally,  the  NHTSA 
anticipated  that  competition  would  motivate 
both  the  manufacturers  and  the  test  laboratories 
to  take  the  initiative  cither  to  obtain  or  to  pro- 
duce the  other  required  headforms.  It  now  ap- 
pears that  the  problem  of  finding  a  supplier  or 
forge  for  the  K-lA  magnesium  alloy  required 
for  the  A,  B,  and  D  impact  attentuation  test 
headforms  is  substantial  enough  to  justify  the 
requests  for  a  postponement  of  the  standard's 
effective  date  for  helmets  that  must  be  tested  on 
headform  sizes  A,  B,  and  D. 
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Because  the  NHTSA  determined  that  the  size 
C  headform  would  be  identical  to  the  Z90.1  head- 
form,  the  low  resonance  magnesium  alloy 
(K-IA)  specified  for  making  the  Z90.1  head- 
form  also  was  specified  for  headforms  required 
by  the  standard.  Statements  that  it  might  be 
difficult  to  find  suppliers  or  forges  for  the  ma- 
terial were  first  made  in  the  petitions  on  the 
standard.  The  NHTSA  has  determined  that 
other  low-resonance  magnesium  alloys  can  be 
substituted  for  the  K-IA  type  without  causing 
significant  variances  in  the  results  of  any  of  the 
helmet  tests,  so  that  manufacturers  can  determine 
compliance  without  undue  cost  penalties  even 
where  the  K-lA  alloy  is  in  short  supply.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  K-IA  alloy  is  retained  as  the 
basic  headform  material  for  the  standard. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  considerations  with 
particular  emphasis  on  the  fact  that  testing 
services  through  commercial  testing  laboratories 
have  been  readily  available  for  several  years  for 
the  ANSI  Z90.1  Standard  headform,  which  is 
the  size  C  headform  of  the  standard,  the  requests 
for  postponing  the  standard's  effective  date  are 
denied  with  respect  to  helmets  that  fit  headform 
C. 

The  petitions  for  a  postponement  of  the  effec- 
tive date  are  granted,  however,  with  respect  to 
helmets  that  must  be  tested  on  headforms  A,  B, 
and  D.  A  sentence  is  being  added  to  the  Appli- 
cation section  of  the  standard,  excepting  from 
its  coverage  helmets  that  must  be  tested  on  these 
headform  sizes.  The  second  sentence  in  S6.1.1 
of  the  standard  relating  to  the  selection  of  a 
reference  headform  to  be  used  for  reference 
marking  should  be  disregarded  until  the  stand- 
ard is  made  effective  for  helmets  that  must  be 
tested  on  headform  sizes  A,  B,  and  D.  To  fa- 
cilitate both  the  production  and  availability  of 
headforms,  the  NHTSA  has  contracted  with  the 
Snell  Memorial  Foundation  to  monitor  the  prep- 
aration of  detail  drawings  and  model  headforms 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  standard. 
The  drawings  and  headforms  will  be  included 
in  the  docket  for  public  examination  upon  their 
completion.  A  review  of  the  leadtime  informa- 
tion provided  by  the  comments  to  the  docket 
indicates  that  approximately  8  months  of  manu- 
facturer leadtime  will  be  needed  after  the  detail 
dimensional  drawings  of  the  A,  B,  and  D  head- 


forms  become  available.  When  the  drawings  are 
available,  notice  to  that  effect  will  be  published 
in  the  Federal  Register.  The  planned  effective 
date  for  the  A,  B,  and  D-size  helmets  is  8  months 
from  the  date  of  the  publication  of  that  notice. 

2.  Time  duration  cntena  fc/r  impact  attentia- 
tion  test.  Petitions  on  the  impact  attenuation 
test  time  duration  criteria  of  paragraphs  S5.1(b) 
ranged  from  eliminating  the  time  duration  cri- 
teria of  2.0  milliseconds  and  4.0  milliseconds  at 
the  200g  and  150g  levels,  respectively,  to  increas- 
ing these  criteria  to  3.0  milliseconds  at  the  200g 
level  and  6.0  milliseconds  at  the  150g  level. 
None  of  these  petitions  raised  any  issues  or  sub- 
mitted any  data  different  from  those  already 
considered  by  the  NHTSA.  The  available  bio- 
mechanical  data  indicate  that  the  head  impact 
protection  provided  to  the  helmet  user  by  the 
standard's  time  duration  criteria  is  greater  than 
that  which  would  result  from  the  proposed 
changes,  and  the  2.0  and  4.0  millisecond  criteria 
are  retained. 

3.  Conditioning  period.  One  petitioner  re- 
quested that  the  24-hour  conditioning  require- 
ment for  each  of  the  four  impact  tests  in 
paragraph  S6.3  be  modified  to  "4  to  24  hours," 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  ANSI  Z90.1, 
arguing  that  4  hours  is  sufficient  to  condition  a 
helmet  to  the  various  environmental  conditions 
required  for  the  respective  tests  without  compro- 
mising the  intent  of  the  standard.  Upon  further 
study  of  this  matter,  the  NHTSA  has  concluded 
that,  although  4  hours  would  not  be  sufficient  as 
a  general  condition,  changing  the  conditioning 
period  to  12  hours  would  facilitate  product  test- 
ing without  compromising  the  intent  of  the 
standard.  Accordingly,  paragraph  S6.3,  "Con- 
ditioning," is  revised  by  changing  the  "24-hour" 
conditioning  requirement  to  "12  hours"  in  each 
place  the  24-hour  requirement  appears. 

4.  Loto  tem,perature  conditioning  requirement. 
Three  petitioners  objected  to  the  —20°  F.  low 
temperature  conditioning  requirement  in  para- 
graph S6.3(b)  on  the  basis  that  the  requirement 
is  overly  severe.  On  review  of  available  infor- 
mation, this  agency  has  determined  that  precise 
data  on  the  best  low  temperature  requirements 
for  testing  are  not  available.  Pending  receipt 
of  more  specific  information,  therefore,  the  cold 
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temperature  requirement  of  14°  F.  that  has  been 
used  up  to  now  by  the  American  National  Stand- 
ards Institute  appears  to  be  the  most  appropriate. 
Accordingly,  paragraph  S6.3(b),  "Low  tempera- 
ture," is  revised  by  changing  the  "  —  20°  F." 
conditioning  requirement  to  "14°  F/'. 

5.  Projectimis.  One  petitioner  requested  that 
paragraph  S5.5,  "Projections,"  be  changed  to 
permit  a  maximum  rigid  projection  inside  the 
helmet  shell  of  0.080  in.  with  a  minimum  diam- 
eter of  0.150  in.  The  basis  for  this  request  is  to 
allow  for  the  use  of  eyelets  and  rivets  for  attach- 
ment of  snaps  for  face  shields  and  retention 
systems.  The  NHTSA  is  concerned  that  due 
care  be  exercised  with  regard  to  minimizing  the 
injury  producing  potential  of  such  fasteners. 
Eyelets  and  rivets  for  the  attachment  of  snaps 
should  be  designed  to  form  a  portion  of  the 
continuous  surface  of  the  inside  of  the  helmet 
shell.  Where  they  are  so  designed,  such  attach- 
ments would  not  be  "rigid  projections."  Ac- 
cordingly, no  revision  to  this  requirement  is 
necessary. 


6.  Labeling.  One  petitioner  recommended  that 
the  labeling  requirements  in  paragraph  S5.6  be 
clarified  with  the  help  of  manufacturers  and 
other  interested  parties.  Since  the  petitioner  did 
not  specify  the  points  requiring  clarification  and 
because  no  other  comments  were  received  on  this 
subject,  the  NHTSA  has  determined  tliat  no 
sufficient  reasons  have  been  given  to  change  the 
labeling  requirements. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
571.218,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  218, 
Motorcycle  Helmets,  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  March  1,  1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  Public  Law  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407;  delegation 
of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  January  23,  1974. 


James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 
39  F.R.  3554 
January  28,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY 

STANDARD  NO.  218 

Motorcycle  Helmets 
(Docket  No.  72-6;  Notice  06) 


ACTION:    Final  Rule. 

SUM  MARY:  The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend 
Safety  Standard  No.  218,  Motor qjcle  Helmets,  to 
extend  application  of  the  current  requirements  to 
all  helmets  that  can  be  placed  on  the  size  "C" 
headform.  The  amendment  is  an  interim  rule 
requiring  the  certification  of  all  large-size  and 
many  small-size  helmets,  and  will  be  in  effect  until 
test  headform  sizes  "A"  and  "D"  have  been 
developed  and  incorporated  in  the  standard.  This 
extended  application  of  the  standard  will  establish 
a  minimum  level  of  performance  for  a  large 
number  of  helmets  that  are  currently  not  being 
tested  and  certified  by  manufacturers,  but  which 
are  suitable  for  testing  on  the  size  "C"  headform. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:    May  1,  1980. 

ADDRESSES:  Any  petitions  for  reconsideration 
should  refer  to  the  docket  number  and  notice 
number  and  be  submitted  to:  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  Nassif  Building, 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  J.  J.  Liu,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C.  20590(202- 
426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  For  reasons 
discussed  below,  on  September  27,  1979,  the 
NHTSA  pubHshed  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
to  require,  as  an  interim  measure,  the  testing  and 
certification  of  all  motorcycle  helmets  that  can  be 
placed  on  the  size  "C"  headform  as  described  in 


Safety  Standard  No.  218  (44  FR  55612).  Only  one 
comment  was  received  in  response  to  that  notice, 
supporting  the  proposal. 

Safety  Standard  No.  218,  Motorcycle  Helmets  (49 
CFR  571.218),  specifies  minimum  performance 
requirements  for  helmets  designed  for  use  by 
motorcyclists  and  other  motor  vehicle  users. 
Currently,  the  standard  is  only  applicable  to  a 
portion  of  the  annual  helmet  production. 
Paragraph  S3  of  the  standard  provides: 

*  *  *  The    requirements    of   this    standard 

apply  to  helmets  that  fit  headform  size  C, 

manufactured   on  or  after  March   1,    1974. 

Helmets  that  do  not  fit  headform  size  C  will  not 

be  covered  by  this  standard  until  it  is  extended 

to  those  sizes  by  further  amendments. 

"Fitting"  is  intended  to  mean  something  that  is 

neither  too  small  nor  too  large.  It  excludes  not  only 

helmets  that  are  too  small  to  be  placed  on  the  size 

"C"  headform,  but  also  helmets  so  large  that  they 

could  be  placed  on  the  size  "D"  headform  were  it 

available.  As  explained  below,  that  headform  size 

is  not  currently  available. 

The  standard  references  and  describes  in  its 
appendix  four  test  headform  sizes  ("A",  "B",  "C", 
and  "D").  Currently  only  test  headform  size  "C" 
has  been  developed,  and  it  is  identical  to  the 
American  National  Standard  specifications  for 
Protective  Headgear  for  Vehicular  Users,  ANSI 
Z90.1-1971.  The  other  test  headforms  are  to  be 
scaled  proportionately  from  the  ANSI  Z90  (size 
"C")  headform.  The  performance  requirements  of 
the  standard  for  helmets  fitting  other  than  size  C 
headforms  were  held  in  abeyance  untO  these 
additional  headform  sizes  could  be  developed  (39 
FR  3554,  January  28,  1974).  Because  of  problems 
with  prototype  headforms  supplied  to  NHTSA 
under   contract   (the    headforms   did    not   meet 
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dimensional  tolerances  considered  acceptable), 
development  of  these  additional  headforms  has 
been  delayed  over  the  past  years.  However,  the 
agency  now  anticipates  that  the  standard  will 
include  requirements  for  headform  sizes  "A"  and 
"D"  effective  April  1,  1982  (size  "B"  will  be 
deleted  from  the  standard). 

Last  year,  the  Safety  Helmet  Council  of  America 
(SHCA)  recommended  that  the  agency  require 
certification  of  all  adult-size  helmets  on  the  size 
"C"  headform.  The  SHCA  stated  that  the  delay  in 
development  of  the  additional  headform  sizes  has 
led  to  confusion  and  unfair  practices  since  many 
helmets  are  reportedly  being  improperly  certified 
and  many  other  helmets  are  not  being  certified 
that  are  required  to  comply  with  the  standard.  The 
agency  has  stated  in  the  past  that  only  helmets 
that  are  subject  to  compliance  with  Standard  No. 
218  should  be  certified  and  labeled  with  the  "DOT" 
symbol.  Apparently,  some  manufacturers  have 
used  the  "DOT"  label  on  untested  helmets  for 
competitive  purposes.  The  SHCA  stated  that  these 
practices  have  placed  considerable  burdens  on  the 
integrity  of  manufacturers  of  high  quality  helmets. 
The  organization  pointed  out  that  under  the  ANSI 
standard  only  one  headform  (size  "C")  was  used  to 
test  all  helmets  except  child-size  helmets,  and  that 
approximately  95  percent  of  current  helmet 
production  could  and  should  be  tested  on  the  size 
"C"  headform  and  certified  for  compliance  with 
Standard  No.  218. 

The  NHTSA  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards 
has  investigated  the  current  labeling  and 
certification  practices  of  helmet  manufacturers.  It 
was  found  that  most  manufacturers  currently  test 
only  "medium"  size  helmets  on  the  size  "C" 
headform,  yet  there  is  considerable  variation 
among  manufacturers  as  to  which  helmets  are 
considered  medium.  Further,  the  agency  found 
that  the  percentage  of  helmets  subject  to 
certification  under  the  current  applicability  of  the 
standard  is  substantially  greater  than  the  40 
percent  that  manufacturers  are  now  testing  on  the 
size  "C"  headform.  (Data  from  the  investigation 
have  been  placed  in  the  NHTSA  docket  under  the 
docket  number  of  this  notice.) 

As  stated  earlier,  under  the  existing  applicability 
requirements  of  the  standard,  only  helmets  that 
"fit"  headform  size  "C"  must  be  certified. 
Apparently,  interpretation  of  the  term  "fit"  by 


manufacturers  has  led  to  some  mislabelings  and 
failures  to  certify.  Under  the  existing 
requirements,  "helmets  that  fit  headform  size  C" 
should  be  all  helmets  other  than  those  that  must  be 
tested  on  the  other  headform  sizes.  To  determine 
which  helmets  must  be  tested  on  a  particular 
headform  size,  one  follows  the  procedures  of 
paragraph  S6.1.1  of  the  standard.  That  paragraph 
provides  in  part: 

*  *  *  Place  the  complete  helmet  to  be  tested 
on  the  reference  headform  of  the  largest  size 
specified  in  the  Appendix  whose  circumference 
is  not  greater  than  the  internal  circimiference 
of  the  headband  when  adjusted  to  its  largest 
setting,  or  if  no  headband  is  provided  to  the 
corresponding  interior  surface  of  the  helmet. 
Using  the  procedure  of  paragraph  S6.1.1, 
manufacturers  currently  need  only  concern 
themselves  with  headform  sizes  "C"  and  "D", 
since  small,  child-size  helmets  that  could  not 
physically  be  placed  on  the  size  "C"  headform 
would  not  have  to  be  tested.  As  to  the  other  helmet 
sizes,  helmets  that  "fit  headform  size  C"  means 
any  helmet  that  can  be  placed  on  the  size  "C" 
headform,  except  those  helmets  which  the 
manufacturer  can  demonstrate  could  be  placed  on 
a  size  "D"  headform.  To  make  that  demonstration, 
the  manufacturers  would  have  to  show  that  the 
internal  circumference  of  the  helmet  headband  or 
the  corresponding  interior  surface  of  the  helmet  is 
larger  than  the  circumference  of  the  size  "D" 
headform.  Even  though  the  size  "D"  headform  is 
not  currently  available,  the  dimensions  of  the 
headform  are  specified  in  the  appendix  of  the 
standard,  from  which  the  manufacturer  can  make 
its  determination.  Regarding  small,  child-size 
helmets,  the  determination  whether  or  not  a 
particular  helmet  can  be  placed  on  the  size  "C" 
headform  should  be  based  on  normal  fitting 
procedures.  This  means,  for  example,  that  undue 
force  should  not  be  applied  to  forcibly  push  the 
headform  into  the  helmet.  However,  efforts 
necessary  for  the  ordinary  wearing  of  the  helmet 
should  be  employed,  such  as  expanding  the  lower 
portions  of  a  flexible-shell,  full-face  helmet. 
Apparently,  many  manufacturers  have  failed  to 
use  these  procedures  for  determining  which  of 
their  helmets  "fit"  headform  size  "C"  and  must  be 
certified. 

In  light  of  the  improper  certification  and  the 
noncertification,  the  unavailability  of  the 
additional  headform  sizes  at  the  present  time,  the 
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need  to  ensure  the  safe  performance  of  the  large 
helmets  and  the  apparent  sufficiency  of  the  size 
"C"  headform  for  testing  large  helmets,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  the  recommendations  of 
the  Safety  Helmet  Council  of  America  have  merit. 
Therefore,  this  notice  amends  Safety  Standard  No. 
218  to  require  all  motorcycle  helmets  that  can  be 
placed  on  the  size  "C"  headform  to  be  certified  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  standard. 
"Placed"  is  a  broader  term  than  "fit"  primarily  in 
that  the  former  term  does  not  imply  any  upper 
limit  on  helmet  size. 

Under  these  interim  requirements,  more  than  90 
percent  of  current  helmet  production  will  be  tested 
on  the  size  "C"  headform.  Only  small,  child-size 
helmets  (size  "A")  will  be  excluded  since  they 
cannot  physically  be  placed  on  the  size  "C" 
headform.  As  noted  in  the  procedures  discussed 
above,  normal  fitting  procedures  are  used  to 
determine  if  a  particular  helmet  can  be  placed  on 
the  size  "C"  headform,  without  the  use  of  undue 
force. 

During  its  investigation,  the  NHTSA  contacted 
manufacturers  whose  collective  market  share 
exceeds  80  percent  of  current  annual  helmet 
production.  All  of  these  manufacturers  indicated 
that  90  percent  or  more  of  their  helmet  production 
could  be  placed  and  tested  on  the  size  "C" 
headform.  Many  of  the  manufacturers  indicated 
that  they  are  already  testing  the  majority  of  their 
helmets  on  the  size  "C"  headform  for  quality- 
control  purposes,  even  though  not  required  by  the 
standard.  Also,  it  was  found  that  helmet  shells  and 
performance  characteristics  of  a  particular 
manufacturer's  helmets  do  not  generally  vary 
significantly  over  the  various  size  ranges  of 
helmets  produced. 

This  amendment  is  only  an  interim  measure  to 
establish  a  minimum  level  of  performance  for  the 
large  number  of  helmets  that  are  currently  not 
being  certified  for  compliance  v«th  Standard  No. 
218.  Testing  extra-large  helmets  on  the  size  "D" 
headform  would  require  a  higher  level  of 
performance  for  those  helmets,  since  the  weight  of 
the  size  "D"  headform  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
size  "C"  headform.  Therefore,  development  of  the 
size  "A"  and  size  "D"  headforms  has  continued, 
and  incorporation  of  requirements  in  the  standard 
for  these  headforms  will  occur  after  development 
is  completed.  However,  until  this  is  accomplished, 


the  agency  believes  that  the  performance  level  that 
will  be  required  by  testing  on  the  size  "C" 
headform  is  preferable  to  an  absence  of  any 
requirements  whatsoever.  As  stated  earlier,  the 
ANSI  standard  for  helmets  specifies  only  one 
headform  size  ("C")  for  testing  all  helmets.  The 
additional  headform  sizes  were  originally  specified 
in  Standard  No.  218  in  response  to  suggestions 
from  some  manufacturers  that  requirements  be 
more  "fine-tuned"  for  the  various  helmet  sizes. 

The  agency  has  concluded  that  the  new 
requirements  will  preclude  the  great  majority  of 
unsafe  helmets  currently  on  the  road.  Further, 
with  all  adult  helmets  certified,  retailers  and 
consumers  will  no  longer  be  confused  or  misled 
concerning  the  DOT  certification  labels  found  in 
their  helmets,  and  NHTSA's  enforcement 
activities  will  become  more  effective  and  uniform. 

Under  these  new  requirements,  extra-large 
helmets  should  be  tested  on  the  size  "C"  headform 
without  the  use  of  "shims"  or  other  devices  to 
obtain  a  secure  fit  of  the  helmet  on  the  headform. 
Agency  tests  involving  extra-large  helmets  on  the 
size  "C"  headform  show  results  that  correlate  well 
with  tests  of  medium-size  helmets  on  the  size  "C" 
headform.  (Data  from  these  tests  have  been  placed 
in  the  NHTSA  docket).  Therefore,  the  agency  has 
concluded  that  repeatable  results  can  be  obtained 
under  the  existing  procedures  with  the  size  "C" 
headform. 

The  effective  date  for  extending  the  applicability 
of  Standard  No.  218  to  all  helmets  that  can  be 
placed  on  the  size  "C"  headform  is  May  1,  1980. 
The  agency's  past  position  has  been  that  it  would 
be  "false  and  misleading,"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  (15  U.S.C.  1397(C)),  for  a  "DOT" 
symbol  to  appear  without  qualification  on  helmets 
manufactured  before  the  effective  date  of  the 
standard.  However,  since  the  standard  is  currently 
effective  for  helmets  that  fit  size  "C"  headforms, 
and  since  there  is  such  a  widespread  variation 
among  manufacturers  as  to  which  helmets  they 
consider  to  fit  the  size  "C"  headform,  the  agency 
will  allow  voluntary  certification  and  labeling  of 
helmets  prior  to  May  1,  1980.  This,  of  course, 
would  only  apply  to  helmets  that  can  be  placed  on 
the  size  "C"  headform.  Small  helmets  that  could 
not  be  placed  on  the  headform  could  not  be 
certified  with  the  "DOT"  symbol  until  after  the 
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standard  has  been  amended  to  include  specifications 
for  the  size  "A"  headform.  Also,  helmets  certified 
and  labeled  with  the  "DOT"  symbol  prior  to  the  May 
1,  1980,  effective  date  will  be  subject  to  the  general 
enforcement  provisions  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act.  Therefore,  manufacturers 
will  have  to  exercise  "due  care"  to  assure  that  any 
helmet  they  certify  in  fact  complies  with  the 
performance  requirements  of  Standard  No.  218. 

The  agency  has  determined  that  this  amendment 
does  not  qualify  as  a  significant  regulation  under 
Executive  Order  12044,  "Improving  Government 
Regulations."  A  final  regulatory  evaluation  of  this 
amendment  has  been  placed  in  the  docket  for  the 
benefit  of  all  interested  persons. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  the  development  of  this  notice  are  William  J.  J. 
Liu  and  Hugh  Oates,  respectively. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  paragraph  S3  of 
Safety  Standard  No.  218,  Motorcycle  Helmets  (49 
CFR  571.218),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
§  571.218    Standard  No.  218;  motorcycle  helmets. 


S3.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
helmets  designed  for  use  by  motorcyclists  and 
other  motor  vehicle  users.  The  requirements  of  this 
standard  apply  to  all  helmets  that  can  be  placed  on 
the  size  C  headform  using  normal  fitting 
procedures.  Helmets  that  cannot  be  placed  on  the 
size  C  headform  will  not  be  covered  by  this 
standard  until  it  is  extended  to  those  sizes  by 

further  amendment. 

*  *  *  «  * 

(The  second  sentence  in  S6.1.1  of  the  standard 
relating  to  the  selection  of  a  reference  headform 
should  be  disregarded  until  the  standard  is  made 
effective  for  helmets  that  must  be  tested  on 
headform  sizes  A  and  D.) 

Issued  on  February  29,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  F.R.  15179 
March  10,  1980 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NUMBER  218 


Motorcycle  Helmets 
(Docket  No.  72-6;  Notice  2) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  minimum 
performance  requirements  for  helmets  designed 
for  use  by  motorcyclists  and  other  motor  vehicle 
users. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is  to 
reduce  deaths  and  injuries  to  motorcyclists  and 
other  motor  vehicle  users  resulting  from  head 
impacts. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
helmets  designed  for  use  by  motorcyclists  and 
other  motor  vehicle  users.  The  requirements  of  this 
standard  apply  to  all  helmets  that  can  be  placed  on 
the  size  C  headform  using  normal  fitting  pro- 
cedures. Helmets  that  cannot  be  placed  on  the  size 


C  headform  will  not  be  covered  by  this  standard 
until  it  is  extended  to  those  sizes  by  further 
amendment. 

S4.     Definitions. 

"Basic  plane"  means  a  plane  through  the  centers 
of  the  right  and  left  external  ear  openings  and  the 
lower  edge  of  the  eye  sockets  (Figure  1)  of  a 
reference  headform  (Figure  2)  or  test  headform. 

"Midsagittal  plane"  means  a  longitudinal  plane 
through  the  apex  of  a  reference  headform  or  test 
headform  that  is  perpendicular  to  the  basic  plane 
(Figure  3). 

"Reference  plane"  means  a  plane  above  and 
parallel  to  the  basic  plane  on  a  reference  head- 
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LOWER  EDGE  OF 
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Figure  1 
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VERTICAL  TRANSVERSE 
PLANE  AS  DETERMINED 
BY  S6. 1.3(d) 


CENTER   OF    EXTERNAL 
EAR  OPENING 


TEST  LINE  1  INCH 
ABOVE  REFERMCE 
PLANE 


REFERENCE  PLANE 


TEST  LINE  1  INCH 
BELOW  REFERENCE 
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NOTE: 

SOLID  LINES  WOULD  CORRESPOND 
TO  THE  TEST  LINE  ON  A  TEST 
HELMET. 


VERTICAL  TRANSVERSE 
PLANE  AS  DETERMINED 
BY  S6.1.3.(b) 


BASIC  PLANE 


TEST  SURFACE 


Figure  2 


form  or  test  headform  (Figure  2)  at  the  distance 
indicated  in  the  Appendix. 

"Reference  headform"  means  a  measuring 
device  contoured  to  the  dimensions  of  one  of  the 
four  headforms  described  in  the  Appendix,  with 
surface  markings  indicating  the  locations  of  the 
basic,  midsagittal,  and  reference  planes,  and  the 
centers  of  the  external  ear  openings. 

"Test  headform"  means  a  test  device  contoured 
to  the  dimensions  of  one  of  the  four  reference 
headforms  described  in  the  Appendix  for  all 
surface  areas  that  contact  the  helmet,  with  surface 
markings  indicating  the  locations  of  the  basic, 
midsagittal,  and  reference  planes. 

"Retention  system"  means  the  complete 
assembly  by  which  the  helmet  is  retained  in  posi- 
tion on  the  head  during  use. 

"Helmet  positioning  index"  means  the  distance 
in  inches,  as  specified  by  the  manufacturer,  from 
the  lowest  point  of  the  brow  opening  at  the 
lateral  midpoint  of  the  helmet  to  the  basic  plane 
of  a  reference   headform,   when   the   helmet  is 
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Figure  3 
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firmly  and  properly  positioned  on  the  reference 
headform. 

S5.  Requirements.  Each  helmet  shall  meet  the 
requirements  of  S5.1  through  S5.3  when  sub- 
jected to  any  conditioning  procedure  specified 
in  S6.3,  and  tested  in  accordance  with  S7. 

55.1  Impact  attenuation.  When  an  impact  at- 
tenuation test  is  conducted  in  accordance  with 
S7.1,  all  of  the  following  requirements  shall  be 
met: 

(a)  Peak  accelerations  shall  not  exceed  400g; 

(b)  Accelerations  in  excess  of  200g  shall  not 
exceed  a  cumulative  duration  of  2.0  milliseconds; 
and 

(c)  Accelerations  in  excess  of  150g  shall  not 
exceed  a  cumulative  duration  of  4.0  milliseconds. 

55.2  Penetration.  When  a  penetration  test  is 
conducted  in  accordance  with  S7.2,  the  striker 
shall  not  contact  the  surface  of  the  test  headform. 

55.3  Retention  system. 

55.3.1  When  tested  in  accordance  with  S7.3: 

(a)  The  retention  system  or  its  components 
shall  attain  the  loads  specified  without  separa- 
tion; and 

(b)  The  adjustable  portion  of  the  retention 
system  test  device  shall  not  move  more  than  1 
inch  measured  between  preliminary  and  test  load 
positions. 

55.3.2  Where  the  retention  system  consists  of 
components  which  can  be  independently  fastened 
without  securing  the  complete  assembly,  each 
such  component  shall  independently  meet  the 
requirements  of  S5.3.1. 

55.4  Configuration.  Each  helmet  shall  have  a 
protective  surface  of  continuous  contour  at  all 
points  in  or  above  the  test  line  described  in 
S6.1.3.  The  helmet  shall  provide  peripheral 
vision  clearance  of  at  least  105°  to  each  side  of 
the  midsagittal  plane,  when  the  helmet  is  ad- 
justed as  specified  in  S6.2.  The  vertex  of  these 
angles,  shown  in  Figure  3,  shall  be  at  the  point 
on  the  anterior  surface  of  the  reference  headform 
at  the  intersection  of  the  midsagittal  and  basic 
planes.  The  brow  opening  of  the  helmet  shall 
be  at  least  1  inch  above  all  points  in  the  basic 
plane  that  are  within  the  angles  of  peripheral 
vision  (see  Figure  3). 


55.5  Projections.  A  helmet  shall  not  have  any 
rigid  projections  inside  its  shell.  Rigid  projec- 
tions outside  any  helmet's  shell  shall  be  limited 
to  those  required  for  operation  of  essential 
accessories,  and  shall  not  protrude  more  than  0.19 
inch. 

55.6  Labeling. 

S5.6.1  Each  helmet  shall  be  permanently  and 
legibly  labeled,  in  a  manner  such  that  the  label(s) 
can  be  easily  read  without  removing  padding  or 
any  other  permanent  part,  with  the  following: 

(1)  Manufacturer's  name  or  identification. 

(2)  Precise  model  designation. 

(3)  Size. 

(4)  Month  and  year  of  manufacture.  This 
may  be  spelled  out  (e.g.,  June  1974),  or  expressed 
in  numerals  (e.g.,  6/74). 

(5)  The  symbol  DOT,  constituting  the  manu- 
facturer's certification  that  the  helmet  conforms 
to  the  applicable  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards.  This  symbol  shall  appear  on  the 
outer  surface,  in  a  color  that  contrasts  with  the 
background,  in  letters  at  least  %  inch  high, 
centered  laterally  approximately  1^  inches  from 
the  bottom  edge  of  the  posterior  portion  of  the 
helmet. 

(6)  Instruction  to  the  purchaser  as  follows: 
"Shell    and    liner    constructed    of    (identify 

type(s)  of  materials). 

"Helmet  can  be  seriously  damaged  by  some 
common  substances  without  damage  being  visible 
to  the  user.  Apply  only  the  following:  (Recom- 
mended cleaning  agent,  paints,  adhesives,  etc., 
as  appropriate). 

"Make  no  modifications.  Fasten  helmet  se- 
curely. If  helmet  experiences  a  severe  blow,  re- 
turn it  to  the  manufacturer  for  inspection,  or 
destroy  and  replace  it."  (On  an  attached  tag, 
brochure,  or  other  suitable  means,  any  additional, 
relevant  safety  information  should  be  supplied 
at  the  time  of  purchase). 

55.7  Helmet  positioning  index.  Each  manu- 
facturer of  helmets  shall  establish  a  positioning 
index  for  each  helmet  he  manufactures.  This 
index  shall  be  furnished  immediately  to  any  per- 
son who  requests  the  information,  with  respect 
to  a  helmet  identified  by  manufacturer,  model 
designation,  and  size. 
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S6.  Preliminary  test  procedures.  Before  sub- 
jecting a  helmet  to  the  testing  sequence  specified 
in  S7.,  prepare  it  according  to  the  following 
procedures. 

56.1  Reference  marking. 

56.1.1  Use  a  reference  headform  that  is  firmly 
seated  with  the  basic  and  reference  planes  hori- 
zontal. Place  the  complete  helmet  to  be  tested 
on  the  reference  headform  of  the  largest  size 
specified  in  the  Appendix  whose  circumference 
is  not  greater  than  the  internal  circumference 
of  the  headband  when  adjusted  to  its  largest 
setting,  or  if  no  headband  is  provided  to  the  cor- 
responding interior  surface  of  the  helmet. 

56.1.2  Apply  a  10-pound  static  load  normal  to 
the  helmet's  apex.  Center  the  'helmet  laterally 
and  seat  it  firmly  on  the  reference  headform 
according  to  its  helmet  positioning  index. 

56.1.3  Maintaining  the  load  and  position  de- 
scribed in  S6.1.2,  draw  a  line  (hereinafter  re- 
ferred to  as  "test  line")  on  the  outer  surface  of 
the  helmet  coinciding  with  portions  of  the  inter- 
section of  that  surface  with  the  following  planes, 
as  shown  in  Figure  2: 

(a)  A  plane  1  inch  above  and  parallel  to  the 
reference  plane  in  the  anterior  portion  of  the 
reference  headform; 

(b)  A  vertical  transverse  plane  2.5  inches  be- 
hind the  point  on  the  anterior  surface  of  the 
reference  headform  at  the  intersection  of  the 
midsagittal  and  reference  planes; 

(c)  The  reference  plane  of  the  reference  head- 
form; 

(d)  A  vertical  transverse  plane  2.5  inches  be- 
hind the  center  of  the  external  ear  opening  in 
a  side  view;  and 

(e)  A  plane  1  inch  below  and  parallel  to  the 
reference  plane  in  the  posterior  portion  of  the 
reference  headform. 

56.2  Helmet  positioning.  Prior  to  each  test,  fix 
the  helmet  on  a  test  headform  in  the  position 
that  conforms  to  its  helmet  positioning  index. 
Secure  the  helmet  so  that  it  does  not  shift  posi- 
tion prior  to  impact  or  the  application  of  force 
during  testing. 

S6.2.1  In  testing  as  specified  in  S7.1  and  S7.2, 
place  the  retention  system  in  a  position  such  that 


it  does  not  interfere  with  free  fall,  impact,  or 
penetration. 

S6.3  Conditioning.  Immediately  prior  to  con- 
ducting the  testing  sequence  specified  in  S7.,  con- 
dition each  test  helmet  in  accordance  with  any 
one  of  the  following  procedures: 

(a)  Ambient  conditions.  Expose  to  a  tem- 
perature of  70°  F.  and  a  relative  humidity  of 
50%  for  12  hours. 

(b)  Low  temperature.  Expose  to  a  tempera- 
ture of  14°  F.  for  12  hours. 

(c)  High  temperature.  Expose  to  a  tempera- 
ture of  122°  F.  for  12  hours. 

(d)  Water  immersion.  Immerse  in  water  at  a 
temperature  of  77°  F.  for  12  hours. 

If  during  testing,  the  time  out  of  the  condition- 
ing environment  for  a  test  helmet  exceeds  5  min- 
utes, return  the  helmet  to  the  conditioning 
environment  for  a  minimum  of  3  minutes  for 
each  minute  out  of  the  conditioning  environment 
or  12  hours,  whichever  is  less,  prior  to  resump- 
tion of  testing. 

S7.     Test  conditions. 

S7.1     Impact  attenuation  test. 

57.1.1  Impact  attenuation  is  measured  by  de- 
termining acceleration  imparted  to  an  instru- 
mented test  headform  on  which  a  complete  helmet 
is  mounted  as  specified  in  S6.2,  when  it  is  dropped 
in  guided  free  fall  upon  fixed  hemispherical  and 
flat  steel  anvils. 

57.1.2  Each  helmet  is  impacted  at  four  sites 
with  two  successive,  identical  impacts  at  each  site. 
Two  of  these  sites  are  impacted  upon  a  flat  steel 
anvil  and  two  upon  a  hemispherical  steel  anvil  as 
specified  in  S7.1.7  and  S7.1.8.  The  impact  sites 
are  at  any  point  on  the  area  above  the  test  line 
described  in  S6.1.3,  and  separated  by  a  distance 
not  less  than  one-sixth  of  the  maximum  circum- 
ference of  the  helmet. 

57.1.3  The  guided  free  fall  drop  heights  for 
the  helmet  and  test  headform  combination  onto 
the  hemispherical  anvil  and  flat  anvil  are  54.5 
inches  and  72  inches,  respectively. 

57.1.4  Test  headforms  for  impact  attenuation 
testing  are  constructed  of  magnesium  alloy 
(K-IA),  and  exhibit  no  reasonant  frequencies 
below  3,000  Hz. 
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S7.1.5  Weight  of  the  drop  assembly,  as  speci- 
fied in  Table  I,  is  the  combined  weight  of  the 
instrumented  test  headform  and  supporting  as- 
sembly for  the  drop  test.  The  weight  of  the 
supporting  assembly  does  not  exceed  20%  of  the 
weight  of  the  drop  assembly.  The  center  of 
gravity  of  the  combined  test  headform  and  sup- 
porting assembly  lies  within  a  cone  with  its  axis 
vertical  and  forming  a  10°  included  angle  with 
the  vertex  at  the  point  of  impact. 


TABLE  I 

WEIGHTS  FOR 

IMPACT  ATTENUATION 

TEST 

DROP  ASSEMBLY 

Reference  Headform  Size 

Weight  (Lbs)* 

A 

7.8 

B 

8.9 

C 

n.o 

D 

13.4 

'Combined  weight  of  instrumented  test  headform  and 
supporting  assembly  for  drop  test. 

57.1.6  The  acceleration  transducer  is  mounted 
at  the  center  of  gravity  of  the  combined  test 
headform  and  supporting  assembly  with  the  sen- 
sitive axis  aligned  to  within  5%  of  vertical  when 
the  test  headform  is  in  the  impact  position.  The 
acceleration  data  channel  complies  with  SAE 
Recommended  Practice  J211  requirements  for 
channel  class  1,000. 

57.1.7  The  flat  anvil  is  constructed  of  steel 
with  a  5-inch  minimum  diameter  impact  face, 
and  the  hemispherical  anvil  is  constructed  of  steel 
with  a  1.9-inch  radius  impact  face. 

57.1.8  The  rigid  mount  for  both  of  the  anvils 
consists  of  a  solid  mass  of  at  least  300  pounds, 
the  outer  surface  of  which  consists  of  a  steel  plate 
with  minimum  thickness  of  1  inch  and  minimum 
surface  area  of  1  ft.^ 

S7.2     Penetration  test. 

S7.2.1.  The  penetration  test  is  conducted  by 
dropping  the  penetration  test  striker  in  guided 
free  fall,  with  its  axis  aligned  vertically,  onto  the 
outer  surface  of  the  complete  helmet,  when 
mounted  as  specified  in  S6.2,  at  any  point  above 


the  test  line,  described  in  S6.1.3,  except  on  a 
fastener  or  other  rigid  projection. 

57.2.2  Two  penetration  blows  are  applied  at 
least  3  inches  apart,  and  at  least  3  inches  from 
the  centers  of  any  impacts  applied  during  the 
impact  attenuation  test. 

57.2.3  The  height  of  the  guided  free  fall  is 
118.1  inches,  as  measured  from  the  striker  point 
to  the  impact  point  on  the  outer  surface  of  the 
test  helmet. 

57.2.4  The  contactable  surfaces  of  the  penetra- 
tion test  headforms  are  constructed  of  a  metal 
or  metallic  alloy  having  a  Brinell  hardness  num- 
ber no  greater  than  55,  which  will  readily  permit 
detection  should  contact  by  the  striker  occur. 
The  surface  is  refinished  if  necessary  prior  to 
each  penetration  test  blow  to  permit  detection 
of  contact  by  the  striker. 

57.2.5  The  weight  of  the  penetration  striker 
is  6  pounds,  10  ounces. 

57.2.6  The  point  of  the  striker  has  an  included 
angle  of  60°,  a  cone  height  of  1.5  inches,  a  tip 
radius  of  0.019  inch  (standard  0.5  millimeter 
radius)  and  a  minimum  hardness  of  60  Rockwell, 
C-scale. 

57.2.7  The  rigid  mount  for  the  penetration 
test  headform  is  as  described  in  S7.1.8. 

S7.3     Retention  system  test. 

57.3.1  The  retention  system  test  is  conducted 
by  applying  a  static  tensile  load  to  the  retention 
assembly  of  a  complete  helmet,  which  is  mounted, 
as  described  in  S6.2,  on  a  stationary  test  head- 
form  as  shown  in  Figure  4,  and  by  measuring 
the  movement  of  the  adjustable  portion  of  the 
retention  system  test  device  under  tension. 

57.3.2  The  retention  system  test  device  con- 
sists of  both  an  adjustable  loading  mechanism 
by  which  a  static  tensile  load  is  applied  to  the 
helmet  retention  assembly  and  a  means  for  hold- 
ing the  test  headform  and  helmet  stationary. 
The  retention  assembly  is  fastened  around  two 
freely  moving  rollers,  both  of  which  have  0.5 
inch  diameter  and  a  3-inch  center-to-center  sepa- 
ration, and  which  are  mounted  on  the  adjustable 
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portion  of  the  tensile  loading  device  (Figure  4). 
The  helmet  is  fixed  on  the  test  headform  as  neces- 
sary to  ensure  that  it  does  not  move  during  the 
application  of  the  test  loads  to  the  retention 
assembly. 

57.3.3  A  50-pound  preliminary  test  load  is  ap- 
plied to  the  retention  assembly,  normal  to  the 
basic  plane  of  the  test  headform  and  sym- 
metrical with  respect  to  the  center  of  the  reten- 
tion assembly  for  30  seconds,  and  the  maximum 
distance  from  the  extremity  of  the  adjustable 
portion  of  the  retention  system  test  device  to 
the  apex  of  the  helmet  is  measured. 

57.3.4  An  additional  250-pound  test  load  is 
applied  to  the  retention  assembly,  in  the  same 
manner  and  at  the  same  location  as  described 
in  S7.3.3,  for  120  seconds,  and  the  maximum  dis- 
tance from  the  extremity  of  the  adjustable  por- 
tion of  the  retention  system  test  device  to  the 
apex  of  the  helmet  is  measured. 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   219 

Windshield  Zone  Intrusion 
(Docket  No.  74-21;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  219,  49  CFR  571.219,  that 
regulates  the  intrusion  of  vehicle  parts  from 
outside  the  occupant  compartment  into  a  defined 
zone  in  front  of  the  windshield  dui'ing  a  frontal 
barrier  crash  test. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  which 
this  issuance  is  based  was  issued  on  May  20,  1974 
(39  F.R.  17768).  An  earlier  notice  had  been 
issued  on  August  31,  1972  (37  F.R.  17763),  pro- 
posing a  standard  that  would  prohibit  penetra- 
tion of  the  protected  zone  by  any  part  of  a 
vehicle  outside  of  the  occupant  compartment 
during  a  30-mph  frontal  impact  into  a  fixed 
barrier.  After  further  study  and  an  analysis 
of  comm.ents  submitted  in  response  to  that  no- 
tice, the  NUTS  A  determined  that  the  initial 
rule  was  unnecessarily  stringent  since  its  near- 
total  ban  on  intrusion  had  the  effect  of  pro- 
hibiting entrance  into  the  protected  zone  or 
contact  with  the  windshield  by  small  particles 
such  as  paint  chips  and  glass  which  do  not  rep- 
resent a  danger  to  the  vehicle  occupants  if  they 
enter  the  zone  and  impact  the  windshield  open- 
ing with  a  limited  amount  of  force. 

Consequently,  in  the  notice  published  on  May 
20,  1974,  the  proposed  standard  on  windshield 
zone  intrusion  was  amended  to  permit  penetra- 
tion by  particles,  to  a  depth  of  no  more  than 
one-quarter  inch  into  a  styrofoam  template  in 
the  shape  of  the  protected  zone  and  affixed  to 
the  windshield,  during  a  30-mph  frontal  barrier 
crash. 

In  addition,  the  amended  proposal  published 
May  20,  1974,  provided  that  contact  by  vehicle 
parts  with  the  windshield  opening  in  the  area 
below  the  protected  zone,  during  a  30-mph  bar- 
rier crash  test,  would  not  be  prohibited  provided 


that  the  inner  surface  of  that  portion  of  the 
windshield  is  not  penetrated.  The  procedure 
for  determining  the  lower  edge  of  the  protected 
zone  was  also  revised. 

Standard  No.  219,  Windshield  Zone  Intrusion, 
reflects  some  minor  changes  incorporated  for 
clarification  following  publication  of  the  pro- 
posed rule  on  May  20,  1974.  First,  open-body- 
type  vehicles  with  fold-down  or  removable  wind- 
shields have  been  added  to  forward  control 
vehicles  as  vehicle  types  to  which  the  standard 
does  not  apply.  A  structurally  unsupported 
windshield,  essential  to  the  utility  of  this  ve- 
hicle type,  typically  does  not  remain  in  place 
during  a  30-mph  frontal  barrier  crash  test,  hence 
the  test  is  impracticable  for  this  type  of  vehicle. 

In  addition,  the  standard  provides  that  its 
prohibitions  against  penetration  by  particles  to 
a  depth  of  more  than  one-quarter  inch  into  the 
styrofoam  template  and  penetration  of  the  inner 
surface  of  the  portion  of  the  windshield  below 
the  protected  zone  do  not  apply  to  windshield 
molding  and  other  components  designed  to  be 
normally  in  contact  with  the  windshield.  This 
provision  was  contained  in  the  proposed  stand- 
ard published  August  31,  1972  but  omitted  from 
the  proposal  published  May  20,  1974. 

The  standard  as  adopted  also  specifies  that 
the  6.5-inch-diameter  rigid  sphere  employed  to 
determine  the  lower  edge  of  the  protected  zone 
shall  weigh  15  pounds,  the  approximate  weight 
of  the  head  and  neck  of  an  average  driver  or 
passenger. 

Comments  submitted  by  Wayne  Corporation 
and  Sheller-Globe  Corporation,  manufacturers 
of  funeral  coaches  and  ambulances,  urged  that 
the  standard  for  windshield  zone  intrusion  con- 
tain an  exception  for  such  vehicles  in  view  of 
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the  low  incidence  of  accidents  involving  funeral 
coaches  and  ambulances,  the  low  volume  of  pro- 
duction of  such  vehicles,  and  the  high  cost  of 
barrier  crash  testing.  The  NHTSA  has  deter- 
mined that  these  arguments  are  without  merit. 
The  manufacturers  have  presented  no  evidence 
to  support  the  contention  that  funeral  coaches 
and  ambulances  are  involved  in  fewer  accidents 
in  proportion  to  their  numbers  than  other  ve- 
hicles. Furthermore,  several  comments  criticiz- 
ing the  allegedly  prohibitive  costs  of  compliance 
with  the  standard  appear  to  have  erroneously 
assumed  that  every  manufacturer  musi  conduct 
barrier  crash  tests.  The  performance  require- 
ment for  windshield  zone  intrusion  is  set  out  in 
S5.  of  the  standard.  A  manufacturer  of  funeral 
coaches  and  ambulances  may,  for  example,  as- 
sure itself  that  the  requirement  is  met  by  barrier 
crashing  the  conventional  chassis  which  is  a  com- 
ponent of  the  special  vehicle,  modified  to  simu- 
late the  dynamic  characteristics  of  the  funeral 
coach  or  ambulance.  Or,  the  manufacturer  may 
use  the  design  characteristic  of  the  vehicle  tak- 
ing into  account  the  modifications  it  makes,  or 
information  supplied  by  the  chassis  manufac- 
turer. 

Low  volume  of  production  is  not  an  appro- 
priate basis  for  an  exemption.  As  the  NHTSA 
has  maintained  in  past  proceedings  where  the 
same  argument  was  advanced,  the  appropriate 
means   to   avoid    application   of   a   standard   on 


hardship    grounds    is    a    temporary    exemption 
under  49  CFR  Part  555. 

Finally,  the  NHTSA  is  continuing  to  promote 
compatibility  and  economy  in  barrier  crash  test- 
ing by  adopting  vehicle  loading  and  dummy 
restraint  requirements  in  Standard  No.  219 
identical  to  those  set  out  in  proposed  amend- 
ments to  Standard  No.  301,  Fuel  System  Integ- 
rity, 49  CFR  571.301  (40  F.R.  17036,  April  16, 
1975).  It  has  therefore  required  that  50th- 
percentile  test  dummies  be  placed  in  the  seating 
positions  whose  restraint  system  is  required  to 
be  tested  by  a  dummy  under  Standard  No.  208, 
Occupant  Crash  Protection,  49  CFR  571.208,  and 
that  they  may  be  restrained  only  by  the  means 
that  are  installed  in  the  vehicle  at  the  respective 
seating  positions. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  571  is  amended  by  the  addition  of  a  new 
Standard  No.  219,  49  CFR  571.219,  Windshield 
Zone  Intrusion.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  September  1, 1976. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  C.F.R.  1.51.) 

Issued  on  June  9,  1975. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  25462 
June  16,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  219 

Windshield  Zone  Intrusion 
(Docket  No.  74-21;   Notice  3) 


This  notice  responds  to  four  petitions  for  re- 
consideration of  the  notice  published  June  16, 
1975  (40  FE  25462),  which  established  a  new 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  Xo.  219,  Wind- 
shield Zone  Intrusion,  49  CFR  571.219,  regulat- 
ing the  intrusion  of  vehicle  parts  from  outside 
the  occupant  compartment  into  a  defined  zone 
in  front  of  the  windshield  during  a  frontal 
barrier  crash  test.  The  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  hereby 
amends  Standard  No.  219  on  the  basis  of  the 
information  and  arguments  presented  by  some 
of  the  petitioners. 

Petitions  for  reconsideration  were  received 
from  the  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion (MVMA),  General  Motors,  Ford,  and  Jeep. 
MVMA,  General  Motors,  and  Ford  requested 
substitution  of  the  term  "daylight  opening"  for 
"windshield  opening,"  and  General  Motors  and 
Jeep  requested  a  change  in  the  effective  date  of 
Standard  No.  219  from  September  1,  1976  to 
September  1,  1977.  In  addition.  Jeep  requested 
that  Standard  No.  219  not  become  applicable 
until  final  issuance  of  Standard  No.  212.  Wind- 
shield Mounting,  49  CFR  571.212. 

The  NHTSA  has  detennined  that  the  peti- 
tions of  MVMA,  General  Motors,  and  Ford 
requesting  substitution  of  the  term  "daylight 
opening"  for  "windshield  opening"  have  merit, 
and  they  are  therefore  granted.  These  peti- 
tioners requested  that  the  term  "windshield  open- 
ing" be  replaced  by  the  term  "daylight  opening", 
which  is  defined  in  paragraph  2.3.12  of  section 
E,  Ground  Vehicle  Practice,  SAE  Aerospace- 
Automotive  Drawing  Standards,  September, 
1963.  The  part  of  the  windshield  below  the  day- 
light opening  is  protected  by  the  cowling  and 
instrument  panel.    There  is  little  likelihood  that 


in  a  frontal  crash  any  vehicle  component  will 
penetrate  the  cowling  and  instrument  panel  with 
sufficient  force  to  pose  a  threat  to  the  vehicle 
occupants.  Therefore,  the  zone  intrusion  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  219  should  only  apply 
to  the  area  of  the  windshield  susceptible  to 
actual  penetration  by  vehicle  components  in  a 
crash.  Accordingly,  the  term  "windshield  open- 
ing" as  it  is  used  in  Standard  No.  219,  is  replaced 
by  "daylight  opening."  The  SAE  definition  of 
"daylight  opening"  has  been  slightly  modified  to 
reflect  the  particular  characteristics  of  Standard 
No.  219. 

The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  petitions 
of  General  Motors  and  Jeep  requesting  a  cliange 
in  the  effective  date  of  Standard  No.  219  should 
be  granted  in  part  and  denied  in  part.  The 
economic  considerations  involved  in  coordinating 
the  effective  date  of  Standard  No.  219  with  that 
of  Standard  No.  212,  Windshield  Mounting, 
justify  postponement  of  the  effective  date  to 
September  1,  1977,  for  application  of  Standard 
No.  219  to  all  vehicles  except  passenger  cars. 
However,  the  effective  date  of  September  1,  1976, 
will  be  retained  for  passenger  cars  because  of 
their  greater  susceptibility  to  tJie  intrusion  of 
vehicle  parts  against  which  this  standard  is  de- 
signed to  protect.  This  postponement  of  effec- 
tive dates  also  grants  in  part  Jeep's  petition 
requesting  that  the  applicability  of  Standard 
No.  219  be  postponed  until  final  issuance  of 
Standard  No.  212. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  571.219 
is  amended  by  revising  S4.,  S5.,  and  S6.1(d)  of 
Standard  No.  219,  Windshield  Zone  Intrusion, 
to  read  as  follows : 

Ejfective  date:  September  1.  1976,  for  pas- 
senger cars;  September  1,  1977,  for  multipurpose 
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Effective:   September   1,    1976 
September   1,    1977 


passenger    vehicles,    trucks,    and    buses    with    a  Issued  on  November  10,  1975. 

GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less.  Jam^s  B    Gregory 

^                      If  Administrator 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority  November  14    1975 
at  19  CFR  1.51.) 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   219 

Windshield  Zone   Intrusion 
(Docket  No.   74-21;   Notice   5) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  219,  Wi7id- 
shield  Zone  Intrusion,  to  exclude  walk-in  van- 
type  vehicles  from  the  requirements  of  the 
standard. 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA)  proposed  to  exclude  walk-in 
van-type  vehicles  from  the  applicability  of 
Standard  No.  219  (49  CFK  571.219)  in  a  notice 
published  March  11,  1976  (41  FR  10451).  No 
opposition  was  registered  in  response  to  the  pro- 
posed rulemaking.  The  National  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Advisorj'  Council  did  not  take  a  position 
on  the  proposal. 

The  NHTSA,  therefore,  amends  Standard  No. 
219  in  accordance  with  the  proposal.  For  the 
information  of  all  interested  persons,  the 
NHTSA  considers  a  "walk-in  van-type"  vehicle 
to  be  only  the  "step  van"  city  delivery  type  of 
vehicle  that  permits  a  person  to  enter  the  vehicle 
without  stooping. 

It  has  been  determined  that  this  amendment 
will    have    a    negligible    economic    and    environ- 


mental impact,  since  it  creates  an  exemption 
from  existing  requirements  that  is  expected  to 
atfect  relatively  few  vehicles. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  paragraph 
S3  of  Standard  No.  219  (49  CFR  571.219)  is 
amended  .... 

Effective  date:  December  16.  1976.  Because 
this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction  and  does 
not  create  additional  obligations  for  any  person 
and  because  it  permits  the  resumption  of  manu- 
facture of  a  vehicle  type  not  intended  to  be  cov- 
ered by  the  standard,  it  is  found  that  an 
immediate  effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  December  10,  1976. 

Charles  E.  Duke 
Acting  Administrator 

41   FR  54945 
December  16,  1976 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  219 
Windshield  Zone  Intrusion 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  limits  for 
the  displacement  into  the  windshield  area  of 
motor  vehicle  components  during  a  crash. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  crash  injuries  and  fatalities  that  result 
from  occupants  contacting  vehicle  components 
displaced  near  or  through  the  windshield. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars  and  to  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks  and  buses  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less  gross  vehicle  weight  rating.  However,  it 
does  not  apply  to  forward  control  vehicles, 
walk-in  van-type  vehicles,  or  to  open  body-type 
vehicles  with  fold-down  or  removable  wind- 
shields. 

54.  Definitions. 

"Daylight  Opening"  (DLO)  means  the  maxi- 
mum unobstructed  opening  through  the  glazing 
surface,  including  reveal  or  garnish  moldings 
adjoining  the  surface,  as  measured  parallel  to 
the  outer  surface  of  the  glazing  material. 

"Windshield  opening"  means  the  outer  surface 
of  the  windshield  glazing  material. 

55.  Requirement.  When  the  vehicle  traveling 
longitudinally  forward  at  any  speed  up  to  and 
including  30  mph  impacts  a  fixed  collision  bar- 
rier that  is  perpendicular  to  the  line  of  travel 
of  the  vehicle,  under  the  conditions  of  S7,  no 
part  of  the  vehicle  outside  the  occupant  com- 
partment, except  windshield  molding  and  other 
components  designed  to  be  normally  in  contact 
with  the  windshield,  shall  penetrate  the  protected 
zone  template,  affixed  according  to  S6,  to  a  depth 
of  more  than  one-quarter  inch,  and  no  such  part 
of  a  vehicle  shall  penetrate  the  inner  surface  of 


that  portion  of  the  windshield,  within  the  DLO, 
below    the    protected    zone    defined    in    S6. 

S6.    Protected  zone  template. 

S6.1  The  lower  edge  of  the  protected  zone  is 
determined  by  the  following  procedure  (see 
Figure  1). 

(a)  Place  a  6.5-inch  diameter  rigid  sphere, 
weighing  15  pounds,  in  a  position  such  that  it 
simultaneously  contacts  the  inner  surface  of  the 


LOWER  BOUNDARY  OF 
WINDSHIELD  PROTECTED 
ZONE 


HORIZONTAL  EXTENSION 
BEYOND  OUTERMOST 
CONTACTABLE  POINT 


CROSS  SECTION  OF 
PROTECTED  ZONE  IN 
TYPICAL  VERTICAL 
LONGITUDINAL  PLANE 


POINT  OF  CONTACT 
BETWEEN  SPHERE  AND 
INNER  SURFACE  OF 
WINDSHIELD 


FRONT  VIEW 


WINDSHIELD  PROTECTED  ZONE 
Figure  1 


windshield  glazing  and  the  surface  of  the  in- 
strument panel,  including  padding.  If  any 
accessories  or  equipment  such  as  the  steering 
control  system  obstruct  positioning  of  the  sphere, 
remove  them  for  the  purposes  of  this  procedure. 

(b)  Draw  the  locus  of  points  on  the  inner 
surface  of  the  windshield  contactable  by  the 
sphere  across  the  width  of  the  instrument  panel. 
From  the  outermost  contactable  points,  extend 
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the  locus  line  horizontally  to  the  edges  of  the 
glazing  material. 

(c)  Draw  a  line  on  the  inner  surface  of  the 
windshield  below  and  one-half  inch  distant  from 
the  locus  line. 

(d)  The  lower  edge  of  the  protected  zone 
is  the  longitudinal  projection  onto  the  outer  sur- 
face of  the  windshield  of  the  line  determined 
in  S6.1(c). 

56.2  The  protected  zone  is  the  space  enclosed 
by  the  following  surfaces,  as  shown  in  Figure  1: 

(a)  The  outer  surface  of  the  windshield  in 
its  precrash  configuration. 

(b)  The  locus  of  points  3  inches  outward 
along  perpendiculars  drawn  to  each  point  on  the 
outer  surface  of  the  windshield. 

(c)  The  locus  of  lines  forming  a  45°  angle 
with  the  outer  surface  of  the  windshield  at  each 
point  along  the  top  and  side  edges  of  the  outer 
surface  of  the  windshield  and  the  lower  edge  of 
the  protected  zone  determined  in  S6.1,  in  the 
plane  perpendicular  to  the  edge  at  that  point. 

56.3  A  template  is  cut  or  formed  from  Styro- 
foam,  type  DB,  cut  cell,  to  the  dimensions  of  the 
zone  as  determined  in  S6.2.  The  template  is 
affixed  to  the  windshield  so  that  it  delineates  the 
protected  zone  and  remains  affixed  throughout 
the  crash  test. 

S7.  Test  conditions.  The  requirement  of  S5 
shall  be  met  under  the  following  conditions: 

57.1  The  protected  zone  template  is  affixed  to 
the  windshield  in  the  manner  described  in  S6. 

57.2  The  hood,  hood  latches,  and  any  other 
hood  retention  components  are  engaged  prior  to 
the  barrier  crash. 

57.3  Adjustable  cowl  tops  or  other  adjustable 
panels  in  front  of  the  windshield  are  in  the  po- 
sition used  under  normal  operating  conditions 
when  windshield  wiping  systems  are  not  in  use. 

57.4  The  parking  brake  is  disengaged  and  the 
transmission  is  in  neutral. 


57.5  Tires  are  inflated  to  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer's specifications. 

57.6  The  fuel  tank  is  filled  to  any  level  from 
90  to  95  percent  of  capacity. 

57.7  The  vehicle,  including  test  devices  and 
instrumentation,  is  loaded  as  follows: 

(a)  Except  as  specified  in  S7.6,  a  passenger 
car  is  loaded  to  its  unloaded  vehicle  weight  plus 
its  rated  cargo  and  luggage  capacity  weight,  se- 
cured in  the  luggage  area,  plus  a  50th-percentile 
test  dummy  as  specified  in  Part  572  of  this  chap- 
ter at  each  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position  and  at  any  other  position  whose  protec- 
tion system  is  required  to  be  tested  by  a  dummy 
under  the  provisions  of  Standard  No.  208.  Each 
dummy  is  restrained  only  by  means  that  are  in- 
stalled for  protection  at  its  seating  position. 

(b)  Except  as  specified  in  S7.6,  a  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicle,  truck  or  bus  is  loaded  to  its 
unloaded  vehicle  weight,  plus  300  pounds  or  its 
rated  cargo  and  luggage  capacity,  whichever  is 
less,  secured  to  the  vehicle,  plus  a  50th-percentile 
test  dummy  as  specified  in  Part  572  of  this  chap- 
ter at  each  front  outboard  designated  seating 
position  and  at  any  other  position  whose  protec- 
tion system  is  required  to  be  tested  by  a  dummy 
under  the  provisions  of  Standard  No.  208.  Each 
dummy  is  restrained  only  by  means  that  are  in- 
stalled for  protection  at  its  seating  position.  The 
load  is  distributed  so  that  the  weight  on  each 
axle  as  measured  at  the  tire-ground  interface  is 
in  proportion  to  its  GAWR.  If  the  weight  on 
any  axle  when  the  vehicle  is  loaded  to  its  un- 
loaded vehicle  weight  plus  dummy  weight  ex- 
ceeds the  axle's  proportional  share  of  the  test 
weight,  the  remaining  weight  is  placed  so  that 
the  weight  on  that  axle  remains  the  same.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  does  not  include  the  weight  of  work- 
performing  accessories. 


40    F.R.    25462 
June   16,   1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   220 

School  Bus  Rollover  Protection 
(Docket  No.   75-2;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  motor  vehicle 
safety  Standard  No.  220,  School  Bus  Rollover 
Protection,  49  CFR  571.220,  specifying  perform- 
ance requirements  for  the  structural  integrity  of 
the  passenger  compartment  of  school  buses  when 
subjected  to  forces  that  can  be  encountered  in 
rollovers. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974  (the  Act)  mandate  the  is- 
suance of  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards 
for  several  aspects  of  school  bus  performance, 
including  crashworthiness  of  the  vehicle  body 
and  frame.  Pub.  L.  93-942,  section  202  {lf> 
U.S.C.  1392(i)(l)(A)).  Based  on  this  nuui- 
diiie  and  on  bus  body  crashwortliiness  rcscarcli 
(DOT-HS-046-3-694),  the  NHTSA  proposed 
rollover  protection  requirements  for  school  buses 
(40  F.R.  8570,  February  28,  1975).  Citing  sta- 
tistics on  the  safety  record  of  school  bus  opera- 
tion, several  manufacturers  questioned  whether 
any  standard  for  school  bus  rollover  protection 
could  be  justified. 

The  Act  reflects  a  need,  evidenced  in  corre- 
spondence to  the  NHTSA  from  the  public,  to 
protect  the  children  who  ride  in  school  buses. 
They  and  their  parents  have  little  direct  control 
over  the  types  of  vehicles  in  which  they  ride  to 
school,  and  are  not  in  a  position  to  determine 
the  safety  of  the  vehicles.  It  is  for  this  reason 
that  the  school  bus  standards  must  be  effective 
and  meaningful. 

At  the  same  time,  the  safety  history  of  school 
buses  does  not  demonstrate  that  radical  modifica- 
tion of  school  bus  structure  would  substantially 
decrease  occupant  death  and  injury.  As  noted 
in  the  "School  Bus  Safety  Improvement  Pro- 
gram" contract  conducted  by  Ultrasysteiiis.  Inc.. 
(DOT-HS-046-3-694)   for  the  NHTSA : 


"School  buses  are  a  relatively  safe  mode  of  hu- 
man transportation.  School  bus  accident  rates 
and  injury/fatality  rates  on  a  per-vehicle,  per- 
vehicle-mile,  per-passenger-mile,  or  per-passen- 
ger  basis  are  significantly  less  than  for  otlier 
passenger  vehicles.  Accidents  to  school  children 
while  enroute  to  and  from  school  occur  primarily 
in  modes  other  than  as  scliool  bus  passengers. 
However,  school  bus  safety  can  and  should  be 
improved." 

As  a  practical  matter,  the  amount  of  struc- 
tural modification  called  for  in  this  standard  is 
also  limited  as  a  result  of  the  9-inonth  lead  time 
available  to  implement  tlie  ))i()\isions  of  eacli 
school  bus  standard  after  its  [jronudgation.  The 
various  new  reciuirements  imposed  in  response  to 
the  mandate  of  the  Act  will  recjuire  con.siderable 
effort  by  school  bus  manufacturers  to  bring  their 
products  into  conformity  in  tlie  9-month  period. 

The  Physicians  for  Automotive  Safety,  The 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board,  the  Home 
Insurance  Company  and  other  commenters 
suggested  that  the  NHTSA  had  ignored  the 
recommendations  of  the  report  submitted  by 
Ultrasystems  on  school  bus  improvement.  The 
report  concluded  that  the  improved  school  bus 
design  tested  by  Ultrasystems  could  withstand  a 
significantly  greater  load  for  the  same  amoiint 
of  roof  crush  than  existing  school  bus  designs. 

In  fact,  the  NHTSA  evaluated  the  test  re- 
sults and  Ultrasystem's  reconnnendations  care- 
fully. While  the  percentage  of  reduction  of  roof 
crush  would  be  substantial  as  a  result  of  the 
reconnnended  design  change,  no  relationship  of 
this  decrease  in  deflection  to  improved  safety 
for  occupants  was  established.  Ultrasystems  re- 
ported that  increases  of  $500  in  cost  and  530 
pounds  were  incurred  to  achieve  several  improve- 
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merits,  includinji  those  of  the  vertical  roof  crush 
test. 

The  recommendations  also  implied  increased 
structural  rigidity  but  did  not  evaluate  its  effect 
on  the  amount  of  energy  absorbed  by  vehicle 
occupants  in  a  crash.  Also,  Ultrasystems,  did 
not  consider  the  problems  of  lead  time  and  re- 
tooling costs  in  making  its  recommendations. 
The  NHTSA  continues  to  consider  that  its  pro- 
posal of  .51/8  inches  of  maximum  roof  crush  under 
a  load  equal  to  U^  times  the  vehicle's  unloaded 
weight  provides  a  satisfactory  level  of  occupant 
crash  protection.  Available  data  do  not  support 
the  conclusion  that  a  2-  or  3-inch  reduction  of 
this  crush  would  significantly  improve  the  level 
of  passenger  safety  in  school  buses.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  NHTSA  to  continually  review 
accident  statistics  relating  to  school  bus  safety. 
Accordingly,  future  upgrading  of  the  standard 
will  be  considered  should  such  action  be  war- 
ranted based  upon  availability  of  appropriate 
data. 

In  response  to  inquiries  from  the  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Manufacturers  Association  and  General 
Motors  as  to  the  origin  of  the  SVs-inch  require- 
ment, the  limit  is  drawn  from  the  existing  School 
Bus  Manufacturers  Institute  requirement  for 
school  bus  .structural  integrity  (Static  Load  Test 
Code  for  School  Bus  Body  Structure,  issued  by 
the  School  Bus  Manufacturers  Institute). 

In  adopting  the  uyg-inch  limit  found  in  the 
present  industry  standard,  the  XIITSA  is  not 
merely  preserving  the  status  quo.  While  a  man- 
ufacturer may  have  designed  its  products  to 
meet  tlio  industry  standard  in  the  past,  certain 
of  its  products  presumably  performed  either  bet- 
ter or  worse  than  tlie  nominal  design.  Con- 
formity to  XHTSA  standards,  in  contrast, 
requires  that  every  vehicle  be  capable  of  meeting 
the  r)i^-inch  limit.  This  means  that  the  manu- 
facturer must  design  its  vehicles  to  meet  a  higher 
level  of  pei'formance.  to  provide  a  compliance 
margin  for  tliose  of  its  products  which  fall  below 
the  nominal  design  level.  Of  course,  the  manu- 
facturer can  reduce  the  compliance-margin 
problem  witJiout  redesign  by  improving  the  con- 
sistency of  its  manufacturing  piocesses. 

The  standard  requires  that,  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  vertical  downward  force  to  the  bus  roof 
equal  to  II/2  tunes  the  vehicle's  unloaded  weight. 


the  vehicle  roof  shall  not  crush  more  than  5% 
inches,  and  the  emergency  exits  shall  be  capable 
of  being  opened,  with  the  weight  applied,  and 
after  its  release.  The  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board,  the  Vehicle  Equipment  Safety 
Commission  (VESC),  Mercedes-Benz,  and  the 
Action  for  Child  Transportation  Safety  organiza- 
tion suggested  other  methods  for  evaluation  of 
crashworthiness.  The  NHTSA  has  considered 
these,  but  concludes  that  the  static  test  specified 
in  this  standard  provides  a  reasonable  means  to 
determine  crashworthiness  without  unnecessary 
testing  expense. 

Based  on  submitted  comments,  the  standard 
varies  in  some  respects  from  the  proposal.  The 
sizes  of  the  force  application  plates  used  to  apply 
force  and  the  method  of  application  have  been 
revised  to  simplify  the  test  procedures  and  equip- 
ment, and  to  spread  the  force  over  larger  areas 
of  the  vehicle  roofs  of  large  and  small  vehicles. 
The  proposal  specified  a  rigid,  rectangular  force 
application  plate  36  inches  wide  and  20  inches 
shorter  than  the  vehicle  roof,  preventing  re- 
liance on  the  roof  end  structures  for  rollover 
protection  in  typical  body-on-chassis  construc- 
tion. Commenters  pointed  out  that  the  end 
structures  of  the  roof  are  almost  certain  to  bear 
the  weight  of  a  rollover  and  should  be  included 
in  a  test  of  a  vehicle's  crashworthiness.  Several 
manufacturers  and  other  commenters  recom- 
mended an  increase  in  the  size  of  the  force  ap- 
plication plate,  in  order  to  permit  the  foremost 
and  rearmost  roof  "bows"  of  their  buses  to  absorb 
ii  portion  of  the  test  load.  Ford  Motor  Compan}' 
stated  it  had  performed  the  test  as  proposed  and 
asserted  that  the  roof  of  its  van-ty[)e  vehicle,  as 
presently  designed  could  not  meet  the  require- 
ment without  an  increase  in  the  size  of  the  force 
application  plate  to  distribute  the  load  over  the 
entire  vehicle  roof.  Chrysler  Corporation  stated 
it  would  find  it  necessary  to  discontinue  produc- 
tion of  small  school  buses  because  of  redesign 
costs  if  the  requirements  were  adopted  as  pro- 
])osed. 

With  a  view  to  the  safety  record  of  school 
buses  and  the  9-month  lead  time,  the  NHTSA 
concludes  that  tlie  force  application  plate  can 
be  modified  so  that  an  additional  "bow"  or 
"bows"  bear  part  of  the  applied  force.  It  is  the 
NHTSA's   view   that  a   change  to   permit  both 
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roof  end  structures  to  fully  contribute  to  support 
of  the  applied  force  in  the  case  of  buses  of  more 
than  10,000  pounds  would  be  a  relaxation  of 
current  industry  practices.  Accordingly,  the  ex- 
tent of  change  recommended  by  the  industry  is 
not  adopted.  The  NHTSA  concludes  that  an 
8-inch  increase  in  the  length  of  the  force  applica- 
tion plate  is  sufficient  to  allow  some  portion  of 
the  applied  force  to  be  absorbed  by  tJie  end  bows 
of  the  roof  while  maintaining  adequate  crash 
protection.  Therefore,  for  these  buses  the  width 
of  the  plate  remains  as  proposed  while  the  length 
of  the  plate  is  increased  8  inches. 

In  the  case  of  lighter  buses,  which  are  gen- 
erally of  the  van  type,  the  XHTSA  has  increased 
both  the  width  and  lengtli  of  the  plate  to  en- 
compass the  entire  roof. 

The  procedure  for  applying  force  tlirongh  the 
plate  has  also  been  modified  in  some  respects. 
Many  comments  objected  that  the  procedure  re- 
quired an  expensive,  complex  hydraulic  mecha- 
nism that  would  increase  the  costs  of  compliance 
without  justification.  The  proposal  specified  an 
"ev6nly-distributed  vertical  force  in  a  downward 
direction  through  the  force  application  plate", 
starting  with  the  plate  horizontal.  Commenters 
interpreted  these  specifications  to  mean  that  the 
vehicle  would  be  required  to  absorb  the  energy 
in  evenly-distributed  fashion  and  that  the  hori- 
zontal attitude  of  the  plate  must  be  maintained. 

Actually  these  specifications  were  included  in 
the  proposed  method  to  advise  manufacturers  of 
the  precise  procedures  to  be  employed  in  com- 
pliance testing  of  their  products.  Understanding 
that  some  manufacturers  may  choose  to  achie\e 
the  required  force  application  by  applying 
weights  evenly  over  the  surface  of  the  plate,  the 
standard  specified  an  "evenly-distributed  force" 
to  eliminate  other  methods  (such  as  a  concen- 
trated force  at  one  end  of  the  plate)  that  could 
imfairly  test  the  vehicle  structure.  The  hori- 
zontal attitude  of  the  plate  was  also  intended  to 
establish  a  beginning  point  for  testing  on  which 
a  manufacturer  can  rely.  While  these  specifica- 
tions establish  the  exact  circumstances  under 
which  vehicles  can  be  tested,  a  manufacturer  can 
depart  from  theni  as  long  as  it  can  l)e  shown 
that  the  vehicle  would  comply  if  tested  exactly 
as  specified.  In  place  of  the  perfectly  rigid  plate 
called  for  in  the  standard,  for  example,  a  manu- 


facturer could  employ  a  plate  of  sufficient  stiff- 
ness to  ensure  that  the  test  results  are  not  affected 
by  the  lack  of  rigidity. 

Some  modification  of  the  test  procedures  has 
been  made  for  simplification  and  clarity.  To 
permit  placement  of  the  plate  on  the  roof  to 
begin  testing  witliout  a  suspension  mechanism, 
the  specification  for  horizontal  attitude  is  mod- 
ified to  permit  the  plate  to  depart  from  the 
horizontal  in  the  fore  and  aft  direction  only. 
Some  manufacturers  considered  the  initial  ap- 
plication of  force  as  an  unnecessary  complication. 
However,  the  initial  force  application  of  500 
pounds  has  been  retained  in  order  to  permit  elim- 
ination of  inconsequential  deformation  of  the  roof 
structure  prior  to  measurement  of  the  permissible 
514  inches  of  deflection.  In  instances  where  the 
force  application  plate  weighs  more  than  500 
pounds,  some  type  of  suspension  mechanism 
could  be  used  temporarily  to  constrain  the  load 
level  to  the  initial  value,  if  the  manufacturer 
decides  to  conduct  his  testing  exactly  as  specified 
in  the  standard's  procedures. 

The  requirement  that  force  be  applied  "through 
the  plate"  has  been  changed  to  "to  the  plate" 
in  order  to  avoid  a  misunderstanding  that  the 
vehicle  must  absorb  energy  evenly  over  the  sur- 
face of  its  roof. 

As  proposed  by  several  commenters,  the  rate 
of  application  in  pounds  per  minute  has  been 
changed  to  inches  per  second,  specifically  "at  any 
rate  not  more  than  i/^  inch  per  second."  Manu- 
facturers should  understand  that  "any"  in  this 
context  is  defined  by  the  NHTSA  "(49  CFR 
§  571.4)  to  mean  that  the  vehicle  roof  must  satisfy 
the  requirement  at  every  rate  of  application 
within  the  stated  range.  General  Motors  re- 
poi'ts  that  as  a  practical  matter,  tlie  effect  of 
speed  in  rate  of  application  for  tests  of  this 
nature  is  not  significant  in  the  range  of  0.12 
inches  per  second  to  1  inch  per  second. 

The  requirement  that  movement  "at  any  point" 
on  the  plate  not  exceed  Si/g  inches  has  not  been 
modified  despite  some  objections.  The  XHTSA 
considers  it  reasonable  that  excessive  crush  not 
be  permitted  at  the  extremities  of  the  plate. 
Measurement  of  movement  only  at  the  center  of 
the  plate,  for  example,  would  permit  total  col- 
lapse of  the  structure  in  any  direction  as  long 
as  one  point  on  the  bus  maintained  its  integrity. 
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The  preparation  of  the  vehicle  for  the  applica- 
tion of  force  has  been  modified  to  specify  re- 
placement of  non-rigid  body  mounts  witli 
equivalent  rigid  mounts.  The  compression  of 
deformable  bodj'  mounts  is  unrelated  to  crash- 
worthiness  of  the  structure  and  can  therefore  be 
eliminated  to  permit  testing  of  the  structure 
itself. 

Accessories  or  components  which  extend  up- 
ward from  tlie  vehicle's  roof  (such  as  school  bus 
lights)  are  removed  for  test  purposes.  It  is  also 
noted  that  tlie  vehicle's  transverse  frame  members 
or  body  sills  are  supported  for  test  purposes.  In 
response  to  a  question  from  Blue  Bird  Body 
Company,  a  frame  simulator  may  be  used  along 
with  any  other  variations  as  long  as  the  manu- 
facturer assures  liimself  that  the  vehicle  would 
conform  if  tested  preciselj'  as  specified  in  the 
standard. 

The  vehicle's  emergency  exits  must  also  be  ca- 
pable of  opening  when  the  required  force  is  ap- 
plied, and  following  release  of  the  foi'ce.  As 
noted  in  comments,  tliis  requirement  simulates 
the  use  of  the  exits  after  a  rollover,  whether  or 
not  the  vehicle  comes  to  rest  on  its  roof.  The 
proposed  requirement  of  ability  to  close  these 
exits  is  eliminated  because  such  a  capability  is 
unnecessary  in  an  emergency  evacuation  of  the 
bus.  For  this  reason,  the  requirement  has  been 
modified  so  that  a  particular  test  specimen  (/.c, 
a  particular  bus)  will  not  be  requii'ed  to  meet 
requirements  for  emergency  exits  which  open 
following  release  of  force,  if  the  exits  have  al- 
ready been  tested  wliile  the  application  force  is 
maintained. 

With  regard  to  the  requirements  as  a  whole, 
Crown  Coach  and  other  manufacturers  argued 
that  the  application  of  II/2  times  tlie  vehicle's 
unloaded  weight  unfairly  discriminates  against 
buses  with  a  higher  vehicle  weight-to-passenger 
ratio.  The  XHTSA  disagrees,  and  notes  that 
the  relevant  consideration  in  rollover  is  tlie 
weiglit  of  the  vehicle  itself  in  determining  tlie 
energy  to  be  absorbed  by  the  stiucture.  In  a 
i-elated  area,  one  manufacture)-  suggested  that 
the  increased  weight  of  tlie  NHTSA's  contem- 
plated new  standards  for  school  buses  would  in- 
crease unloaded  vehicle  M'eight  to  tlie  point  where 
redesign  would  be  required  to  meet  the  rollovei- 
standard.      The    NHTSA    has    considered    this 


issue  and  estimates  that  the  only  significant  new 
weight  would  be  for  improved  seating.  This 
weight  increase  would  not  substantially  increase 
tlie  severity  of  the  rollover  standard. 

The  State  of  California  suggested  consolida- 
tion of  the  rollover  standard  with  the  joint 
strength.  While  such  a  consolidation  would  ap- 
pear logical  for  school  buses  alone,  the  NHTSA 
prefers  the  flexibility  of  separate  standards  with 
a  view  to  their  use  independently  in  the  futun 
for  other  vehicle  types.  For  example,  the  appli 
cation  of  vertical  force  to  the  vehicle  structur  ■ 
may  be  appropriate  in  a  vehicle  for  v/hich  the 
joint  strength  requirement  would  not  be  appro- 
priate. 

The  State  of  Georgia  requested  that  transit 
systems  transporting  school  children  be  exempted 
from  Standard  No.  220.  This  commenter  ap- 
parently misunderstood  the  applicability  of  the 
standard.  It  only  applies  to  newly-manufactured 
vehicles  and  does  not  require  modification  of 
existing  fleets,  whether  or  not  operated  by  a 
transit  authority. 

Interested  persons  should  note  that  the 
NHTSA  has  issued  a  proposal  to  modify  the 
definition  of  "school  bus"  (40  F.R.  40854,  Sep- 
tember 1,  1975)  and  that  if  that  definition  is 
adopted  the  requirements  of  this  standard  will 
apply  to  all  vehicles  that  fall  within  the  defini- 
tion, whether  or  not  they  fall  within  the  present 
definition. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  a  new  motor 
vehicle  safety  standard  No.  220,  School  Bus  Roll- 
over Protection,  is  added  as  §  571.220  of  Pai't  571 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal   Regidations.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  October  26.  1976. 

The  effective  date  of  this  standard  is  estab- 
lished as  9  months  after  the  date  of  its  issuance, 
as  required  by  the  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus 
Safety  Amendments  of  1974,  Pub.  L.  93-492, 
section  202  (15  U.S.C.  1397(i)  (1)  (A)). 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  §202,  Pub.  L.  93-492,  88 
Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392);  delegation  of  au- 
thority at  49  CFR  1.51) 

Issued  on  Januarj-  22,  1976. 

Howard  J.  Dugoff 
Acting  Administrator 
41    F.R.  3874 
January    27,    1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   220 

School  Bus  Rollover  Protection 

(Docket  No.  73-3;   Notice  7) 
(Docket  No.   73-20;   Notice    10) 
(Docket  No.  73-^4;   Notice  4) 

(Docket  No.  75-2;   Notice  3) 

(Docket  No.   75-3;   Notice   5) 

(Docket  No.  75-7;   Notice  3) 
(Docket  No.   75-24;   Notice  3) 


This  notice  announces  that  the  effective  dates 
of  the  redefinition  of  "school  bus"  and  of  six 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards  as  they 
apply  to  school  buses  are  changed  to  April  1, 
1977,  from  the  previously  established  effective 
dates.  This  notice  also  makes  a  minor  amend- 
ment to  Standard  \o.  220,  School  Bus  Rollover 
Protection,  and  adds  a  figure  to  Standard  No.  221, 
School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974  (the  Act)  mandated  the 
issuance  of  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ards for  several  aspects  of  school  bus  perform- 
ance, Pub.  L.  93-492,  §202  (15  U.S.C.  §1392 
(i)(l)(A)).  These  amendments  included  a 
definition  of  school  bus  that  necessitated  a  revi- 
sion of  the  existing  defijiition  used  by  the 
NHTSA  in  establishing  safety  requirements.  The 
Act  also  specified  that  the  new  requirements 
"apply  to  each  school  bus  and  item  of  school  bus 
equipment  which  is  manufactured  ...  on  or  after 
the  expiration  of  the  9-month  period  which  begins 
on  the  date  of  pi'omulgation  of  such  safety  stand- 
ards."    (15  U.S.C.  §1392(i)(l)(B)). 

Pursuant  to  the  Act,  amendments  were  made 
to  the  following  standards :  Standard  Xo.  301-75, 
Fuel  System  Integrity  (49  CFR  571.301-75), 
effective  July  15,  1976,  for  school  buses  not 
already  covered  by  the  standard  (40  FR  483521, 
October  15,  1975);  Standard  No.  105-75,  Hy- 
draulic Brake  Systems  (49  CFR  571.105-75), 
effective  October  12,  1976  (41  FR  2391,  January 


16,  1976) ;  and  Standard  No.  217.  Bus  WiTutow 
Retention  and  Release  (49  CFR  571.217),  effec- 
tive for  school  buses  on  October  26,  1976  (41  FR 

3871,  January  27,  1976). 

In  addition,  the  following  new  standards  were 
added  to  Part  571  of  Title  49  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  effective  October  26,  1976: 
Standard  No.  220,  School  Bus  Rollover  Protec- 
tion (41  F.R.  3874,  January  27,  1976) ;  Standard 
No.  221,  School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength  (41 
F.R.  3872,  January  26,  1976)  ;  and  Standard  No. 
222,  School  Bus  Passenger  Seating  and  Crash 
Protection  (41  F.R.  4016,  January  28,  1976). 
Also,  the  existing  definition  of  "school  bus"  was 
amended,  effective  October  27,  1976,  in  line  with 
the  date  set  by  the  Act  for  issuance  of  the  stand- 
ards. 

The  Act  was  recently  amended  by  Public  Law 
94-346  (July  8-,  1976)  to  change  the  effective  dates 
of  the  school  bus  standards  to  April  1,  1977  (15 
U.S.C.  §1392(i)(l)(B)).  This  notice  is  in- 
tended to  advise  interested  persons  of  these 
changes  of  effective  dates.  In  tlie  case  of  Stand- 
ard No.  301-75,  the  cliange  of  effective  date  is 
reflected  in  a  conforming  amendment  to  S5.4  of 
that  standard.  A  similar  amendment  is  made  in 
S3  of  Standard  No.  105-75. 

The  agency  concludes  that  the  October  27, 1976, 
effective  date  for  the  redefinition  of  "school  bus" 
should  be  postponed  to  April  1,  1977,  to  conform 
to  the  new  effective  dates  for  the  upcoming  re- 
quirements.   If  this  were  not  done,  the  new  classes 
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of  school  buses  would  be  required  to  meet  existing 
standards  that  apply  to  school  buses  (e.g.,  Stand- 
ard No.  108  (49  CFR  571.108))  before  being  re- 
quired to  meet  the  new  standards.  This  would 
result  in  two  stages  of  compliance,  and  would 
complicate  the  redesign  efl'orts  that  Congress 
sought  to  relieve. 

This  notice  also  amends  Standard  No.  220  in 
response  to  an  interpretation  request  by  Blue 
Bird  Body  Company,  and  Sheller-Globe  Corpora- 
tion's petition  for  reconsideration  of  the  standard. 
Both  companies  request  confirmation  that  the 
standard's  requirement  to  operate  emergency  exits 
during  the  application  of  force  to  the  vehicle  roof 
(S4(b))  does  not  apply  to  roof  exits  which  are 
covered  by  the  force  application  plate.  The 
agency  did  not  intend  to  require  the  operation 
of  roof  exits  while  the  force  application  plate 
is  in  place  on  the  vehicle.  Accordingly,  an 
appropriate  amendment  has  been  made  to  S4(b) 
of  the  standard. 

With  regard  to  Standard  No.  220,  Sheller- 
Globe  also  requested  confinnation  that,  in  testing 
its  school  buses  that  have  a  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  it  may 
test  with  a  force  application  plate  with  dimensions 
other  than  those  specified  in  the  standard.  The 
standard  does  not  prohibit  a  manufacturer  from 
using  a  diffei'ent  dimension  from  that  specified, 
in  view  of  the  XHTSA's  expressed  position  on 
the  legal  effect  of  its  regulations.  To  certify 
compliance,  a  manufacturer  is  free  to  choose  any 
means,  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  to  show  that  a 
vehicle  (or  item  of  motor  vehicle  equipment) 
would  comply  if  tested  by  the  NHTSA  as  spec- 
ified in  the  standard.  Thus  the  force  application 
plate  used  by  the  NHTSA  need  not  l)e  duplicated 
by  each  manufacturer  or  compliance  test  facility. 
Sheller-Globe,  or  example,  is  free  to  use  a  force 
application  plate  of  any  width  as  long  as  it  can 
certify  its  vehicle  would  comply  if  tested  by  the 
NHTSA  according  to  the  standard. 

In  a  separate  area,  the  agency  corrects  the 
inadvertent  omission  of  an  illustration  from 
Standard  No.  221  as  it  was  issued  January  26, 
1976  (41  F.R.  .^872).  The  figure  does  not  differ 
from  that  proposed  and,  in  that  form,  it  received 
no  adverse  comment. 


In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  De- 
paitment  of  Transportation  policy  encoui'aging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regu- 
latoi-y  action  (41  F.R.  16200,  April  16,  1976), 
the  agency  lierewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of 
the  economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  ac- 
tion on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including 
possible  loss  of  safety  benefits.  The  changes  in 
effective  dates  for  the  school  bus  standards  are 
not  evaluated  because  they  were  accomplished  by 
law  and  not  by  i-egulatoi-y  action. 

The  change  of  effective  date  for  the  redefini- 
tion of  "school  bus"  will  result  in  savings  to 
manufacturers  who  will  not  be  required  to  meet 
existing  school  bus  standards  between  October 
27,  1976,  and  April  1,  1977.  The  agency  calcu- 
lates that  the  only  standard  that  would  not  be 
met  would  be  the  requii'ement  in  Standard  No. 
108  for  school  bus  marker  lamps.  In  view  of 
the  agency's  existing  provision  for  the  marking 
of  light  school  buses  in  Pupil  Transportation 
Standard  No.  17  (23  CFR  1204),  it  is  concluded 
that  the  absence  of  this  equipment  until  April  1, 
1977,  will  not  have  a  significant  adveree  impact 
on  safety. 

The  interpretative  amendment  of  Standard 
No.  220  and  the  addition  of  a  figure  to  Standard 
No.  221  are  not  expected  to  affect  the  manu- 
facture or  operation  of  school  buses. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  .571  of 
Title  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  dates: 

1.  Because  the  listed  amendments  do  not  im- 
pose additional  requirements  of  any  person,  the 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
finds  that  an  immediate  effective  date  of  August 
26,  1976  is  in  the  public  interest. 

2.  The  effective  date  of  the  redefinition  of 
"school  bus"  in  49  CFR  Part  571.3  that  was  pub- 
lished in  the  issue  of  December  31,  1976  (40  F.R. 
60033)  is  changed  to  April  1,  1977. 

3.  The  effective  dates  of  Standard  Nos.  105-75, 
217,  301-75,  220,  221,  and  222  (as  they  apply  to 
school  buses)  are  April  1,  1977,  in  accordance 
with  Public  Law  94-346. 
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(Sec.   103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 

(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  Pub.  L.  94-346  Stat   (15  '^''^  ^-  ^^^^^ 

U.S.C.  §  1392(i)  (1)  (B) ) ;  delegation  of  authority  Administrator 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

T        J  A  ..  41  F.R.  36027 

Issued  on  August  17,  1976.  August  26,  1976 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  220 
School  Bus  Rollover  Protection 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  per- 
formance requirements  for  school  bus  rollover 
protection. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  the  number  of  deaths  and  the  severity 
of  injuries  that  result  from  failure  of  the  school 
bus  body  structure  to  withstand  forces  encoun- 
tered in  rollover  crashes. 

53.  Applicability.  This  standard  applies  to 
school  buses. 

54.  Requirements.  When  a  force  equal  to  IV2 
times  the  unloaded  vehicle  weight  is  applied  to 
the  roof  of  the  vehicle's  body  structure  through 
a  force  application  plate  as  specified  in  S5.,  Test 
procedures— 

(a)  The  downward  vertical  movement  at  any 
point  on  the  application  plate  shall  not  exceed 
55^  inches;  and 

(b)  Each  emergency  exit  of  the  vehicle  pro- 
vided in  accordance  with  Standard  No.  217 
(§  571.217)  shall  be  capable  of  opening  as  spec- 
ified in  that  standard  during  the  full  application 
of  the  force  and  after  release  of  the  force,  ex- 
cept that  an  emergency  exit  located  in  the  roof 
of  the  vehicle  is  not  required  to  be  capable  of 
being  opened  during  the  application  of  the  force. 
A  particular  vehicle  {i.e.,  test  specimen)  need  not 
meet  the  emergency  opening  requirement  after 
release  of  force  if  it  is  subjected  to  the  emergency 
exit  opening  requirements  during  the  full  appli- 
cation of  the  force. 

55.  Test  procedures.  Each  vehicle  shall  be 
capable  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  S4.  when 
tested  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  set 
forth  below. 

S5.1  With  any  non-rigid  chassis-to-body 
mounts  replaced  with  equivalent  rigid  mounts, 


place  the  vehicle  on  a  rigid  horizontal  surface 
so  that  the  vehicle  is  entirely  supported  by 
means  of  the  vehicle  frame.  If  the  vehicle  is 
constructed  without  a  frame,  place  the  vehicle 
on  its  body  sills.  Remove  any  components  which 
extend  upward  from  the  vehicle  roof. 

55.2  Use  a  flat,  rigid,  rectangular  force  ap- 
plication plate  that  is  measured  with  respect  to 
the  vehicle  roof  longitudinal  and  lateral  center- 
lines; 

(a)  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  with  a  GVWR  of 
more  than  10,000  pounds,  12  inches  shorter  than 
the  vehicle  roof  and  36  inches  wide;  and 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  with  a  GVWR 
of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  5  inches  longer  and  5 
inches  wider  than  the  vehicle  roof.  For  pur- 
poses of  these  measurements,  the  vehicle  roof  is 
that  structure,  seen  in  the  top  projected  view, 
that  coincides  with  the  passenger  and  driver  com- 
partment of  the  vehicle. 

55.3  Position  the  force  application  plate  on 
the  vehicle  roof  so  that  its  rigid  surface  is  per- 
pendicular to  a  vertical  longitudinal  plane  and 
it  contacts  the  roof  at  not  less  than  two  points, 
and  so  that,  in  the  top  projected  view,  its  lon- 
gitudinal centerline  coincides  with  the  longitu- 
dinal centerline  of  the  vehicle,  and  its  front  and 
rear  edges  are  an  equal  distance  inside  the  front 
and  rear  edges  of  the  vehicle  roof  at  the  center- 
line. 

55.4  Apply  an  evenly-distributed  vertical 
force  in  the  downward  direction  to  the  force 
application  plate  at  any  rate  not  more  than  0.5 
inch  per  second,  until  a  force  of  500  pounds  has 
been  applied. 

55.5  Apply  additional  vertical  force  in  the 
downward  direction  to  the  force  application  plate 
at  a  rate  of  not  more  than  0.5  inch  per  second 
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until  the  force  specified  in  S4  has  been  applied, 
and  maintain  this  application  of  force. 

55.6  Measure  the  downward  movement  of 
any  point  on  the  force  application  plate  which 
occurred  during  the  application  of  force  in  ac- 
cordance with  S5.5. 

55.7  To  test  the  capability  of  the  vehicle's 
emergency  exits  to  open  in  accordance  with 
S4(b)- 

(a)  In  the  case  of  testing  under  the  full  ap- 
plication of  force,  open  the  emergency  exits  as 
specified  in  S4(b)  while  maintaining  the  force 
applied  in  accordance  with  S5.4  and  S5.5;  and 


(b)  In  the  case  of  testing  after  the  release  of 
all  force,  release  all  downward  force  applied  to 
the  force  application  plate  and  open  the  emer- 
gency exits  as  specified  in  S4(b). 

S6.  Test  conditions.  The  following  conditions 
apply  to  the  requirements  specified  in  S4. 

56.1  Temperature.  The  ambient  temperature 
is  any  level  between  32°  F.  and  90°  F. 

56.2  Windows  and  doors.  Vehicle  windows, 
doors,  and  emergency  exits  are  in  fully-closed 
position,  and  latched  but  not  locked. 

41  F.R.  3874 
January  27,  1976 


(Rev.  8/17/76) 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   221 

School   Bus  Body  Joint  Strength 
(Docket  No.  73-34;   Notice  3) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  motor  vehicle 
safety  standard.  No.  221 ;  School  Bus  Body  Joint 
Strength,  49  CFR  571.221,  specifying  a  niini- 
imini  performance  level  for  school  bus  body 
panel  joints. 

The  Motor  A'ehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974  (Pnb.  L.  93-492,  88  Stat. 
1470,  lierein.  the  Act)  require  the  issuance  of 
minimum  ref|nirements  for  school  bus  body  and 
frame  crashworthiness.  This  ndemakinp  is  pur- 
suant to  authority  vested  in  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  by  the  Act  and  deler;ated  to  tlie 
Administrator  of  the  XHTSA.  and  is  preceded 
by  iiotices  of  proposed  rnlemakinjr  issued  Jan- 
uary 29.  1974  (.39  F.E.  2490)  and  March  13. 
1975  (40  F.E.  11738). 

One  of  the  significant  injury-producinjr  char- 
acteristics of  school  bus  accidents,  exposure  to 
sharp  metal  ed<>es.  occurs  when  body  panels  be- 
come separated  from  the  structural  components 
to  which  they  have  been  fastened.  In  an  acci- 
dent severe  lacerations  may  result  if  the  occu- 
pants of  the  bus  are  tossed  ajrainst  these  edges. 
Moreover,  if  panel  separation  is  fireat  the  com- 
ponent may  be  ejected  from  the  vehicle,  {rreatly 
increasinji'  tlie  possibility  of  serious  injury. 

This  standard  is  intended  to  lessen  the  likeli- 
hood of  tliese  modes  of  injury  by  requiring  that 
body  joints  on  school  buses  have  a  tensile 
strcnirtli  equal  to  60  percent  of  the  tensile 
strcnjitli  of  tiie  weakest  joined  body  panel,  as 
sn<!<i:ested  by  the  Vehicle  Equipment  Safety 
Commission  (VESC).  The  NHTSA  has  deter- 
mined that  tliis  is  an  appropriate  level  of  per- 
formance foi-  l)ody  joints  and  that  its  application 
to  school  buses  is  both  reasonable  and  practicable. 
Furthermore,  the  XHTSA  believes  that  adoption 


of  this  standard  will  provide  an  effective  and 
meaninfrful  solution  to  the  body  panel  problem. 

It  is  anticipated  that  this  rule  will  burden 
manufacturers  only  to  the  extent  of  requiring 
the  installation  of  more  rivets  than  are  currently 
used.  The  XHTSA  has  reviewed  the  economic 
and  environmental  impact  of  this  proposal  and 
determined  that  neither  will  be  significant. 

In  their  response  to  the  two  XHTSA  pro- 
posals on  this  subject,  several  of  the  commenters 
suggested  that  the  standard  could  be  met  by  re- 
ducing the  strength  of  the  panel  rather  than 
increasing  tlie  strength  of  the  joint,  and  that  a 
minimum  joint  strength  should  be  required.  For 
several  reasons  the  XHTSA  does  not  believe  that 
a  minimum  absolute  joint  strengtii  is  desirable 
at  this  time.  While  this  standard  will  tend  to 
increase  the  overall  strength  of  buses,  it  is  not 
designed  to  set  minimum  body  panel  strengtii 
reqttirements.  Its  purpose  is  to  prevent  panels 
from  separating  at  tlie  joint  in  the  event  of  an 
accident.  In  order  to  deal  with  the  problem  of 
laceration,  this  regulation  must  be  applicable  to 
both  exterior  and  interior  joints.  An  absolute 
minimum  joint  strengtii  requirement  would  be 
constrained  by  the  level  of  performance  appro- 
[)riate  for  tiie  relatively  thin  interior  panels. 
Thus,  the  overall  level  of  performance  could  not 
be  defined  in  a  meaningful  fashion  without  se- 
verely and  unnecessarily  limiting  the  manufac- 
turer's flexibility  in  designing  his  product.  The 
XHTSA  School  Bus  Rollover  Protection  Stand- 
ai-d  (49  CFR  571.220),  which  specifies  require- 
ments for  the  structural  integrity  of  school  bus 
l)odies,  should  result  in  a  practical  lower  limit 
on  panel  strength  and  thereby  set  a  practical 
absolute  minimum  joint  strength. 
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Tlie  NIFTSA  has  no  evidence  that  the  mode 
of  faihno  found  in  the  laijjer  traditional  school 
buses  also  occurs  in  smaller,  van-type  school 
buses  currently  manufactured  by  automobile 
manufactureis  for  use  as  11-  to  IT-passenger 
school  buses.  Ford  Motor  Company  commented 
that  the  mode  of  injury  sought  to  be  prevented 
by  this  standard  does  not  occur  in  accidents  in- 
volving school  buses  converted  from  multipur- 
pose passenger  vehicles  (vans).  Chrysler  Cor- 
poration suggested  that  the  proposed  requirement 
is  inapi)ropriate  when  applied  to  vans  with 
"coach"  joint  construction.  Based  on  these  com- 
ments, the  XHTSA  has  determined  that  until 
ijiformation  to  the  contrary  appears  -or  is  de- 
veloped these  vehicles  should  not  be  covered  by 
the  requirement.  Accordingly,  the  application 
of  the  standard  has  been  limited  to  school  buses 
with  a  gross  vehicle  weight  rating  over  10,000 
pounds. 

Several  commenters  suggested  that  certain 
types  of  joints  might  not  be  susceptible  of  testing 
in  the  manner  specified  in  this  regulation.  Up 
to  this  time  the  NHTSA  has  not  foimd  sufficient 
evidence  in  support  of  that  position  to  justify 
amending  the  standard.     If  information  is  re- 


ceived indicating  that  different  test  methods  are 
required  for  certain  applications,  appropriate 
action  will  be  initiated. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  a  new  motor 
vehicle  safety  standard.  No.  22\^chool  Bus  Body 
Joint  Strength,  is  added  as  §  571.221  of  Part  571 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  as  set 
forth  below. 

Effective  date :  October  26, 1976. 

The  effective  date  of  this  standard  is  9  months 
after  the  date  of  issuance,  as  required  by  the 
Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amend- 
ments of  1974,  Pub.  L.  93-492,  section  202  (15 
U.S.C.  1397(i)(l)(A)). 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  §  202,  Pub.  L.  93-492,  88 
Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392) ;  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 


Issued  on  January  22, 1976. 


Howard  J.  Dugoff 
Acting  Administrator 

41  F.R.  3872 
January  27, 1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  221 

School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength 

(Docket  No.  73-3;   Notice  7) 
(Docket  No.  73-20;  Notice   10) 
(Docket  No.  73-34;  Notice  4) 

(Docket  No.  75-2;  Notice  3) 

(Docket  No.  75-3;  Notice  5) 

(Docket  No.  75-7;  Notice  3) 
(Docket  No.  75-24;  Notice  3) 


This  notice  announces  that  the  effective  dates 
of  the  redefinition  of  "school  bus"  and  of  six 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards  as  they 
apply  to  school  buses  are  changed  to  April  1, 
1977,  from  the  previously  established  effective 
dates.  This  notice  also  makes  a  minor  amend- 
ment to  Standard  Xo.  220,  School  Bus  Rollover 
Protection,  and  adds  a  figure  to  Standard  No. 
221,  School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974  (the  Act)  mandated  the 
issuance  of  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ards for  several  aspects  of  school  bus  perform- 
ance, Pub.  L.  93-492,  §202  (15  U.S.C.  §1392(i) 
(1)(A)).  These  amendments  included  a  defini- 
tion of  school  bus  that  necessitated  a  revision  of 
the  existing  definition  used  by  the  XHTSA  in 
establishing  safety  requirements.  The  Act  also 
specified  that  the  new  requirements  "apply  to 
each  schoolbus  and  item  of  schoolbus  equipment 
which  is  manufactured  ...  on  or  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  9-month  period  which  begins 
on  the  date  of  promulgation  of  such  safety  stand- 
ards."    (15  U.S.C.  §  1392(i)  (1)  (B)). 

Pursuant  to  the  Act,  amendments  were  made 
to  the  following  standards :  Standard  Xo.  301-75 
Fuel  System  Integrity  (49  CFR  571.301-75) 
effective  July  15,  1976,  for  school  buses  not  al- 
ready covered  by  the  standard,  (40  F.R.  483521 
October  15,  1975)  ;  Standard  No.  105-75,  Hy 
draulic  Brake  Systems  (49  CFR  571.105-75) 
effective  October  12,  1976    (41  F.R.  2391,  Jan 
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uary  16,  1976)  ;  and  Standard  No.  217,  Bus  Win- 
dow Retention  and  Release  (49  CFR  571.217), 
effective  for  school  buses  on  October  26,  1976  (41 
F.R.  3871,  January  27,  1976). 

In  addition,  the  following  new  standards  were 
added  to  Part  571  of  Title  49  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  effective  October  26,  1976: 
Standard  No.  220,  School  Bus  Rollover  Protec- 
tion (41  F.R.  3874,  January  27,  1976)  ;  Standard 
No.  221,  School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength  (41 
F.R.  3872,  January  26,  1976)  ;  and  Standard  No. 
222,  School  Bus  Passenger  Seating  and  Crash 
Protection  (41  F.R.  4016,  January  28,  1976). 
Also,  the  existing  definition  of  "school  bus"  was 
amended,  effective  October  27,  1976,  in  line  with 
the  date  set  by  the  Act  for  issuance  of  the  stand- 
ards. 

The  Act  was  recently  amended  by  Public  Law 
94-346  (July  8,  1976)  to  change  the  effective 
dates  of  the  school  bus  standards  to  April  1, 
1977  (15  U.S.C.  §1392(i)(l)(B)).  This  notice 
is  intended  to  advise  interested  persons  of  these 
changes  of  effective  dates.  In  the  case  of  Stand- 
ard No.  301-75,  the  change  of  effective  date  is 
reflected  in  a  confonning  amendment  to  S5.4  of 
that  standard.  A  similar  amendment  is  made  in 
S3  of  Standard  No.  105-75. 

The  agency  concludes  that  the  October  27,  1976, 
effective  date  for  the  redefinition  of  "school  bus" 
should  be  postponed  to  April  1,  1977,  to  conform 
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to  the  new  effective  dates  for  the  upcomino^  re- 
quirements. If  this  were  not  done,  the  new  classes 
of  school  buses  would  be  required  to  meet  exist- 
ing standards  that  apply  to  school  buses  (e.g., 
Standard  No.  108  (49  CFR  571.108))  before 
being  required  to  meet  the  new  standards.  This 
would  result  in  two  stages  of  compliance,  and 
would  complicate  the  redesign  efforts  that  Con- 
gress sought  to  relieve. 

Tliis  notice  also  amends  Standard  No.  220  in 
response  to  an  interpretation  request  by  Blue 
Bird  Body  Company,  and  Sheller-Globe  Coi-joora- 
tion's  petition  for  reconsideration  of  the  standard. 
Both  companies  request  confirmation  that  the 
standard's  requirement  to  operate  emergency 
exits  during  the  application  of  force  to  the  ve- 
hicle roof  (S4(b))  does  not  apply  to  roof  exits 
which  are  covered  by  the  force  application  plate. 
The  agency  did  not  intend  to  require  the  opera- 
tion of  roof  exits  while  the  force  application 
plate  is  in  place  on  the  vehicle.  Accordingly,  an 
appropriate  amendment  has  been  made  to  S4(b) 
of  the  standard. 

With  regard  to  Standard  No.  220,  Sheller- 
Globe  also  requested  confimiation  that,  in  testing 
its  school  buses  that  have  a  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  it  may 
test  with  a  force  application  plate  with  dimen- 
sions other  than  those  specified  in  the  standard. 
The  standard  does  not  prohibit  a  manufacturer 
from  using  a  different  dimension  from  that  spec- 
ified, in  view  of  the  NHTSA's  expressed  position 
on  the  legal  effect  of  its  regulations.  To  certify 
compliance,  a  manufacturer  is  free  to  choose  any 
means,  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  to  show  that 
a  vehicle  (or  item  of  motor  vehicle  equipment) 
would  comply  if  tested  by  the  NHTSA  as  spee- 
ified  in  the  standard.  Thus  the  force  application 
plate  used  by  the  NHTSA  need  not  lie  duplicated 
by  each  manufacturer  or  compliance  test  facility. 
Sheller-Globe,  for  example,  is  free  to  use  a  force 
application  plate  of  any  width  as  long  as  it  can 
certify  its  vehicle  would  comply  if  tested  by  the 
NHTSA  according  to  the  standard. 

In  a  separate  area,  the  agency  corrects  the  in- 
advertent omission  of  an  illustration  from  Stand- 
ard No.  221  as  it  was  issued  January  26,  1976 
(41  F.R.  3872).  The  figure  does  not  differ  from 
that  proposed  and,  in  that  fonn,  it  received  no 
adverse  comment. 


In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regu- 
latory action  (41  F.R.  16200,  April  16,  1976), 
the  agency  herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of 
the  economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  ac- 
tion on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including 
possible  loss  of  safety  benefits.  The  changes  in 
effective  dates  for  the  school  bus  standards  are 
not  evaluated  because  they  were  aceomplished  by 
law  and  not  by  regulatory  action. 

The  change  of  effective  date  for  the  redefinition 
of  "school  bus"  will  result  in  savings  to  manu- 
facturers who  will  not  be  required  to  meet  exist- 
ing school  bus  standards  between  October  27, 
1976,  and  April  1,  1977.  The  agency  calculates 
that  the  only  standard  that  would  not  be  met 
would  be  the  requirement  in  Standard  No.  108 
for  school  bus  marker  lamps.  In  view  of  the 
agency's  existing  provision  for  the  marking  of 
light  school  buses  in  Pupil  Transportation  Stand- 
ard No.  17  (23  CFR  1204),  it  is  concludetl  that 
the  absence  of  this  equipment  until  April  1,  1977, 
will  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on 
safety. 

The  interpi'etative  amendment  of  Standard  No. 

220  and  the  addition  of  a  figure  to  Standard  No. 

221  are  not  expected  to  affeet  the  manufacture 
or  operation  of  school  buses. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  571  of 
Title  49  of  the  Code  of  J'ederal  Regulations  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  dates: 

1.  Because  the  listed  amendments  do  not  impose 
additional  requirements  of  any  person,  the  Na- 
tional Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
finds  that  an  immediate  effective  date  of  August 
26,  1976  is  in  the  public  interest. 

2.  The  effective  date  of  the  redefinition  of 
"school  bus"  in  49  CFR  Part  571.3  that  was  pub- 
lished in  the  issue  of  December  31,  1976  (40  F.R. 
60033)  is  changed  to  April  1,  1977. 

3.  The  effective  dates  of  Standard  Nos.  105-75, 
217,  301-75,  220,  221,  and  222  (as  they  apply  to 
school  buses)  are  April  1,  1977,  in  accordance 
with  Public  Law  94-346. 
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(Sec.   103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  John  W.  Snow 

(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  Pub.  L.  94-346,  Stat.  (15  Administrator 
U.S.C.  §  1392(1)  (1)  (B) ) ;  delegation  of  authority 

at  49  CFR  1.50).  41  F-R-  36027 

Issued  on  August  17,  1976.  August  26,  1976 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  221 
School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  require- 
ments for  the  strength  of  body  panel  joints  in 
school  bus  bodies. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  deaths  and  injuries  resulting  from  the 
structural  collapse  of  school  bus  bodies  during 
crashes. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
school  buses  with  gross  vehicle  weight  ratings  of 
more  than  10,000  pounds. 

54.  Definitions. 

"Body  component"  means  a  part  of  a  bus  body 
made  from  a  single  piece  of  homogeneous  ma- 
terial or  from  a  single  piece  of  composite  ma- 
terial such  as  plywood. 

"Body  panel"  means  a  body  component  used 
on  the  exterior  or  interior  surface  to  enclose  the 
bus'  occupant  space. 

"Body  panel  joint"  means  the  area  of  contact 
or  close  proximity  between  the  edges  of  a  body 
panel  and  another  body  component,  excluding 
spaces  designed  for  ventilation  or  another  func- 
tional purpose,  and  excluding  doors,  windows, 
and  maintenance  access  panels. 

"Bus  body"  means  the  portion  of  a  bus  that 
encloses  the  bus'  occupant  space,  exclusive  of  the 
bumpers,  the  chassis  frame,  and  any  structure 
forward  of  the  forwardmost  point  of  the  wind- 
shield mounting. 

55.  Requirement.  When  tested  in  accordance 
with  the  procedure  of  S6,  each  body  panel  joint 
shall  be  capable  of  holding  the  body  panel  to  the 
member  to  which  it  is  joined  when  subjected  to 
a  force  of  60%  of  the  tensile  strength  of  the 
weakest  joined  body  panel  determined  pursuant 
to  S6.2. 


S6.     Procedure. 

S6.1     Preparation  of  the  test  specimen. 

56.1.1  If  a  body  panel  joint  is  8  inches  long  or 
longer,  cut  a  test  specimen  that  consists  of  any 
randomly  selected  8-inch  segment  of  the  joint, 
together  with  a  portion  of  the  bus  body  whose 
dimensions,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  size 
of  the  joined  parts,  are  those  specified  in  Figure 
1,  so  that  the  specimen's  centerline  is  perpen- 
dicular to  the  joint  at  the  midpoint  of  the  joint 
segment.  Where  the  body  panel  is  not  fastened 
continuously,  select  the  segment  so  that  it  does 
not  bisect  a  spot  weld  or  a  discrete  fastener. 

56.1.2  If  a  joint  is  less  than  8  inches  long,  cut 
a  test  specimen  with  enough  of  the  adjacent  ma- 
terial to  permit  it  to  be  held  in  the  tension  test- 
ing machine  specified  in  S6.3. 

56.1.3  Prepare  the  test  specimen  in  accordance 
with  the  preparation  procedures  specified  in  the 
1973  edition  of  the  Annual  Book  of  ASTM 
Standards,  published  by  the  American  Society 
for  Testing  and  Materials,  1916  Race  Street, 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19103. 
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S6.2  Determination  of  minimum  allowable 
strength.  For  purposes  of  determining  the  mini- 
mum allowable  joint  strength,  determine  the 
tensile  strengths  of  the  joined  body  components 
as  follows: 

(a)  If  the  mechanical  properties  of  a  material 
are  specified  by  the  American  Society  for  Test- 
ing and  Materials,  the  relative  tensile  strength 
for  such  a  material  is  the  minimum  tensile 
strength  specified  for  that  material  in  the  1973 
edition  of  the  Annual  Book  of  ASTM  Standards. 

(b)  If  the  mechanical  properties  of  a  material 
are  not  specified  by  the  American  Society  for 
Testing  and  Materials,  determine  its  tensile 
strength  by  cutting  a  specimen  from  the  bus 
body  outside  the  area  of  the  joint  and  by  testing 
it  in  accordance  with  S6.3. 


S6.3    Strength  test. 

56.3.1  Grip  the  joint  specimen  on  opposite 
sites  of  the  joint  in  a  tension  testing  machine 
calibrated  in  accordance  with  Method  E4,  Veri- 
ification  of  Testing  Machines,  of  the  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (1973  Annual 
Book  of  ASTM  Standards). 

56.3.2  Adjust  the  testing  machine  grips  so  that 
the  joint,  under  load,  will  be  in  stress  approxi- 
mately perpendicular  to  the  joint. 

56.3.3  Apply  a  tensile  force  to  the  specimen 
by  separating  the  heads  of  the  testing  machine 
at  any  uniform  rate  not  less  than  Yg  inch  and  not 
more  than  %  inch  per  minute  until  the  specimen 
separates. 

41    F.R.  3872 
January  27,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   222 

School  Bus  Seating  and  Crash   Protection 
(Docket   No.   73-3;   Notice   5) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  motor  veliicle 
.safety  Standard  Xo.  222,  School  Bus  Seating 
and  C7'afih  Profccft'on,  tliat  s])pcifies  seatinp.  re- 
straininj;  barrier,  and  impact  zone  requirements 
for  school  buses. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  and  Sclioolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974,  Pub.  L.  9.*]-4<)2.  directed 
the  issuance  of  a  school  bus  seatinjr  systems  per- 
formance standard  (and  other  standards  in  seven 
areas  of  vehicle  performance).  Tlie  XHTSA 
had  already  issued  two  proposals  for  sciiool  bus 
seatinfr  systems  prior  to  enactment  of  tlie  1074 
Safety  Amendments  (the  Act)  (.'58  F.K.  4776. 
February  22.  197.".)  (30  F.R.  27.")85.  July  :'.().  1074) 
and  subsequently  published  two  additional  pro- 
posals (40  F.R.  17855,  April  23,  in7.-))  (40  F.R. 
47141,  October  8,  1075).  Each  aspect  of  tlie  re- 
quirements was  fully  considered  in  tlie  course 
of  tliis  iulemakin<r  activity.  Comments  received 
in  response  to  the  most  recent  pi'oposal  were 
limited  to  a  few  aspects  of  the  Standard. 

The  largest  number  of  comments  were  received 
on  the  requirement  that  scliool  bus  passen<ier 
seats  be  equipped  with  seat  belt  anchorajres  at 
each  seatin<;-  position.  The  standard  relies  on 
comi)artmontalizati()n  between  well-padded  and 
well-constructed  seats  to  provide  occupant  i)r()- 
tection  on  school  buses  (other  than  \an-type 
buses).  At  the  same  time,  seat  belt  anchorajips 
were  proposed  so  that  a  preatei'  measure  of  pro- 
tection could  be  pained  if  a  particular  user  chose 
to  use  the  anchoi-apes  by  installation  of  seat  belts 
toaether  with  a  system  to  assui'e  that  seat  belts 
would  lie  worn,  properly  adjusted,  and  not 
misused. 

Bus  operators  strongly  expressed  the  view  that 
the  presence  of  seat  belt  anchorages  would  en- 
courape  the  installation  of  seat  belts  by  school 


ilistiicts  without  i)rovidinp  the  necessary  supei'- 
\ision  of  their  use.  This  association  of  school 
l)us  operators  (Xational  School  Transportation 
Association)  also  (piestioned  the  benefits  that 
would  be  dei'ived  from  anchorage  installation  as 
lon<r  as  their  utilization  is  not  required.  Tn  view 
of  these  factois,  and  the  iiulications  that  in  any 
event  only  a  small  fiaction  of  school  buses  would 
have  belts  installed  and  pioperly  used,  the 
XHTS.V  concludes  that  tlie  proposed  seat  belt 
anchoiape  re(iuirement  should  not  be  included  in 
this  initial  school  bus  seatinjr  standard.  Further 
study  of  the  extent  to  wliich  belts  would  be  in- 
stalled and  properly  used  should  permit  more 
certainty  as  the  basis  for  any  future  action. 

XIIT.'^A  calculations  demon.strate  that  the 
strength  characteristics  of  the  seat  specified  by 
the  standard  to  j)rovi(le  the  correct  amount  of 
compartmentalization  also  provide  the  stienpth 
necessary  to  absorb  seat  belt  loads.  This  means 
that  an  operator  or  school  district  may  safely 
attach  seat  belts  to  the  seat  frame,  even  where 
anchoi-apes  are  not  installed  as  ori<rinal  equip- 
ment. The  seat  is  stron<r  enough  to  take  the 
force  of  occupants  apainst  the  seat  back  if  no 
belts  are  utilized,  or  the  force  of  occupants 
ajrainst  seat  belts  if  occupants  are  restrained  by 
belts  attached  to  the  seat  frame  through  the 
anchorages  provided. 

The  Physicians  for  Automotive  Safety  (PAS) 
lequested  that  lap  belts  be  required  in  addition 
to  the  compartmentalization  offered  In'  the  seat- 
in<r  systems.  The  apency  concluded  earlier  in 
this  rulemaking  procedui'c  that  compartmentali- 
zation provides  satisfactory  protection  and  that 
a  requirement  foi'  belts  without  the  assurance  of 
proper  supervision  of  their  use  would  not  be  an 
effective  means  of  providing  occupant  protection. 
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PAS  lias  not  provided  data  or  ar^iiuiiciits  tliat 
would  iiiodil'v  this  conciusion,  and  its  ri>(|iu'st  is 
theiTt'oie  denied. 

PAS.  relyinp  on  testiiii;-  iindei'taken  at  the 
University  of  California  at  Los  Anjioles  in  19G7 
and  1960,  ar<!;iied  that  a  vertical  seat  hack  heijiht 
of  "24  inches  above  the  seating;-  reference  point 
(SRP)  is  necessary  to  afford  ade(]uate  protec- 
tion ajrainst  occupant  injury.  The  XIITSA,  as 
noted  in  its  fourtli  notice  of  school  l)us  crash 
|)rotection.  based  its  20-incli  requirement  on 
newer  ilata  jieiierated  in  dynamic  and  static  test- 
injr  by  AMF  (\)rporation  of  prototype  seats  de- 
sijrned  to  meet  the  proposed  requirements  of  the 
standard  ("Development  of  a  Unitized  School 
Btis",  DOT-IIS-40()900).  While  the  XIITSA 
does  not  dispute  that  a  properly  constiucted. 
hijrher  seat  back  provides  more  protection  than 
a  lower  seat  back,  the  data  sui)port  the  agency 's 
determination  that  the  20-inch  seat  back  provides 
a  reasonable  level  of  protection.  School  bus  ac- 
cident data  do  not  provide  substantial  evidence 
of  a  whiplash  injury  experience  that  could  justify 
a  4-inch  increase  in  seat  back  height.  Foi'  this 
reason,  the  seat  back  heioht  is  made  final  as 
pioposed. 

Several  commenters  objected  to  applicability 
of  the  standard  to  school  buses  with  a  gross  ve- 
hicle weight  lating  (GVAVE)  of  10,000  pounds 
or  less  (light  school  buses),  asserting  that  the 
special  requirements  of  the  standard  for  those 
buses  were  inappropriate,  or  unachievable  within 
the  0-month  leadtime  for  compliance  mandated 
by  the  Act. 

Chrysler  Corporation  requested  exclusion  of 
light  school  buses  from  this  standard  for  an  in- 
definite jieriod,  and  Ford  Motor  Company  re- 
quested that  essentially  the  same  package  of 
standards  as  already  are  provided  in  its  van-tyi)e 
multi-purpose  passenger  vehicles  and  school  bus 
models  be  required  in  the  future,  with  no  addi- 
tional protection.  Roth  companies  believe  that 
the  relatively  snuxll  numbers  of  their  vehicles 
sold  as  .school  buses  would  have  to  be  withdrawn 
from  the  market  becau.se  of  the  expense  of  tool- 
ing new  seating  that  offers  more  crash  protection 
than  present  seating.  A^'ayne  Corporation  manu- 
factures a  light  school  b\is  that  is  not  based  on 
a  van-type  vehicle,  and  requested  that  seats  used 


in  its  larger  models  be  permitted  in  smaller 
models,  along  with  seat  belts  that  comply  with 
Standard   No.  200. 

Tiic  (Congressional  direction  to  issue  standards 
for  school  bus  .seating  systems  (1.5  U.S.C. 
§  1302(i)  (1)  (A)  (iv))  implies  that  existing  seat- 
ing and  occui)ant  crash  protection  standards  are 
insufficient  for  vehicles  that  carry  school  children. 
The  NHTSA  has  proposed  a  combination  of  re- 
(piirements  for  light  school  buses  that  differ  from 
those  for  heavier  buses,  because  the  crash  pulse 
experienced  by  sunt  Her  vehicles  is  more  severe 
than  that  of  largei'  vehicles  in  similar  collisions. 
The  standard  also  sijecifies  adequate  numbers  of 
seat  belts  for  the  children  that  the  vehicle  woidd 
carry,  because  such  restraints  are  necessary  to 
provide  adequate  crash  protection  in  small  ve- 
hicles. The  requirements  applicable  to  light 
school  buses  are  considered  reasonable,  and  are 
thcrefoie  included  in  the  final  rule  as  proposed. 

In  AVayne's  case,  it  is  not  clear  why  the  seat 
it  has  developed  for  heavier  school  buses  will  not 
ser\e  in  its  smaller  school  buses.  Seat  belts  may 
need  to  be  attached  to  the  floor  to  support  the 
force  specified  by  Standard  No.  210  for  anchor- 
ages. Also,  some  interior  padding  may  be 
necessary  to  meet  the  vehicle  impact  zone  re- 
(piirements  of  S;"). 3. 1.1  (a). 

Sheller-Globe  (Corporation  (Sheller)  and 
Wayne  considered  unreasonable  the  standard's 
limitation  on  maximum  distance  between  a  seat's 
SRP  and  the  rear  surface  of  the  .seat  or  restrain- 
ing barrier  forward  of  the  ISRP  (So.2).  The 
limitation  exists  to  minimize  the  distance  an  oc- 
cupant travels  before  forward  motion  is  arrested 
by  the  padded  stiiicture  that  compartmentalizes 
the  occupant.  The  two  h)is  manufacturers  con- 
tend that  they  nnist  also  comply  with  .State  re- 
quirements for  a  ininiiMuni  distance  between  seats 
that  results  in  only  1  inrli  of  tolerance  in  seating 
placement. 

Section  10;i(d)  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
.Motoi-  ^'ehicle  Safety  Act  provides  in  part : 
(d)  Whenever  a  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety 
stantlard  ...  is  in  effect,  no  State  or  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  shall  ha\e  any  authority 
either  to  establish  or  continue  in  effect,  with 
respect  to  any  motor  vehicle  or  item  of  motor 
vehicle  equipment  any  safety  standard  appli- 
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cable  to  tlip  same  aspect  of  perff)nnance  of 
such  vehicle  or  item  of  equipinent  which  is  not 
identical  to  the  Federal  standard. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  XHTSA  that  any 
State  requirement  relating  to  seat  spacing,  other 
than  one  identical  to  the  Federal  requirement  for 
maximum  spacing  of  20  inches  from  the  SRP,  is 
preempted  under  §  103(d),  15  U.S.C.  §  1392(d). 

Sheller  advocated  wider  seat  spacing  for  ac- 
tivity buses,  because  seats  are  occupied  for  longer 
periods  of  time  on  road  trips.  The  NHTSA, 
noting  that  activity  buses  are  often  used  on  the 
open  highway  at  high  speeds  for  long  periods  of 
time,  requests  comments  on  the  advisability  of 
specifying  a  seat  belt  requirement  in  place  of 
the  seat  spacing  requirement  in  the  case  of  these 
buses. 

Much  of  Sheller  and  Wayne's  concern  over 
tolerances  may  stem  from  a  misunderstanding  of 
the  meaning  of  "seating  reference  point"  (SRP). 
As  defined  by  the  NHTSA  (49  CFR  571.3),  the 
SRP  is  essentially  the  manufacturer's  design 
reference  point  which  simulates  the  pivot  center 
of  the  human  torso  and  thigh,  located  in  accord- 
ance with  the  SAE  Standard  J826.  Thus  the 
manufacturer  calculates,  on  its  seat  design  seen 
in  side  projected  view,  the  pivot  center  of  the 
human  torso  and  thigh  of  the  potential  seat  occu- 
pant, and  then  establishes  a  design  reference  point 
that  simulates  the  location  of  the  actual  pivot 
center.  The  XHTSA  has  interpreted  that  this 
design  reference  point  may  be  fixed  by  the  manu- 
facturer with  reference  to  the  seating  structure 
to  simplify  calculation  of  its  location  in  a  bus 
for  purposes  of  measurement  and  compliance. 

Sheller  also  requested  that  the  "seat  perform- 
ance forward"  testing  be  simplified  by  elim- 
inating the  8-inch  range  of  locations  at  which 
the  lower  loading  bar  can  be  applied  against  the 
seat  back.  As  noted  in  the  preamble  to  Xotice  4 
of  this  docket  in  response  to  a  similar  request 
from  Blue  Bird  Body  Company,  the  XHTSA  de- 
clines to  make  this  restriction,  to  discourage  the 
addition  of  a  narrow  2-inch  wide  structural  mem- 
ber at  this  point  simply  to  meet  the  requirement. 
This  reasoning  remains  valid  and  Sheller's  re- 
quest is  denied. 


Sheller  also  asked  that  the  requirement  for 
forward-facing  scats  be  eliminated  from  the 
standard,  in  view  of  the  practice  of  installing 
side-facing  seats  in  some  buses  for  handicapped 
students.  The  XHTSA  designed  the  seating  sys- 
tem in  this  standard  for  protection  from  fore  and 
aft  crash  forces,  and  considers  it  necessary  that 
the  seats  be  forward-facing  to  aciueve  the  objec- 
tive of  occupant  protection.  Comments  are  so- 
licited on  whether  the  provision  of  this  protection 
in  special  vehicles  is  impractical. 

The  Vehicle  Equipment  and  Safety  Commis- 
sion (VESC)  asked  for  a  minimum  seat  width 
of  13  inches  for  each  designated  seating  position, 
noting  that  the  standard's  formula  permits  seat- 
ing of  12.67  inches  in  width.  The  agency  does 
not  believe  its  standard  will  encourage  seats  nar- 
rower than  those  presently  provided  in  school 
buses,  but  will  watch  for  any  indication  that  that 
is  occurring.  Action  can  be  taken  in  the  future 
if  it  appears  that  seating  is  being  designed  to 
be  narrower  than  at  present. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  a  new  motoi' 
vehicle  safety  Standard  Xo.  222.  School  Bus 
Seating  and  Crash  Protection,  is  added  as 
§  571.222,  of  Part  571  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations.  .  .  . 

Eifective  date:  October  26,  1976.  The  effec- 
tive date  of  this  standard  is  established  as  9 
months  after  the  date  of  its  issuance,  as  required 
by  the  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974,  Pub.  L.  93^92,  section  202 
(15  U.S.C.   1397(i)(l)(A)). 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407);  §202,  Pub.  L.  93-492,  88 
Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392);  delegation  of  au- 
thority at  49  CFR  1..50). 

Issued  on  January  22,  1976. 

Howard  J.  Dugoff 
Acting  Administrator 

41    F.R.   4016 
January  28,    1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   222 

School   Bus  Seating  and   Crash  Protection 
(Docket  No.  73-3;   Notice  6) 


This  notice  responds  to  two  petitions  for  re- 
consideration of  Standard  Xo.  222,  School  Bus 
Passenger  Seating  and  Crash  Protection,  as  it 
was  issued  January  22,  1976. 

Standard  No.  222  (49  CFR  571.222.  was  issued 
Januaiy  22,  1976  (41  F.E.  4016,  January  28, 
1976),  in  accordance  with  §202  of  the  Motor 
Vehicle  and  Sclioolbus  Safety  Amendments  of 
1974,  Pub.  L.  93-492  (15  U.S.C.  §1392(i)(l)) 
and  goes  into  etfect  on  October  26,  1976.  The 
standard  provides  for  compartmentalization  of 
bus  passengere  between  well-padded  and  well- 
constnicted  seats  in  the  eA-ent  of  collision.  Peti- 
tions for  reconsideration  of  the  standard  were 
received  from  Sheller-Globe  Corporation  and 
from  the  Physicians  for  Automotive  Safety 
(PAS),  which  also  represented  the  vdews  of 
Action  for  Child  Transportation  Safety,  several 
adult  individuals,  and  several  school  bus  riders. 

PAS  exprease4  dissatisfaction  witli  several  as- 
pects of  the  standard.  The  organization  objected 
most  strongly  to  the  agency's  decision  that  seat 
belts  should  not  be  mandated  in  school  buses. 
PAS  disagreed  with  the  agency  conclusion  (39 
F.E.  27585,  July  30,  1974)  that,  whatever  the 
potential  benefits  of  safety  belts  in  motor  vehicle 
collisions,  the  possibility  of  their  non-use  or 
misuse  in  the  hands  of  children  makes  them 
impractical  in  school  buses  without  adequate  su- 
pervision. In  support  of  safety  belt  inst<allation, 
PAS  cited  statistics  indicating  that  23  percent 
of  reported  school  bus  accidents  involve  a  side 
impact  or  rollover  of  the  bus. 

AVliile  safety  belts  presumably  would  be  bene- 
ficial in  these  situations,  PAS  failed  to  provide 
evidence  that  the  belts,  if  provided,  would  be 
properly  utilized  by  school-age  children.  The 
agency  will  continue  to  evaluate  the  wisdom  of 


its  decision  not  to  mandate  belts,  based  on  any 
evidence  showing  that  significant  numbers  of 
school  districts  intend  to  provide  the  superWsion 
that  should  accompany  belt  use.  In  view  of  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  date,  however,  the  agency 
maintains  its  position  that  requiring  the  installa- 
tion of  safety  belts  on  school  bus  passenger  seats 
is  not  appropriate  and  denies  the  PAS  petition 
for  reconsideration.  The  agency  continues  to 
consider  the  reduced  hostility  of  improved  seat- 
ing to  be  the  best  reasonable  form  of  protection 
against  injui-y. 

PAS  asked  that  a  separate  standard  for  seat 
belt  assembly  anchorages  be  issued.  They  dis- 
agree with  the  agency's  conclusion  (41  F.R.  4016) 
that  seat  belt  anchorages  should  not  be  required 
because  of  indications  that  only  a  small  fraction 
of  school  buses  would  have  belts  installed  and 
properly  used.  However,  PAS  failed  to  produce 
evidence  that  a  substantial  number  of  school 
buses  would  be  equipped  with  safety  belts,  or 
that  steps  would  be  taken  to  assure  the  proper 
use  of  such  belts.  In  the  absence  of  such  in- 
formation, the  agency  maintains  its  position  that 
a  seat  belt  anchorage  requirement  should  not  be 
included  in  the  standard  at  this  time,  and  denies 
the  PAS  petition  for  reconsideration. 

The  XHTSA  does  find  merit  in  the  PAS  con- 
cern that  in  the  absence  of  additional  guidance, 
improper  safety  belt  installation  may  occur.  The 
Administration  is  considering  iiilemaking  to 
establish  performance  requirements  for  safety 
belt  anchorages  and  assemblies  when  such  sys- 
tems are  installed  on  school  bus  passenger  seats. 

PAS  also  requested  that  the  seat  back  height 
lie  raised  from  the  20-inch  level  specified  by  the 
standard  to  a  24-inch  level.  In  support  of  this 
position,  the  organization  set  forth  a  "common 
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sense"  argument  that  whiplash  must  be  occurring 
to  school  bus  passengers  in  rear  impact.  How- 
ever, the  agency  has  not  been  able  to  locate  any 
quantified  evidence  that  there  is  a  significant 
whiplash  problem  in  school  buses.  The  crash 
forces  imparted  to  a  school  bus  occupant  in  rear 
impact  are  typically  far  lower  than  those  im- 
parted in  a  car-to-car  impact  because  of  the 
greater  weight  of  the  school  bus.  The  new  and 
higher  seating  required  by  the  standard  specifies 
energy  absorption  characteristics  for  the  seat  back 
under  rear-impact  conditions,  and  the  agency 
considers  that  these  improvements  over  earlier 
seating  designs  wil  reduce  the  number  of  in- 
juries that  occur  in  rear  impact.  For  lack  of 
evidence  of  a  significant  whiplash  problem,  the 
PAS  petition  for  a  24-inch  seat  back  is  denied. 

PAS  believed  that  the  States  and  localities 
that  specify  a  24-inch  seat  back  height  would  be 
precluded  from  doing  so  in  tlie  future  by  the 
preemptive  effect  of  Standard  No.  222  under 
§  103(f)  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Act  (1.5  U.S.C.  §  1392(f)): 

g  JQ3  ***** 

(d)  '\Mienever  a  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety 
standard  under  this  subchapter  is  in  effect,  no 
State  or  political  subdivision  of  a  State  shall 
have  any  authority  either  to  establish,  or  to 
continue  in  effect,  with  respect  to  any  motor 
vehicle  or  item  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  any 
safety  standard  applicable  to  the  same  aspect 
of  perfonnance  of  such  vehicle  or  item  of 
equipment  which  is  not  identical  to  the  Fed- 
eral standard.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed  to  prevent  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment or  the  government  of  any  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  from  establishing 
a  safety  requirement  applicable  to  motor  ve- 
hicle equipment  procured  for  its  own  use  if 
such  requirement  imposes  a  higher  standard 
of  performance  than  that  required  to  comply 
with  the  otherwise  applicable  Federal  standard. 

Standard  No.  222  specifies  a  minimum  seat 
back  height  (S.5.1.2)  which  manufactures  may 
exceed  as  long  as  their  product  confonns  to  all 
other  requirements  of  the  standards  applicable 
to  school  buses.  It  is  the  NHTSA's  opinion  that 
any  State  .standard  of  general  applicability  con- 
cerning seat  back  height  of  school  bus  seating 


would  also  have  to  specify  a  minimum  height 
identical  to  the  Federal  requirement.  Manufac- 
turers would  not  be  required  to  exceed  this  mini- 
mum. Thus,  the  PAS  petition  to  state  seat  back 
height  as  a  minimum  is  unnecessary  and  has 
already  been  satisfied,  although  it  does  not  have 
the  effect  desired  by  the  PAS. 

With  regard  to  the  PAS  concern  that  the 
States'  seat  height  requirements  would  be  pre- 
empted, the  second  sentence  of  §  103(d)  clarifies 
that  the  limitation  on  safety  regulations  of  gen- 
eral applicability  does  not  prevent  governmental 
entities  from  specifying  additional  safety  features 
in  vehicles  purchased  for  their  own  use.  Thus,  a 
State  or  its  political  subdivisions  could  specify  a 
seat  back  height  higher  than  20  inches  in  the  case 
of  public  school  buses.  The  second  sentence  does 
not  permit  these  governmental  entities  to  specify 
safety  features  that  j)revent  the  vehicle  or  equip- 
ment from  complying  with  applicable  safety 
standards. 

With  regard  to  which  school  buses  qualif}'  as 
"public  school  buses"  that  may  be  fitted  with 
additional  features,  it  is  noted  that  the  agency 
includes  in  tliis  category  those  buses  that  are 
owned  and  operated  by  a  private  contractor  under 
contract  with  a  State  to  provide  transportation 
for  students  to  and  from  public  schools. 

Sheller-Globe  Corporation  (Sheller)  petitioned 
for  exclusion  from  the  seating  requirements  for 
seating  that  is  designed  for  handicapped  or  con- 
valescent students  who  are  unable  to  utilize 
conventional  forward-facing  seats.  Typically, 
side-facing  seats  are  installed  to  improve  entry 
and  egress  since  knee  room  is  limited  in  forward- 
facing  seats,  or  spaces  on  the  bus  are  specifi- 
cally designed  to  accommodate  wheelchairs.  The 
standard  presently  requires  that  bus  passenger 
seating  be  forward-facing  (S5.1)  and  conform  to 
requirements  appi'opriate  for  forward-facing 
seats.  Blue  Bird  Body  Company  noted  in  a 
March  29,  1976,  letter  that  it  also  considered  the 
standard's  requirements  inappropriate  for  special 
seating. 

The  agency  has  considered  the  limited  circum- 
stances in  which  this  seating  would  be  offered  in 
school  buses  and  concludes  that  the  seat-spacing 
requirement  (S5.2)  and  the  fore-and-aft  seat  per- 
formance requirements    (S5.1.3,  S5.1.4)    are  not 
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appropriate  for  side-facing  seats  designed  solely 
for  handicapped  or  convalescent  students.  Occu- 
pant crash  protection  is,  of  course,  as  important 
for  these  students  as  others,  and  the  agency  in- 
tends to  establisli  requirements  suited  to  these 
specialized  seating  arrangements.  At  this  time, 
however,  insufficient  time  remains  before  the 
effective  date  of  this  standard  to  establish  differ- 
ent requirements  for  the  seating  involved.  There- 
fore, the  NHTSA  has  decided  to 'modify  its  nde 
by  the  exclusion  of  side-facing  seating  installed 
to  accommodate  handicapped  or  convalescent 
passengers. 

School  bus  manufacturers  should  note  that 
the  limited  exclusion  does  not  relieve  them  from 
providing  a  restraining  barrier  in  front  of  any 
forward-facing  seat  that  has  a  side-facing  seat 
or  wheelchair  position  in  front  of  it  . 

Sheller  also  petitioned  for  a  modification  of  the 
head  protection  zone  (S5.3.1.1)  that  describes 
the  space  in  front  of  a  seating  position  where  an 
occupant's  head  would  impact  in  a  crash.  The 
outer  edge  of  this  zone  is  described  as  a  vertical 
longitudinal  plane  3.25  inches  inboard  of  the  out- 
board edge  of  the  seat. 

Sheller  pointed  out  that  van-type  school  buses 
utilize  "tumble  home"  in  the  side  of  the  vehicle 
that  brings  the  bus  body  side  panels  and  glazing 
into  the  head  protection  zone.  As  Sheller  noted, 
the  agency  has  never  intended  to  include  body 
side  panels  and  glazing  in  the  protection  zone. 
The  roof  stinicture  and  overhead  projections  from 
the  interior  are  included  in  this  area  of  the  zone. 
To  clarify  this  distinction  and  account  for  the 
"tumble  home,"  the  description  of  the  head  impact 
zone  in  S5.3.1.1  is  appropriately  modified. 

In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regu- 
latory action  (41  F.R.  16201;  April  16,  1976), 
the  agency  herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of 
the  economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  action 
on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including  pos- 
sible loss  of  safety  benefits.  The  decision  to 
withdraw  requirements  for  side-facing  seats  used 
by  handicapped  or  convalescent  students  will  re- 
sult in  cost  savings  to  manufacturers  and  pur- 


chasers. The  action  may  encourage  production 
of  specialized  buses  that  would  otherwise  not  be 
built  if  the  seating  were  subject  to  the  standard. 
Because  the  requirements  are  not  appropriate  to 
the  orientation  of  this  seating,  it  is  estimated  that 
no  significant  loss  of  safety  benefits  will  occur  as 
a  result  of  the  amendment.  The  exclusion  of 
sidewall,  window  or  door  structure  from  the  !<■  - 
protection  zone  is  simply  a  clarification  of  the 
agency's  longstanding  intent  that  these  compo- 
nents not  be  subject  to  the  requirements.  There- 
fore no  new  consequences  are  anticipated  as  a  re- 
sult of  this  amendment. 

In  an  area  unrelated  to  the  petitions  for  re- 
consideration, the  Automobile  Club  of  Southem 
California  petitioned  for  s}5ecification  of  a  van- 
dalism resistance  specification  for  the  upholstery 
that  is  installed  in  school  buses  in  compliance 
with  Standard  No.  222.  Data  were  submitted  on 
experience  with  crash  pads  installed  in  school 
buses  operated  in  California.  Vandalism  damage 
was  experienced,  and  its  cost  quantified  in  the 
submitted  data. 

The  Automobile  Club  made  no  argument  that 
the  damage  to  the  upholstei-y  presents  a  sig- 
nificant safety  problem.  "V^'^lile  it  is  conceivable 
that  removal  of  all  padding  from  a  seat  back 
could  occur  and  expose  the  rigid  seat  frame,  the 
agency  estimates  that  this  would  occur  rarely  and 
presumably  would  result  in  replacement  of  the 
seat.  Because  the  agency's  aiithority  under  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act 
is  limited  to  the  issuance  of  standards  that  meet 
the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety  (15  U.S.C. 
§  1392(a) ),  the  agency  concludes  that  a  vandalism 
resistance  requirement  is  not  appropriate  for 
inclusion  in  Standard  No.  222. 

In  light  of  tiie  foregoing.  Standard  No.  222 
(49  CFR  571.222)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  October  26,  1976.  Because  the 
standard  becomes  effective  on  October  26,  1976, 
it  is  found  to  be  in  the  public  interest  that  an 
effective  date  sooner  than  180  days  is  in  the  public 
interest.  Changes  in  the  text  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  should  be  made  immediately. 
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Effective:   October   26,    1976 


(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15  James  B.  Gregory 

U.S.C.   1392,  1407) ;   delegation  of  authority  at  Administrator 

49  CFR  1.50.)  4,  F  ,   28506 

Issued  on  July  7,  1976.  July  12,  1976 
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EfFeclive:   December   16,    1976 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   222 

School  Bus  Seating  and  Crash   Protection 
(Docket  No.  73-3;   Notice   8) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  222,  School 
Bus  Passenger  Seating  and  Crash  Protectioji,  to 
delay  the  effective  date  for  maximum  rearward 
deflection  of  seats  from  April  1,  1977,  to  April  1, 
1978. 

Standard  No.  222  (49  CFR  571.222),  as  pub- 
lished January  28,  1976  (41  F.E.  4016),  estab- 
lished October  27,  1976,  as  the  effective  date  of 
the  standard,  as  mandated  by  the  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  of  1974  (the 
Act)  (Pub.  L.  93^92).  Congress  subsequently 
amended  the  Act  by  Public  Law  94-.346  (July 
8,  1976)  to  extend  the  effective  date  for  the  im- 
plementation of  school  bus  standards  to  April 
1,  1977. 

The  NHTSA  has  promulgated  regulations  on 
several  aspects  of  performance  mandated  by 
Congress  in  the  Act.  Tliese  regulations  become 
effective  on  April  1,  1977.  The  agency  concludes, 
however,  that  compliance  with  one  provision  of 
Standard  No.  222  by  the  April  1,  1977,  effective 
date  would  be  impracticable,  would  result  in 
substantial  economic  waste,  and  would  not  be  in 
the  public  interest. 

Since  publication  of  Standard  No.  222,  a  mis- 
understanding has  arisen  within  the  industry 
concerning  the  definition  of  the  term  "absorbed" 
when  used  in  connection  with  the  requirements 
in  sections  S5.1..3.4  and  S5.1.4.2.  The  NHTSA 
explained  the  term  "absorbed"  in  an  interpreta- 
tion to  Thomas  Built  Buses  (July  30.  1976)  to 
mean  "receive  without  recoil."  This  interpreta- 
tion requires  that  returned  energy  be  subtracted 
from  total  energy  applied  to  the  seat  back  to 
calculate  energy  "absorbed"  by  the  seat  back. 

School  bus  manufacturers  tested  their  seats  in 
accordance  with  the  NHTSA  definition  of  "ab- 
sorbed" and  found  that  the  seats  continued  to 


comply  with  the  requirements  of  Standard  No. 
222  when  test-ed  for  foi-ward  performance 
(S5.1.3),  but  these  same  seats  were  marginally 
below  the  NHTSA  requirements  for  rearward 
seat  deflection.  Based  upon  these  test  data, 
petitions  have  been  received  from  Thomas  Built 
Buses,  Blue  Bird  Body  Company,  Carpenter  Body 
Works,  Wayne  Corporation,  and  Ward  School 
Bus  Manufacturing,  all  requesting  a  change  in 
rearward  performance  requirements. 

The  NHTSA  has  examined  the  data  submitted 
by  tlie  manufacturers  and  concludes  that  the 
seats  upon  which  the  tests  were  made  demonstrate 
a  high  probability  of  meeting  most  of  the  re- 
quirements of  Standard  No.  222.  Further,  the 
agency  concludes  that  to  mandate  full  compliance 
with  the  rearward  performance  requirements  of 
Standard  No.  222  would  require  extensive  re- 
tooling and  redesign.  This  could  result  in  sub- 
stantial economic  waste  of  seats  now  in  production 
and  severe  economic  hardship  for  manufacturers. 

The  NHTSA  is  particularly  concerned  that  to 
require  full  compliance  with  the  rearward  per- 
formance requirements  at  this  late  date  might 
mean  that  manufacturers  would  be  unable  to 
redesign  their  seats  in  time  to  commence  manu- 
facture of  completed  buses  on  April  1,  1977. 
Since  single-stage  buses  produced  after  April  1, 
1977,  must  meet  NHTSA  safety  requirements  in 
all  other  respects,  they  will  be  substantially  safer 
than  buses  currently  in  use.  Therefore,  the 
agency  finds  that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  safety 
to  ensure  that  these  safer  buses  will  be  available 
on  April  1,  1977,  to  replace  older  less  safe  models. 
To  ensure  that  safer  buses  can  be  marketed  with- 
out delay,  the  NHTSA  extends  the  effective  date 
of  requirements  for  maximum  rearward  deflec- 
tion of  seats  to  April  1,  1978.    It  is  emphasized 
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Effective:    December    16,    1976 

that  the  numerous  other  requirements  for  scliool 
bus  seating,  inchiding  all  other  rearward  per- 
formance requirements,  remain  in  eflfect,  which 
ensures  adequate  interior  protection  as  of  April 
1,  1977,  as  mandated  by  Congress.  A  proposal 
for  minor  modification  of  S5.1.4  (to  be  published 
shortly)  will  permit  reinstitution  of  rearward 
deflection  requirements  following  the  1-year  delay. 

Because  of  the  imminent  effective  date  of  the 
school  bus  safety  standards  and  the  lead  time 
required  to  modify  seat  design,  the  NHTSA  for 
gool  cause  finds  that  notice  and  public  procedure 
on  this  amendment  are  impracticable  and  con- 
trary to  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S5.1.4(b) 
of  Standard  No.  222  (49  CFR  571.222)  is 
amended  by  the  addition,  at  the  beginning  of  the 
first  sentence,  of  the  following  phrase:  "In  the 


case  of  a  school  bus  manufactured  on  or  after 
April  1,  1978,". 

Effective  date:  December  16,  1976.  Because 
this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction  and  does 
not  impose  requirements  on  any  person,  it  is 
found,  for  good  cause  shown,  that  an  immediate 
effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  Sec.  202,  Pub.  L.  93-492, 
88  Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392);  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  December  10,  1976. 

Acting  Administrator 
Charles  E.  Duke 

41   F.R.  54945 
December  16,  1976 
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Effective:   April    1,    1978 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   222 

(Docket  No.  73-3;  Notice   12) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  222,  School 
Bus  Passenger  Seating  and  Crash  Protection, 
increasing  the  allowable  rearward  deflection  of 
seats  from  8  to  10  inches.  The  action  is  taken  in 
response  to  petitions  that  indicated  the  current 
rearward  deflection  requirement  is  unnecessarily 
restrictive  in  that  it  would  require  costly  retool- 
ing of  school  bus  seats  with  no  measurable  safety 
advantage  over  a  somewhat  greater  deflection 
distance  that  would  not  entail  significant  retool- 
ing. Additionally,  a  minor  modification  of  the 
standard  is  made  clarifying  the  meaning  of 
"absorbed  energy"  consistent  with  an  agency 
interpretation  of  that  term. 

Effective  Date:  April  1, 1978. 

For  further  information  contact : 

Mr.  Timothy  Hoyt,  Crashworthiness  Divi- 
sion, National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2264). 

Supplementary  Information :  On  November  10, 
1977,  the  NHTSA  published  a  notice  proposing 
to  amend  the  rearward  deflection  requirement  of 
Standard  No.  222,  School  Bus  Passenger  Seating 
and  Cra^h  Protection.  The  impetus  for  that  pro- 
posal came  from  several  petitions  from  school  bus 
manufacturers  claiming  that  the  rearward  deflec- 
tion requirement  was  unnecessarily  restrictive 
since  it  would  require  significant  retooling  of 
school  bus  seats  which  would  not  be  measurably 
superior,  in  terms  of  safety,  to  seats  designed  to 
meet  a  slightly  greater  deflection  distance.  They 
stated  that  seats  produced  in  compliance  with  a 
somewhat  greater  rearward  deflection  require- 
ment, as  opposed  to  the  currently  specified  8-incli 
requirement,  would  not  require  retooling.  The 
NHTSA  agreed  with  the  petitioners  and,  accord- 
ingly, proposed  to  increase  the  allowable  rear- 
ward deflection  of  seats  from  8  to  10  inches.    By 


the  same  notice,  the  NHTSA  proposed  a  minor 
modification  of  the  standard  clarifying  the 
agency's  meaning  of  absorbed  energy. 

Only  one  comment  was  received  in  response  to 
that  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking.  The  Vehicle 
Equipment  Safety  Commission  did  not  submit 
comments. 

The  only  commenter.  Blue  Bird  Body  Com- 
pany, took  issue  with  the  agency's  proposed 
method  for  limiting  rearward  seat  deflection.  Lt 
asserted  that  the  requirement  expressed  in  S5.1.4 
(c)  of  the  standard  should  be  the  only  limitation 
on  rearward  seat  deflection.  That  section  pro- 
vides that  a  seat  shall  not,  when  tested,  come 
within  4  inches  of  any  portion  of  another  pas- 
senger seat. 

Blue  Bird's  comment  is  not  persuasive.  The 
requirement  of  S5.1.4(c)  addresses  an  entirely 
separate  safety  concern  than  the  requirement  of 
S5.1.4(b).  Section  S5.1.4'(b)  limits  the  rearward 
deflection  of  a  seat,  by  this  notice,  to  a  maximum 
of  10  inches.  That  requirement  functions  as  part 
of  the  compartmentalization  scheme  of  Standard 
222.  Limiting  the  degree  of  seat  back  deflection 
helps  to  contain  a  child  within  the  seat  structures 
in  the  event  of  an  accident.  This  requirement 
should  be  distinguished  from  that  contained  in 
S5.1.4(c),  which  is  intended  to  ensure  that  a 
minimum  amount  of  space  remains  between  seats 
following  an  accident  so  that  a  child  does  not 
become  trapped.  Since  both  requirements  are 
necessary  to  maintain  the  safety  level  considered 
necessary  for  school  buses.  Blue  Bird's  request  is 
denied. 

Blue  Bird  stated  in  its  comments  a  preference 
for  specifying  maximum  rearward  seat  deflection 
in  terms  of  inches  rather  than  angle.  This  com- 
ment suggests  that  Blue  Bird  misinterpreted  the 
statements  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
as  indicating  that  the  NHTSA  was  contemplat- 
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Effective:    April    1,    1978 

ing  an  amendment  that  would  limit  the  angle  of 
seat  deflection.  The  reference  in  the  notice  to  a 
40°  seat  angle  was  made  only  to  justify  the  pro- 
posed 10-inch  maximum  seat  deflection.  A  40° 
seat  angle  roughly  translates  to  10  inches  of  rear- 
ward seat  deflection.  There  was  no  intention  to 
suggest  that  an  angle  limitation  was  under  con- 
sideration. In  fact,  the  preamble  stated  that  the 
NHTSA  had  abandoned,  in  earlier  rulemaking, 
attempts  to  adopt  an  angular  measurement  owing 
to  the  difficulty  of  making  such  a  measurement. 

The  agency  concludes  that  the  extension  of  the 
allowable  rearward  deflection  of  seats  from  8  to 
iO  inches  assures  passenger  safety  while  minimiz- 
ing the  cost  impact  of  compliance  with  the  school 
bus  regulations.  Since  this  amendment  relieves 
a  restriction,  it  should  result  in  no  increase  in 
costs. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  571,  of 
Title  49,  CFR,  is  amended.  .  .   . 

The  principal  authors  of  this  proposal  are 
Timothy  Hoyt  of  the  Crashwortliiness  Division 
and  Roger  Tilton  of  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  Sec.  203,  Pub.  L.  93-492, 
88  Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392);  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  March  1, 1978. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 


43   F.R.  9149 
March   6,   1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   222 


School   Bus  Seating   and   Crash   Protection 
(Docket  No.   73-3;   Notice    13) 


Action:  Final  rule. 


Summary:  This  notice  makes  final  an  existing 
interim  amendment  to  Standard  Xo.  222. 
School  Bus  Seating  and  Crash  Protection,  in- 
creasing: the  maximum  allowable  seat  spacinp 
in  school  buses  from  20  to  21  inches.  In  issuing: 
the  original  standard,  the  agency  intended  that 
the  seats  be  spaced  approximately  20  inches 
apart  (S5.2).  However,  because  of  manufac- 
turing tolerances,  some  school  bus  manufactur- 
ers were  spacing  tlieir  seats  at  distances  less 
than  20  inches  to  ensure  that  the  spacing  does 
not  exceed  the  prescribed  maximum.  A  seat 
spacing  specification  of  21  inches  permits  20-inch 
spacing  of  seats  by  taking  manufacturing  toler- 
ances into  fuller  account.  This  spacing  will  ac- 
commodate large  high  school  students  while  still 
ensuring  a  safe  level  of  school  bus  seat  perform- 
ance. 

Effective  date:  Since  this  amendment  merely 
makes  final  an  existing  interim  nde,  it  is  effective 
March  29,  1979. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Mr.  Robert  "Williams,  Crashworthiness  Divi- 
sion, National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington.  D.C.  20.590    (202)   426-2264. 

Supplementary  information:  On  December  22, 
1977,  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration issued  a  proposal  to  increase  tlie 
allowable  seat  spacing  in  school  buses  from  20  to 
21  inches  (42  FR  64136).  Concurrently  with  that 
proposal,  the  XHTSA  issued  an  interim  final  rule 
permitting  buses  to  be  constructed  immediately 
with  the  increased  seat  .spacing  (42  FR  64119). 
This  action  was  taken  to  provide  the  amount  of 
seat  spacing  in  school  buses  originally  intended 


by  the  agency  and  to  relieve  immediately  prob- 
lems created  by  the  unnecessarily  limited  seat 
spacing  in  buses  then  being  built.  The  action 
resulted  from  numerous  complaints  by  .school  bus 
users  relating  to  seat  spacing.  The  proposal  and 
interim  final  rule  responded  to  petitions  from  the 
AVisconsin  School  Bus  Association  and  the  X"^a- 
tional  School  Transportation  Association  asking 
for  increased  seat  spacing. 

The  agency  received  many  comments  in  re- 
sponse to  its  December  1977  proposal.  Most  com- 
ments favored  some  extension  in  the  seat  spacing 
allowance  in  school  buses.  Commenters  differed 
as  to  the  amount  of  .seat  s])acing  needed  to  ac- 
connnodate  fully  the  larger  .school  children.  Some 
commenters  suggested  that  the  agency  provide 
still  more  seat  spacing  than  proposed  in  the 
December  22  notice.  Other  conunenters  sup- 
ported the  agency's  suggested  modification. 

The  agency  has  reviewed  all  of  the  comments 
and  the  petitions  concerning  this  issue  and  lias 
concluded  that  the  proposal  and  interim  rule 
provide  sufficient  seat  spacing  in  school  buses  for 
all  school  cliildrcn.  To  provide  greater  seat 
spacing,  as  suggested  by  some  commenters,  might 
necessitate  changing  the  seat  structures  to  absorli 
more  energy.  Sec  the  Decenil)cr  proposal  for 
further  di.scussion  of  this  point.  The  X^HTSA 
does  not  believe  tliat  such  a  costly  change  is  war- 
ranted at  this  time.  The  agency  notes  tliat  as  a 
result  of  the  inteiiiii  rule  seat  spacing  in  buses 
has  become  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  for  pupil 
transportation  to  and  from  school.  The  agency 
continues,  however,  to  research  the  proper  seating 
for  activity  buses  and  will  address  that  issue  in  a 
separate  notice  as  soon  as  all  of  the  research  and 
analysis  is  completed. 
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In  accordance  with  the  foreg:oing:,  Volume  49        88   Stat.   1470    (15  U.S.C.   1392) ;   deleg^ation  of 

of  the  Code  of  Federal  Re^nilations.  Part  571.        authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Standard  No.  222,  School  Bus  ,Srat!nrj  and  Crash  issued  on  March  21.  1979. 

Protecti&n,  is  amended ....  t         ^.     .        i 

„,         ....  ...  .  _  ,  Joan  C  laybrook 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Robert  .  i    •    •    " 

■1,7-ir  i!  4.1      /-^      1         n  •  T-,-   ■  ■  1  Administrator 

UiUiams   or   the   C  rashworthiness   Division   and 

Roijer  Tilton  of  the  Office  of  (^liief  Counsel. 

(Sees.    103,   119,  Pub.   L.   89-563,  80  Stat.   718  44  F.R.   18674-18675 

(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  Sec.  203,  Pub.  L.  93-492.  March  29,   1979 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  222 
School  Bus  Seating  and  Crash  Protection 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  occu- 
pant protection  requirements  for  school  bus  pas- 
senger seating  and  restraining  barriers. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard 
is  to  reduce  the  number  of  deaths  and  the  se- 
verity of  injuries  that  result  from  the  impact  of 
school  bus  occupants  against  structures  within 
the  vehicle  during  crashes  and  sudden  driving 
maneuvers. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
school  buses. 

54.  Definitions.  "Contactable  surface"  means 
any  surface  within  the  zone  specified  in  S5.3.1.1 
that  is  contactable  from  any  direction  by  the  test 
device  described  in  S6.6,  except  any  surface  on 
the  front  of  a  seat  back  or  restraining  barrier  3 
inches  or  more  below  the  top  of  the  seat  back  or 
restraining  barrier. 

"School  bus  passenger  seat"  means  a  seat  in 
a  school  bus,  other  than  the  driver's  seat  or  a 
seat  installed  to  accommodate  handicapped  or 
convalescent  passengers  as  evidenced  by  orienta- 
tion of  the  seat  in  a  direction  that  is  more  than 
45  degrees  to  the  left  or  right  of  the  longitudinal 
centerline  of  the  vehicle. 

S4.1  The  number  of  seating  positions  con- 
sidered to  be  in  a  bench  seat  is  expressed  by  the 
symbol  W,  and  calculated  as  the  bench  width  in 
inches  divided  by  15  and  rounded  to  the  nearest 
whole  number. 

55.  Requirements,  (a)  Each  vehicle  with  a 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating  of  more  than  10,000 
pounds  shall  be  capable  of  meeting  any  of  the 
requirements  set  forth  under  this  heading  when 
tested  under  the  conditions  of  S6.  However,  a 
particular  school  bus  passenger  seat  (i.e.,  test 


specimen)  in  that  weight  class  need  not  meet 
further  requirements  after  having  met  S5.1.2  and 
S5.1.5,  or  having  been  subjected  to  either  S5.1.3, 

55.1.4,  or  S5.3. 

(b)  Each  vehicle  with  a  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  shall  be  capable 
of  meeting  the  following  requirements  at  all  seat- 
ing positions  other  than  the  driver's  seat:  (1) 
The  requirements  of  §§  571.208,  571.209,  and 
571.210  (Standard  Nos.  208,  209,  and  210)  as 
they  apply  to  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles; 
and  (2)  the  requirements  of  S5.1.2,  S5.1.3,  S5.1.4, 

55.1.5,  and  S5.3  of  this  standard.  However,  the 
requirements  of  Standard  Nos.  208  and  210  shall 
be  met  at  W  seating  positions  in  a  bench  seat 
using  a  body  block  as  specified  in  Figure  2  of 
this  standard,  and  a  particular  school  bus  pas- 
senger seat  (i.e.,  a  test  specimen)  in  that  weight 
class  need  not  meet  further  requirements  after 
having  met  S5.1.2  and  S5.1.5,  or  having  been 
subjected  to  either  S5.1.3,  S5.1.4,  S5.3,  or  §  571.210 
(Standard  No.  210). 

S5.1  Seating  requirements.  School  bus  pas- 
senger seats  shall  be  forward  facing. 

55.1.1  [Reserved] 

55.1.2  Seat    back    height    and    surface    area. 

Each  school  bus  passenger  seat  shall  be  equipped 
with  a  seat  back  that,  in  the  front  projected 
view,  has  a  front  surface  area  above  the  hori- 
zontal plane  that  passes  through  the  seating 
reference  point,  and  below  the  horizontal  plane 
20  inches  above  the  seating  reference  point,  of 
not  less  than  90  percent  of  the  seat  bench  width 
in  inches  multiplied  by  20. 

55.1.3  Seat  performance  forward.  When  a 
school  bus  passenger  seat  that  has  another  seat 
behind  it  is  subjected  to  the  application  of  force 
as  specified  in  S5. 1.3.1  and  S5.1.3.2,  and  subse- 
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quently,   the  application  of  additional  force  to 
the  seat  back  as  specified  in  S5.1.3.3  and  S5.1.3.4: 
(a)  The   seat-back   force/deflection  curve   shall 
fall  within  the  zone  specified  in  Figure  1; 
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(b)  Seat  back  deflection  shall  not  exceed  14 
inches;  (for  determination  of  (a)  and  (b)  the 
force/deflection  curve  describes  only  the  force 
applied  through  the  upper  loading  bar,  and  only 
the  forward  travel  of  the  pivot  attachment  point 
of  the  upper  loading  bar,  measured  from  the 
point  at  which  the  initial  application  of  10 
pounds  of  force  is  attained.) 

(c)  The  seat  shall  not  deflect  by  an  amount 
such  that  any  part  of  the  seat  moves  to  within  4 
inches  of  any  part  of  another  school  bus  passen- 
ger seat  or  restraining  barrier  in  its  originally 
installed  psition; 

(d)  The  seat  shall  not  separate  from  the  ve- 
hicle at  any  attachment  point;  and 

(d)  Seat  components  shall  not  separate  at  any 
attachment  point. 

55.1.3.1  Position  the  loading  bar  specified  in 
S6.5  so  that  it  is  laterally  centered  behind  the 
seat  back  with  the  bar's  longitudinal  axis  in  a 
transverse  plane  of  the  vehicle  and  in  any  hori- 
zontal plane  between  4  inches  above  and  4  inches 
below  the  seating  reference  point  of  the  school 
bus  passenger  seat  behind  the  test  specimen. 

55.1.3.2  Apply  a  force  of  700W  pounds  hori- 
zontally in  the  forward  direction  through  the 
loading  bar  at  the  pivot  attachment  point.  Reach 
the  specified  load  in  not  less  than  5  nor  more 
than  30  seconds. 


55.1.3.3  No  sooner  than  1.0  second  after  at- 
taining the  required  force,  reduce  that  force  to 
350W  pounds  and,  while  maintaining  the  pivot 
point  position  of  the  first  loading  bar  at  the  posi- 
tion where  the  350W  pounds  is  attained,  position 
a  second  loading  bar  described  in  S6.5  so  that  it 
is  laterally  centered  behind  the  seat  back  with 
the  bar's  longitudinal  axis  in  a  transverse  plane 
of  the  vehicle  and  in  the  horizontal  plane  16 
inches  above  the  seating  reference  point  of  the 
school  bus  passenger  seat  behind  the  test  speci- 
men, and  move  the  bar  forward  against  the  seat 
back  until  a  force  of  10  pounds  has  been  applied. 

55.1.3.4  Apply  additional  force  horizontally 
in  the  forward  direction  through  the  upper  bar 
until  4,000W  inch-pounds  of  energy  have  been 
absorbed  in  deflecting  the  seat  back  (or  restrain- 
ing barrier).  Apply  the  additional  load  in  not 
less  than  5  seconds  nor  more  than  30  seconds. 
Maintain  the  pivot  attachment  point  in  the  maxi- 
mum forward  travel  position  for  not  less  than 
5  seconds  nor  more  than  10  seconds  and  release 
the  load  in  not  less  than  5  nor  more  than  30 
seconds.  (For  the  determination  of  S5. 1.3.4  the 
force/deflection  curve  describes  only  the  force 
applied  through  the  upper  loading  bar,  and  the 
forward  and  rearward  travel  distance  of  the  up- 
per loading  bar  pivot  attachment  point  measured 
from  the  position  at  which  the  initial  application 
of     10     pounds     of     force     is     attained.) 

S5.1.4  Seat  performance  rearward.  When  a 
school  bus  passenger  seat  that  has  another  seat 
behind  it  is  subjected  to  the  application  of  force 
as  specified  in  S5. 1.4.1  and  S5.1.4.2: 

(a)  Seat  back  force  shall  not  exceed  2,200 
pounds; 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  school  bus  manufactured 
on  or  after  April  1,  1978,  seat  back  deflection 
shall  not  exceed  10  inches;  (For  determination 
of  (a)  and  (b)  the  force/deflection  curve  de- 
scribes only  the  force  applied  through  the  load- 
ing bar,  and  only  the  rearward  travel  of  the 
pivot  attachment  point  of  the  loading  bar,  meas- 
ured from  the  point  at  which  the  initial  applica- 
tion of  50  pounds  of  force  is  attained. 
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(c)  The  seat  shall  not  deflect  by  an  amount 
such  that  any  part  of  the  seat  moves  to  within 
4  inches  of  any  part  of  another  passenger  seat 
in  its  originally  installed  position; 

(d)  The  seat  shall  not  separate  from  the  ve- 
hicle at  any  attachment  point;  and 

(e)  Seat  components  shall  not  separate  at  any 
attachment  point. 

55.1.4.1  Position  the  loading  bar  described 
in  S6.5  so  that  it  is  laterally  centered  forward 
of  the  seat  back  with  the  bar's  longitudinal  axis 
in  a  transverse  plane  of  the  vehicle  and  in  the 
horizontal  plane  13.5  inches  above  the  seating 
reference  point  of  the  test  specimen,  and  move 
the  loading  bar  rearward  against  the  seat  back 
until  a  force  of  50  pounds  has  been  applied. 

55.1.4.2  Apply  additional  force  horizontally 
rearward  through  the  loading  bar  until  2,800W 
inch-pounds  of  energy  have  been  absorbed  in  de- 
flecting the  seat  back.  Apply  the  additional  load 
in  not  less  than  5  seconds  nor  more  than  30  sec- 
onds. Maintain  the  pivot  attachment  point  in  the 
maximum  rearward  travel  position  for  not  less 
than  5  seconds  nor  more  than  10  seconds  and  re- 
lease the  load  in  not  less  than  5  seconds  nor  more 
than  30  seconds.  (For  determination  of  S5. 1.4.2 
the  force/deflection  curve  describes  the  force  ap- 
plied through  the  loading  bar  and  the  rearward 
and  forward  travel  distance  of  the  loading  bar 
pivot  attachment  point  measured  from  the  posi- 
tion at  which  the  initial  application  of  50  pounds 
of  force  is  attained.) 

S5.1.5  Seat  cushion  retention.  In  the  case  of 
school  bus  passenger  seats  equipped  with  seat 
cushions,  with  all  manual  attachment  devices  be- 
tween the  seat  and  the  seat  cushion  in  the  manu- 
facturer's designed  position  for  attachment,  the 
seat  cushion  shall  not  separate  from  the  seat  at 
any  attachment  point  when  subjected  to  an  up- 
ward force  of  five  times  the  seat  cushion  weight, 
apphed  in  any  period  of  not  less  than  1  nor  more 
than  5  seconds,  and  maintained  for  5  seconds. 

S5.2  Restraining  barrier  requirements.  Each 
vehicle  shall  be  equipped  with  a  restraining  bar- 
rier forward  of  any  designated  seating  position 
that  does  not  have  the  rear  surface  of  another 


school  bus  passenger  seat  within  20  inches  of  its 
seating  reference  point,  measured  along  a  hori- 
zontal longitudinal  line  through  the  seating  ref- 
erence point  in  the  forward  direction. 

55.2.1  Barrier-seat  separation.  The  horizontal 
distance  between  the  restraining  barrier's  rear 
surface  and  the  seating  reference  point  of  the 
seat  in  front  of  which  it  is  required  shall  be  not 
more  than  20  inches,  measured  along  a  horizontal 
longitudinal  line  through  the  seating  reference 
point  in  the  forward  direction. 

55.2.2  Barrier  position  and  rear  surface  area. 

The  position  and  rear  surface  area  of  the  re- 
straining barrier  shall  be  such  that,  in  a  front 
projected  view  of  the  bus,  each  point  of  the  bar- 
rier's perimeter  coincides  with  or  lies  outside  of 
the  perimeter  of  the  seat  back  of  the  seat  for 
which  it  is  required. 

55.2.3  Barrier  performance  forward.  When 
force  is  applied  to  the  restraining  barrier  in  the 
same  manner  as  specified  in  S5.1.3.1  through 
S 5. 1.3. 4  for  seating  performance  tests: 

(a)  The  restraining  barrier  force/deflection 
curve  shall  fall  within  the  zone  specified  in 
Figure  1; 

(b)  Restraining  barrier  deflection  shall  not  ex- 
ceed 14  inches;  (For  computation  of  (a)  and 
(b)  the  force/deflection  curve  describes  only  the 
force  applied  through  the  upper  loading  bar, 
and  only  the  forward  travel  of  the  pivot  attach- 
ment point  of  the  loading  bar,  measured  from 
the  point  at  which  the  initial  application  of  10 
pounds  of  force  is  attained.) 

(c)  Restraining  barrier  deflection  shall  not  in- 
terfere with  normal  door  operation; 

(d)  The  restraining  barrier  shall  not  separate 
from  the  vehicle  at  any  attachment  point;  and 

(e)  Restraining  barrier  components  shall  not 
separate  at  any  attachment  point. 

S5.3     Impact  zone  requirements. 

S5.3.1  Head  protection  zone.  Any  contactable 
surface  of  the  vehicle  within  any  zone  specified 
in  S5.3.1.1  shall  meet  the  requirements  of  S5.3.1.2 
and  S5.3.1.3.  However,  a  surface  area  that  has 
been  contacted  pursuant  to  an  impact  test  need 
not  meet  further  requirements  contained  in  S5.3. 
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S5.3.1.1  The  head  protection  zones  in  each 
vehicle  are  the  spaces  in  front  of  each  school 
bus  passenger  seat  which  are  not  occupied  by 
bus  sidewall,  window,  or  door  structure  and 
which,  in  relation  to  that  seat  and  its  seating 
reference  point,  are  enclosed  by  the  following 
planes; 

(a)  Horizontal  planes  12  inches  and  40  inches 
above  the  seating  reference  point; 

(b)  A  vertical  longitudinal  plane  tangent  to 
the  inboard  (aisle  side)  edge  of  the  seat; 

(c)  A  vertical  longitudinal  plane  3.25  inches 
inboard  of  the  outboard  edge  of  the  seat,  and 

(d)  Vertical  transverse  planes  through  and  30 
inches  forward  of  the  reference  point. 

S5.3.1.2     Head   form   impact   requirement.    When 
any   contactable   surface   of  the   vehicle   within 


the  zones  specified  in  S5.3.1.1  is  impacted  from 
any  direction  at  22  feet  per  second  by  the  head 
form  described  in  S6.6,  the  axial  acceleration  at 
the  center  of  gravity  of  the  head  form  shall  be 
such  that  the  expression 


shall  not  exceed  1,000  where  a  is  the  axial  ac- 
celeration expressed  as  a  multiple  of  g  (the 
acceleration  due  to  gravity),  and  ti  and  t2  are 
any  two  points  in  time  during  the  impact. 

S5.3.1.3  Head  form  force  distribution.  When 
any  contactable  surface  of  the  vehicle  within  the 
zones  specified  in  S5.3.1.1  is  impacted  from  any 
direction  at  22  feet  per  second  by  the  head  form 
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described  in  S6.6,  the  energy  necessary  to  deflect 
the  impacted  material  shall  be  not  less  than  40 
inch-pounds  before  the  force  level  on  the  head 
form  exceeds  150  pounds.  When  any  contactable 
surface  within  such  zones  is  impacted  by  the 
head  form  from  any  direction  at  5  feet  per  sec- 
ond, the  contact  area  on  the  head  form  surface 
shall  be  not  less  than  3  square  inches. 

S5.3.2  Leg  protection  zone.  Any  part  of  the 
seat  backs  or  restraining  barriers  in  the  vehicle 
within  any  zone  specified  in  S5.3.2.1  shall  meet 
the  requirements  of  S5.3.2.2. 

55.3.2.1.  The  leg  protection  zones  of  each  ve- 
hicle are  those  parts  of  the  school  bus  passenger 
seat  backs  and  restraining  barriers  bounded  by 
horizontal  planes  12  inches  above  and  4  inches 
below  the  seating  reference  point  of  the  school 
bus  passenger  seat  immediately  behind  the  seat 
back  or  restraining  barrier. 

55.3.2.2.  When  any  point  on  the  rear  surface 
of  that  part  of  a  seat  back  or  restraining  barrier 
within  any  zone  specified  in  S5.3.2.1  is  impacted 
from  any  direction  at  16  feet  per  second  by  the 
knee  form  specified  in  S6.7,  the  resisting  force 
of  the  impacted  material  shall  not  exceed  600 
pounds  and  the  contact  area  on  the  knee  form 
surface  shall  not  be  less  than  3  square  inches. 

S6.  Test  conditions.  The  following  conditions 
apply  to  the  requirements  specified  in  S5. 


S6.1     Test  surface. 

surface. 


The  bus  is  at  rest  on  a  level 


S6.2  Tires.  Tires  are  inflated  to  the  pressure 
specified  by  the  manufacturer  for  the  gross  ve- 
hicle weight  rating. 

6.3  Temperature.  The  ambient  temperature  is 
any  level  between  32  degrees  F.  and  90  degrees  F. 

56.4  Seat  back  position.  If  adjustable,  a  seat 
back  is  adjusted  to  its  most  upright  position. 

56.5  Loading  bar.  The  loading  bar  is  a  rigid 
cylinder  with  an  outside  diameter  of  6  inches 
that  has  hemispherical  ends  with  radii  of  3  inches 
and  with  a  surface  roughness  that  does  not  ex- 
ceed 63  micro-inches,  root  mean  square.  Then 
length  of  the  loading  bar  is  4  inches  less  than  the 


width  of  the  seat  back  in  each  test.  The  stroking 
mechanism  applies  force  through  a  pivot  attach- 
ment at  the  centerpoint  of  the  loading  bar  which 
allows  the  loading  bar  to  rotate  in  a  horizontal 
plane  30  degrees  in  either  direction  from  the 
transverse  position. 

S6.5.1  A  vertical  or  lateral  force  of  4,000 
pounds  applied  externally  through  the  pivot  at- 
tachment point  of  the  loading  bar  at  any  posi- 
tion reached  during  a  test  specified  in  this 
standard  shall  not  deflect  that  point  more  than 
1  inch. 

S6.6  Head  form.  The  head  form  for  the  meas- 
urement of  acceleration  is  a  rigid  surface  com- 
prised of  two  hemispherical  shapes,  with  total 
equivalent  weight  of  11.5  pounds.  The  first  of 
the  two  hemispherical  shapes  has  a  diameter  of 
6.5  inches.  The  second  of  the  two  hemispherical 
shapes  has  a  2  inch  diameter  and  is  centered  as 
shown  in  Figure  3  to  protrude  from  the  outer 
surface  of  the  first  hemispherical  shape.  The 
surface  roughness  of  the  hemispherical  shapes 
does  not  exceed  63  micro-inches,  root  mean 
square. 

56.6.1  The  direction  of  travel  of  the  head 
form  is  coincidental  with  the  straight  line  con- 
necting the  centerpoints  of  the  two  spherical 
outer  surfaces  which  constitute  the  head  form 
shape. 

56.6.2  The  head  form  is  instrumented  with  an 
acceleration  sensing  device  whose  output  is  re- 
corded in  a  data  channel  that  conforms  to  the 
requirements  for  a  1,000  Hz  channel  class  as 
specified  in  SAE  Recommended  Practice  J211a, 
December  1971.  The  head  form  exhibits  no 
resonant  frequency  below  three  times  the  fre- 
quency of  the  channel  class.  The  axis  of  the 
acceleration  sensing  device  coincides  with  the 
straight  line  connecting  the  centerpoints  of  the 
two  hemispherical  outer  surfaces  which  consti- 
tute the  head  form  shape. 

56.6.3  The  head  form  is  guided  by  a  stroking 
device  so  that  the  direction  of  travel  of  the  head 
form  is  not  affected  by  impact  with  the  surface 
being  tested  at  the  levels  called  for  in  the 
standard. 
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BIHEMISPHERICAL  HEAD  FORM  RADII 


FIGURE  3 


S6.7  Knee  form.  The  knee  form  for  measure- 
ment of  force  is  a  rigid  3-inch-diameter  cylinder, 
with  an  equivalent  weight  of  10  pounds,  that  has 
one   rigid   hemispherical   end   with   a    IV2    inch 


radius  forming  the  contact  surface  of  the  knee 
form.  The  hemispherical  surface  roughness  does 
not  exceed  63  micro-inches,  root  mean  square. 

56.7.1  The  direction  of  travel  of  the  knee 
form  is  coincidental  with  the  centerline  of  the 
rigid  cylinder. 

56.7.2  The  knee  form  is  instrumented  with  an 
acceleration  sensing  device  whose  output  is  re- 
corded in  a  data  channel  that  conforms  to  the 
requirements  of  a  600  Hz  channel  class  as  spec- 
ified in  the  SAE  Recommended  Practice  J211a, 
December  1971.  The  knee  form  exhibits  no 
resonant  frequency  below  three  times  the  fre- 
quency of  the  channel  class.  The  axis  of  the 
acceleration  sensing  device  is  aligned  to  measure 
acceleration  along  the  centerline  of  the  cylindrical 
knee  form. 

56.7.3  The  knee  form  is  guided  by  a  stroking 
device  so  that  the  direction  of  travel  of  the  knee 
form  is  not  affected  by  impact  with  the  surface 
being  tested  at  the  levels  called  for  in  the 
standard. 

S6.8  The  head  form,  knee  form,  and  con- 
tactable  surfaces  are  clean  and  dry  during  impact 
testing. 

41    F.R.  4016 
January  28,  1976 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  301 
Fuel  Tanks,  Fuel  Tank  Filler  Pipes,  and  Fuel  Tank  Connections— Passenger  Cars 


S1.  Purpose  and  scope.  This  standard  speci- 
fies requirements  for  the  integrity  and  security 
of  fuel  tanks,  fuel  tank  filler  pipes,  and  fuel 
tank  connections  to  minimize  fire  hazard  as  a 
result  of  collision. 


S2.     Application. 

senger  cars. 


This  standard  applies  to  pas- 


When  tested  in  accordance 


S3.     Requirements. 

with  S4: 

(a)  Fuel  tank  filler  pipes,  fuel  tank  connec- 
tions to  fuel  lines,  and  fuel  tanks  filled  to  at 
least  90  percent  of  capacity  with  a  liquid  having 
substantially  the  same  viscosity  as,  and  specific 


gravity  no  less  than,  the  fuel  used  in  the  vehicle, 
shall  not  discharge  fluid  at  a  rate  greater  than 
1  ounce  (by  weight)  per  minute  after  termina- 
tion of  impact. 

(b)  Fluid  losses  during  impact  shall  not  ex- 
ceed 1  ounce  (by  weight) 

S4.  Demonstration  procedures.  Impact  the 
vehicle  perpendicularly  into  a  fixed  collision 
barrier  at  a  forward  longitudinal  velocity  of  30 
miles  per  hour. 


32  F.R.  2416 
February  3,  1967 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY 
STANDARD  NO.  301(9/1/75) 

Fuel  System  Integrity 
(Docket  No.  70-20;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  301  on  fuel  system  integrity  to 
specify  static  rollover  requirements  applicable  to 
passenger  cars  on  September  1,  1975,  and  to 
extend  applicability  of  the  standard  to  multi- 
purpose passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses 
with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  on  Sep- 
tember 1,  1976. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  amending  49  CFR 
571.301,  Fiiel  Tanks,  Fuel  Tank  Filler  Pipes,  and 
Fuel  Tank  Connections,  on  August  29,  1970,  (35 
F.R.  13799).  Under  the  proposal  the  standard 
would  be  extended  to  all  vehicles  with  a  GVWR 
of  10,000  pounds  or  less.  No  fuel  spillage  would 
be  permitted  during  the  standard's  tests.  As 
proposed,  these  would  include  a  spike  stop  from 
60  mph,  and  a  30  mph  frontal  barrier  crash. 
Additional  tests  for  vehicles  with  a  GVWR  of 
6,000  pounds  or  less  would  include  a  rear-end 
collision  with  a  fixed  barrier  at  30  mph,  and  a 
static  rollover  test  following  the  frontal  barrier 
crash.  With  respect  to  the  proposal :  the  frontal 
impact  and  static  rollover  tests  are  adopted  but 
with  an  allowance  of  fuel  spillage  of  1  ounce 
per  minute;  the  spike  stop  test  is  not  adopted; 
and  the  rear-end  fixed  barrier  collision  test  is 
being  reproposed  in  a  separate  rule  making  ac- 
tion published  today  to  substitute  a  moving 
barrier. 

The  proposal  that  there  be  zero  fuel  spillage 
was  almost  universally  opposed  for  cost/benefit 
reasons.     The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the 
requirement   adopted,   limiting   fuel   spillage   to 
1   ounce  per  minute,  will  have  much  the  san 
effect  as  a  zero-loss  requirement.    The  standa 
will  effectively  require  motor  vehicles  to  be  c 
signed  for  complete  fuel  containment,  since  any 
spillage  allowed  by  design  in  the  aftermath  of 


testing  could  well  exceed  the  limit  of  the  stand- 
ard. At  the  same  time,  the  1-ounce  allowance 
would  eliminate  concern  over  a  few  drops  of 
spillage  that  in  a  functioning  system  may  be  un- 
avoidable. 

Fuel  loss  will  be  measured  for  a  15-minute 
period  for  both  impact  and  rollover  tests. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  a  panic-braking  stop 
from  60  mph  to  demonstrate  fuel  system  integ- 
rity. Many  commented  that  this  appeared 
superfluous,  increasing  testing  costs  with  no  per- 
formance improvements,  since  the  proposed  front 
and  rear  impact  tests  represented  considerably 
higher  deceleration  loadings  than  could  be 
achieved  in  braking.  The  NHTSA  concurs,  and 
has  not  adopted  the  panic  stop  test.  The  frontal 
barrier  crash  at  30  mph  has  been  retained  for 
passenger  cars,  and  extended  to  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  as  of  Septem- 
ber 1,  1976. 

The  static  rollover  test  was  adopted  as  pro- 
posed. It  applies  to  passenger  cars  as  of  Sep- 
tember 1,  1975,  and  to  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses  with  a  GVWR  of 
6,000  pounds  or  less,  as  of  September  1,  1976. 
The  rollover  test  follows  the  front  barrier  crash, 
and  consists  of  a  vehicle  being  rotated  on  its 
longitudinal  axis  at  successive  increments  of  90°. 
A  condition  of  the  test  is  that  rotation  between 
increments  occurs  in  not  less  than  1  minute  and 
not  more  than  3  minutes.  After  reaching  a  90° 
increment,  the  vehicle  is  held  in  that  position  for 
5  minutes. 

The  proposed  rear-end  crash  test  incorporated 
a  fixed  collision  barrier.  Manufacturers  gener- 
ally favored  a  moving  barrier  impact  as  a  closer 


PART  571;  S  301(9/1/75)— PRE  1 


Effective:   September   1,    1975 


simulation  of  real  world  conditions.  The  NHTSA 
concurs  and  is  not  adopting  a  rear  end  fixed 
barrier  test.  Instead,  it  is  proposing  a  rear-end 
moving  barrier  collision  test  as  part  of  the  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  published  today. 

Under  the  proposal  the  vehicle  would  be 
loaded  to  its  GVWR  with  the  fuel  tank  filled  to 
any  level  between  90  and  100  percent  of  capacity. 
Many  commenters  objected  on  the  grounds  that 
full  loading  of  a  vehicle  represents  an  unrealistic 
condition  in  terms  of  actual  crash  experience. 
The  NHTSA  does  not  agree.  Although  full 
loading  of  a  vehicle  is  not  the  condition  most 
frequently  encountered,  it  certainly  occurs  fre- 
quently enough  that  the  vehicle  should  be  de- 
signed to  give  basic  protection  in  that  condition. 
The  vehicle  test  weight  condition  has  been 
adopted  as  proposed.  It  should  be  noted  that, 
in  the  parallel  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
issued  today,  vehicles  would  be  tested  under  the 


weight  conditions  specified  in  Standard  No.  208, 
effective  September  1, 1975. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  571.301,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  301,  is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1975.  Because 
of  the  necessity  to  allow  manufacturers  sufficient 
production  leadtime  it  is  found  for  good  cause 
shown  that  an  effective  date  later  than  1  year 
after  issuance  of  this  rule  is  in  the  public  in- 
terest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  August  15, 1973. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  22397 
August  20,  1973 


PART  571;  S  301(9/1/75)— PRE  2 


EfFectlve:   September   1,    1975 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  301 

Fuel  System  Integrity 
(Docket  No.  73-20;  Notice  2) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  301,  Fxhel 
System  Integiity,  to  upgrade  substantially  the 
requirements  of  the  standard  by  specifying  a 
rear  moving  barrier  crash,  a  lateral  moving  bar- 
rier crash,  and  a  frontal  barrier  crash  including 
impacts  at  any  angle  up  to  30°  in  either  direction 
from  the  perpendicular. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  published 
August  20,  1973  (38  F.R.  22417)  proposed  the 
imposition  of  additional  testing  requirements 
designed  to  ameliorate  the  dangers  associated 
with  fuel  spillage  following  motor  vehicle  acci- 
dents. In  an  amendment  to  Standard  No.  301, 
published  on  the  same  day  as  the  proposal,  a 
frontal  barrier  crash  and  a  static  rollover  test 
were  specified.  In  order  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
fuel  systems  in  any  possible  collision  situation, 
the  NHTSA  finds  it  essential  to  incorporate  ad- 
ditional proposed  test  requirements  into  the 
present  standard  and  to  make  these  requirements 
applicable  to  all  vehicle  types  with  a  GVAVR  of 
10,000  pounds  or  less. 

Comments  in  response  to  the  proposal  were 
received  from  29  commenters.  Any  suggestions 
for  changes  of  the  proposal  not  specifically  men- 
tioned herein  are  denied,  on  the  basis  of  all  the 
information  presently  available  to  this  agency. 
A  number  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  comments 
have  been  dealt  with  by  the  agency  in  its  re- 
sponse to  the  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the 
final  rule  issued  on  August  20, 1973.  In  its  notice 
responding  to  the  petitions,  the  NHTSA  consid- 
ered objections  to  the  use  of  actual  fuel  during 
testing,  the  specified  fuel  fill  level,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  standard  to  vehicles  using  diesel  fuel, 
the  fuel  spillage  measuring  reqiurement,  and  the 
allegedly    more    stringent    loading    requirements 


applicable  to  passenger  cars.  The  type  of  fuel 
subject  to  the  standard  was  also  clarified. 

Objections  were  registered  by  13  commenters 
to  the  proposed  inclusion  of  a  dynamic  rollover 
test  in  the  fuel  system  integrity  standard.  As 
proposed,  the  requirement  calls  for  a  measure- 
ment of  the  fuel  loss  while  the  vehicle  is  in  mo- 
tion. Commenters  pointed  out  the  exceptional 
difficulty  in  measuring  or  even  ascertaining  a 
leakage  when  the  vehicle  is  rolling  over  at  30 
mph.  The  NHTSA  has  decided  that  the  objec- 
tions have  merit,  and  has  deleted  the  dynamic 
rollover  test.  The  results  of  the  dynamic  rollover 
do  not  provide  sufficiently  unique  data  with  re- 
gard to  the  fuel  system's  integrity  to  justify  the 
cost  of  developing  techniques  for  accurately 
measuring  spillage  during  such  a  test,  and  of 
conducting  the  test  itself.  The  NHTSA  has 
concluded  that  the  severity  of  the  other  required 
tests,  when  conducted  in  the  specified  sequence, 
is  sufficient  to  assure  the  level  of  fuel  system 
integrity  intended  by  the  agency. 

Triumph  Motors  objected  to  the  use  of  a  4,000- 
pound  barrier  during  the  moving  barrier  impacts, 
asserting  that  such  large  barriers  discriminate 
against  small  vehicles.  Triumph  requested  that 
the  weight  of  the  barrier  be  the  curb  weight  of 
the  vehicle  being  tested  in  order  to  alleviate  the 
burden  on  small  vehicles.  The  NHTSA  has  con- 
cluded that  no  justification  exists  for  this  change. 
The  moving  barrier  is  intended  to  represent 
another  vehicle  with  which  the  test  vehicle  must 
collide.  The  use  of  a  4,000-pound  moving  bar- 
rier is  entirely  reasonable  since  vehicles  in  use 
are  often  over  4,000  pounds  in  weight  and  a 
small  vehicle  is  as  likely  to  collide  with  a  vehicle 
of  that  size  as  one  smaller.  The  NHTSA  con- 
siders it  important  that  vehicle  fuel  systems  be 
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designed  in  sucli  a  way  as  to  withstand  impacts 
from  vehicles  they  are  exposed  to  on  the  road, 
regardless  of  the  differences  in  their  sizes. 

Jeep  and  American  Motors  objected  to  the 
effective  dates  of  the  proposed  requirements  and 
asked  that  they  be  extended.  Jeep  favors  an 
effective  date  not  earlier  than  September  1,  1979, 
and  American  Motors  favors  a  September  1, 
1978,  effective  date.  The  NHTSA  denies  these 
requests.  It  has  found  that  the  time  period  pro- 
vided for  development  of  conforming  fuel  sys- 
tems is  reasonable  and  should  be  strictly  adhered 
to  considering  the  urgent  need  for  strong  and 
resilient  fuel  systems. 

Several  commenters  expressed  concern  over  the 
impact  of  the  prescribed  testing  procedures  on 
manufacturers  of  low-volume  specialty  vehicles. 
The  NHTSA  appreciates  the  expense  of  conduct- 
ing crash  tests  on  low-production  vehicles,  realiz- 
ing that  the  burden  on  the  manufacturer  is 
related  to  the  number  of  vehicles  he  manufac- 
tures. However,  there  are  means  by  which  the 
small-volume  manufacturer  can  minimize  the 
costs  of  testing.  He  can  concentrate  test  efforts 
on  the  vehicle  (s)  in  his  line  that  he  finds  most 
difficult  to  produce  in  conformity  with  the  stand- 
ard. These  manufacturers  should  also  be  aware 
that  an  exemption  from  application  of  the  stand- 
ard is  available  where  fewer  than  10,000  vehicles 
per  year  are  produced  and  compliance  would 
subject  him  to  substantial  financial  hardship. 

In  responding  to  the  petitions  for  reconsider- 
ation of  the  amendment  to  Standard  No.  301, 
published  August  20,  1973,  the  NHTSA  revised 
the  fuel  system  loading  requirement  to  specify 
Stoddard  solvent  as  the  fuel  to  be  used  during 
testing.  In  accordance  with  that  amendment, 
the  proposed  requirement  that  the  engine  be 
idling  during  the  testing  sequence  is  deleted. 
However,  electrically  driven  fuel  pumps  that 
normally  run  when  the  electrical  system  in  the 
vehicle  is  activated  shall  be  operating  during  the 
barrier  crash  tests. 

In  order  to  fulfill  the  intention  expressed  in 
the  preamble  to  the  proposal,  that  simultaneous 
testing  under  Standards  Nos.  208  and  301  be 
possible,  language  has  been  added  to  subpara- 
graph S7.1.5  of  Standard  No.  301  specifying  the 
same   method    of   restraint   as   that   required   in 
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Standard  No.  208.  In  its  response  to  petitions 
for  reconsideration  of  Standard  No.  301  (39  F.R. 
10586)  the  NHTSA  amended  the  standard  by 
requiring  that  each  dummy  be  restrained  during 
testing  only  by  means  that  are  installed  in  the 
vehicle  for  protection  at  its  seating  position  and 
that  require  no  action  by  the  vehicle  occupant. 

Suggestions  by  several  commenters  that  the 
application  of  certain  crash  tests  should  be  lim- 
ited to  passenger  cars  in  order  to  maintain  com- 
plete conformance  to  the  requirements  of 
Standard  No.  208  are  found  to  be  without  merit. 
Enabling  simultaneous  testing  under  several 
standards,  although  desirable,  is  not  the  most 
important  objective  of  the  safety  standards.  The 
NHTSA  is  aware  of  the  burden  of  testing  costs, 
and  therefore  has  sought  to  ease  that  burden 
where  possible  by  structuring  certain  of  its 
standards  to  allow  concurrent  testing  for  com- 
pliance. It  must  be  emphasized,  however,  that 
the  testing  requirements  specified  in  a  standard 
are  geared  toward  a  particular  safety  need. 
Application  of  the  tests  proposed  for  Standard 
No.  301  to  all  vehicle  types  with  a  GVAVR  of 
10,000  pounds  or  less  is  vital  to  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  degree  of  fuel  system  integrity  neces- 
sary to  protect  the  occupants  of  vehicles  involved 
in  accidents. 

No  major  objections  were  raised  concerning  the 
proposed  angular  frontal  barrier  crash,  lateral 
barrier  crash,  or  rear  moving  barrier  crash.  On 
the  basis  of  all  information  available  to  this 
agency,  it  has  been  determined  that  these  pro- 
posed crash  tests  should  be  adopted  as  proposed. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
571.301,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  301, 
is  amended  to  read  as  set  forth  below. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1975,  with  addi- 
tional requirements  effective  September  1,  1976, 
and  September  1,  1977,  as  indicated. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-56",  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  18,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  10588 
March   21,   1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  301-75 

Fuel  System  Integrity 
(Docket  No.  73-20;   Notice  3) 


This  notice  res^wnds  to  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  the  two  recent  Federal  Register 
notices  amending;  and  upgrading  Standard  No. 
301  (39  F.R.  10586;  39  F.R.  1058S)  and  amends 
the  standard  in  several  respects. 

On  March  21,  1974  two  notices  were  published 
pertaining  to  Standard  No.  301,  Fuel  System  In- 
tegrity. One  notice  (39  F.R.  10586)  responded 
to  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  an  earlier 
amendment  to  the  standard  (38  F.R.  22397), 
while  the  other  (39  F.R.  10588)  substantially 
upgraded  the  standard's  performance  require- 
ments. It  was  the  intention  of  the  NHTSA  that 
the  notice  upgrading  the  standard  be  considered 
as  the  final  rule  and  supersede  the  notice  re- 
sponding to  petitions.  Hereafter,  the  notice  re- 
sponding to  petitions  will  be  referred  to  as 
Notice  1,  while  the  notice  upgrading  the  stand- 
ard will  be  referred  to  as  Notice  2. 

On  October  27,  1974,  the  Motor  Vehicle  and 
Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  of  1974  (P.L. 
93^92)  were  signed  into  law.  These  amend- 
ments to  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  incorporate  Standard  No.  301  as  it 
was  published  in  Notice  2  on  March  21,  1974. 
According  to  the  amendment  the  technical  errors 
which  appeared  in  Notice  2  may  be  corrected, 
while  future  amendments  are  prohibited  from 
diminishing  the  level  of  motor  vehicle  safety 
which  was  established  in  the  notice.  The  changes 
contained  in  this  notice  conform  to  these  statu- 
tory requirements. 

Due  to  an  oversight,  Notice  2  failed  to  include 
two  provisions  which  appeared  in  Notice  1.  The 
limitation  of  the  standard's  application  to  ve- 
hicles which  use  fuel  with  a  boiling  point  above 
32°F  was  inadvertently  omitted  in  Notice  2  and 
is  hereby  reinstated.  Notice  2  also  failed  to  in- 
clude a  provision  specifying  that  vehicles  not  be 


altered  during  the  testing  sequences.  It  was  the 
intent  of  the  NHTSA  that  damage  or  other 
alteration  of  the  vehicle  incurred  during  the  bar- 
rier crashes  not  be  corrected  prior  to  the  static 
rollover  test^.  The  test  requirements  are  there- 
fore amended  to  prohibit  the  alteration  of  ve- 
hicles following  each  of  the  specified  test  impacts. 

In  order  to  clarify  the  manner  in  which  the 
load  is  to  be  distributed  during  testing  of  multi- 
purpose passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses, 
S7.1.5(b)  is  amended  to  require  that  when  the 
weight  on  one  of  the  axles  exceeds  its  propor- 
tional share  of  the  loaded  vehicle  weight,  when 
the  vehicle  is  loaded  only  with  dummies,  the  re- 
mainder of  the  required  test  weight  shall  be 
placed  on  the  other  axle,  so  that  the  weight  on 
the  first  axle  remains  the  same.  The  loading 
specification  did  not  specifically  address  this 
contingency. 

The  requirement  that  the  load  be  located  in 
the  load  carrying  area  of  multipurpose  passenger 
vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses  during  testing  is  de- 
leted since  the  agency  has  determined  tliat  such 
a  limitation  is  consistent  with  the  provision  spec- 
ifying distribution  of  weight  in  proportion  with 
the  vehicle's  gross  axle  weight  ratings. 

Petitions  for  reconsideration  were  received 
from  eleven  petitioners.  Although  only  tliose 
comments  raising  issues  found  to  be  significant 
have  been  discussed,  due  consideration  has  been 
given  to  all  requests.  Any  requests  not  spe- 
cifically discussed  herein  are  denied. 

A  substantial  number  of  petitioners  objected 
to  the  requirement  that  dummies  used  during 
testing  be  restrained  only  by  passive  means  in- 
stalled at  the  seating  positions.  Petitioners 
pointed  out  that  mandatory  passive  restraint 
systems  proposed  in  Standard  No.  208  have  a 
proposed  effective  date  of  September  1,  1976; 
one  year  after  the  September  1,  1975  effective 
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date  set  for  implementation  of  Standard  301. 
This  would  leave  a  pei'iod  of  time  when  most 
dummies  would  be  involved  in  testing  while  to- 
tally unrestrained.  Renault,  Jeep,  American 
Motors,  Mercedes-Benz,  General  Motors,  and 
Ford  requested  that  the  dummies  be  restrained 
during  testing  by  whatever  means,  active  or  pas- 
sive, are  installed  at  the  particular  seating  posi- 
tions. To  provide  otherwise,  they  argued,  would 
unnecessarily  expose  the  dummies  to  costly  dam- 
age when  subjected  to  impacts  in  an  unrestrained 
condition. 

The  NHTSA  finds  petitioners'  objections  mer- 
itorious. Although  this  agency  has  determined 
that  reliable  test  results  can  be  best  obtained 
when  occupant  weight  is  included  in  the  vehicle 
during  crash  testing,  the  manner  in  which  that 
weight  is  installed  is  subject  to  additional  con- 
siderations. The  NHTSA  has  made  clear  its 
desire  to  enable  simultaneous  testing  under  more 
than  one  standard  where  the  test  requirements 
are  compatible.  Standards  301  and  208  both 
require  frontal  and  lateral  barrier  crash  tests 
which  can  be  conducted  concurrently  if  the  ve- 
hicles are  loaded  uniformly.  Since  Standard 
208  provides  for  crash  testing  with  dummies  in 
vehicles  with  passive  restraint  systems.  Standard 
301  testing  of  these  same  vehicles  should  be  con- 
ducted with  dummies  installed  in  the  seating 
positions  provided  under  Standard  208.  The 
presence  of  the  passive  restraints  will  protect 
the  dummies  from  unnecessary  damage  and  the 
required  testing  for  compliance  with  both  stand- 
ards can  be  accomplished  simultaneously.  Where 
a  v'ehicle  is  not  equipped  with  passive  restraints, 
and  Standard  208  testing  is  not  mandated,  weight 
equal  to  that  of  a  50th  percentile  test  dummy 
should  be  secured  to  the  floor  pan  at  the  front 
outboard  designated  seating  positions  in  the  ve- 
hicles being  tested. 

Further  concern  over  the  damage  to  which  test 
dummies  might  be  exposed  was  manifested  by 
Jeep  and  American  Motors.  They  petitioned 
for  the  removal  of  the  dummies  prior  to  the 
static  rollover  tests,  arguing  that  their  presence 
serves  no  safety-related  purpose.  The  NHTSA 
has  granted  the  request,  on  the  basis  of  its  deter- 
mination that  the  dummies  would  have  little  or 
no  effect  on  the  fuel  system's  integrity  during 
the  rollover  segment  of  the  test  procedure. 


Jeep  and  American  Motors  further  suggested 
that  the  standard  specify  that  hardware  and 
instrumentation  be  removed  prior  to  the  static 
rollover  test  in  order  to  prevent  its  damage. 
This  request  is  denied  as  unnecessary.  Standard 
No.  301  contains  no  specification  for  the  inclusion 
of  instrumentation  during  testing.  Any  instru- 
mentation present  in  the  vehicle  is  there  by  deci- 
sion of  the  manufacturer  to  assist  him  in 
monitoring  the  behavior  of  the  fuel  system 
during  testing,  and  must  be  installed  and  utilized 
in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  affect  the  test  results. 
Therefore,  as  long  as  the  loading  requirements 
of  the  standard  are  met,  manufacturers  may  deal 
with  their  instrumentation  in  any  fashion  they 
wish,  as  long  as  the  test  results  are  unaffected. 

Volkswagen  urged  that  unrestrained  dummies 
not  be  required  during  the  rear  moving  impact 
test,  citing  the  absence  of  such  a  test  in  Standard 
208  and  alleging  that  the  integrity  of  vehicle 
fuel  systems  would  not  be  greatly  affected  by  the 
presence  of  dummies.  This  request  is  denied. 
The  rear  moving  barrier  crash  specified  in  pro- 
posed Standard  207,  Seating  Systems,  provides 
for  the  installation  of  dummies  in  the  same  seat- 
ing positions  as  required  for  Standard  301,  thus 
permitting  simultaneous  conduct  of  the  rear  bar- 
rier crashes  required  by  both  standards.  In 
order  to  obtain  realistic  and  reliable  test  results, 
occupant  weight  must  be  in  vehicles  during 
Standard  301  crash  testing.  The  NHTSA  has 
determined  that  unrestrained  dummies  would 
have,  at  most,  slight  vulnerability  to  damage 
during  rear  barrier  ci'ash  tests,  since  the  impact 
is  such  that  the  seats  themselves  serve  as  pro- 
tective restraint  mechanisms.  It  has  therefore 
been  concluded  that  the  best  method  for  includ- 
ing occupant  weight  during  rear  barrier  crash 
testing  is  with  test  dummies. 

Notice  2  specified  that  the  parking  brake  be 
engaged  during  the  rear  moving  barrier  crash 
test.  Ford  requested  in  its  petition  for  recon- 
sideration that  this  requirement  be  changed  in 
order  to  enable  simultaneous  rear  barrier  crash 
testing  with  Standard  207  which  provides  for 
disengagement  of  the  parking  brake  in  its  recent 
proposal.  The  NHTSA  has  decided  to  grant 
Ford's  request.  The  condition  of  the  parking 
brake  during  this  test  sequence  would  not  so 
significantly  affect  the  test  results  as  to  warrant 
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retention  of  a  requirement  tliat  would  prevent 
simultaneous  testing. 

The  Recreational  Vehicle  Institute  objected  to 
the  standard,  arguing  that  it  was  not  cost-effec- 
tive as  applied  to  motor  homes.  RVI  requested 
that  different  test  i)rocedures  be  developed  for 
motor  home  manufacturers.  Specifically  it  ob- 
jected to  what  it  suggested  was  a  requirement 
for  unnecessary  double  testing  in  situations 
where  the  incomplete  vehicle  has  already  been 
tested  before  the  motor  home  manufacturer  re- 
ceives it.  RVI  expressed  the  view  that  the  motor 
home  manufacturer  should  not  have  to  concern 
himself  with  compliance  to  the  e.xtent  that  he 
must  test  the  entire  vehicle  in  accordance  with 
the  sti.ndard's  test  procedures. 

The  NHTSA  has  found  the  requirements  of 
Standard  301  to  be  reasonable  in  that  they  en- 
force a  level  of  safety  that  has  been  determined 
necessary  and  provide  adequate  lead  time  for 
manufacturers  to  develop  methods  and  means  of 
compliance.  The  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  does  not  require  a  manu- 
facturer to  test  vehicles  by  any  particular 
method.  It  does  require  that  he  exercise  due 
care  in  assuring  iiimself  that  his  vehicles  are 
capable  of  satisfying  the  performance  require- 
ments of  applicable  standards  wiien  tested  in  the 
manner  prescribed.  This  may  be  accomplished, 
however,  by  whatever  means  the  manufacturer 
reasonably  determines  to  be  reliable.  If  the  final 
stage  manufacturer  of  a  motor  home  concludes 
that  additional  testing  by  liim  of  tlie  entire  \e- 
hicle  for  compliance  is  unnecessary,  and  he  has 
exercised  due  care  in  completing  the  vehicle  in  a 
manner  that  continues  its  conformity  to  appli- 
cable standards,  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  re- 
peat the  procedures  of  the  standards. 

RVI  further  pressed  its  contention  that  the 
standard  is  not  cost-beneficial  by  arguing  that 
the  agency  has  not  provided  specific  data  indi- 
cating a  frequency  of  fuel  system  fires  in  motor 
homes  that  would  justify  the  costs  imposed  by 
the  standard. 

Sufficient  record  evidence  has  been  found  to 
support  the  conclusion  that  fuel  spillage  in  the 
types  of  crashes  with  which  the  standard  deals 
is  a  major  safety  hazard.  The  only  basis  upon 
which  motor  home  manufacturers  could  justify 


the  execption  of  their  vehicles  from  Standard 
SOTs  requirements  would  be  an  inherent  im- 
munity from  gasoline  spillage.  The  standard 
establishes  a  reasonable  test  of  a  vehicle's  ability 
to  withstand  impacts  without  experiencing  fuel 
loss.  If  a  motor  home  is  designed  in  such  a 
way  as  to  preclude  the  spillage  of  fuel  during 
the  prescribed  test  impacts,  compliance  with  the 
standard  should  present  no  significant  hardship. 

Volkswagen  challenged  the  cost-benefit  ra- 
tionale of  the  more  extensive  performance  re- 
quirements contained  in  Notice  2,  and  proposed 
that  only  the  rear  barrier  crash  be  retained,  if 
sufficient  data  exists  to  support  its  inclusion. 
The  agency  has  carefully  considered  the  issues 
raised  in  the  Volkswagen  petition.  As  discussed 
earlier,  Standard  301  has  been  designed  to  allow 
testing  for  its  requirements  with  some  of  the 
same  barrier  crash  tests  that  are  required  by 
other  standards:  208.  20-1,  212,  and  207.  This 
should  reduce  substantially  the  costs  of  testing 
to  Standard  301,  especially  when  viewed  on  a 
cost-per-vehicle  basis.  The  NHTSA  has  con- 
cluded that  the  changes  necessary  for  vehicles 
to  comply  with  the  standard  are  practicable  and 
that  the  need  for  such  increased  fuel  system 
integrity  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  costs. 

The  Recreational  Vehicle  Institute  also  urged 
that  the  effective  date  for  motor  homes  be  de- 
layed 1  year  beyond  the  date  set  for  ai^plication 
of  the  standard  to  other  vehicles.  RVI  contends 
that  a  luiiform  effective  date  for  all  manufac- 
turers will  create  serious  problems  for  the  motor 
home  manufacturer  who  will  not  have  complying 
incomplete  vehicles  available  to  him  until  the 
effective  date  of  the  standard. 

The  NHTSA  finds  RVI's  argument  lacking 
in  merit.  Adequate  lead  time  has  been  provided 
in  Standard  301  to  allow  final  stage  manufac- 
turers of  multistage  vehicles  to  become  familiar 
with  the  requirements  and  to  assure  themselves 
that  chassis  and  other  vehicle  components  are 
available  sufficiently  in  advance  of  the  effective 
date  to  enable  timely  compliance.  The  availa- 
bility of  complying  incomplete  vehicles  is  a 
situation  that  should  properly  be  resolved  in  the 
commercial  dealings  between  motor  home  manu- 
facturers and  their  suppliers.  If  the  motor  home 
manufacturer  is  unable  to  obtain  complying  in- 
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complete  vehicles  far  enough  in  advance  of  the 
standard's  effective  date,  he  mijiht,  for  example, 
work  out  an  arranfjement  with  his  supplier 
whereby  the  supplier  will  provide  information 
relating  to  the  manner  in  which  the  incomplete 
vehicle  must  be  completed  in  order  to  remain  in 
compliance  with  all  applicable  safety  standards. 
Tlie  lead  time  provided  in  the  standards  is 
planned  to  take  into  account  the  needs  of  per- 
sons at  each  sta<xe  of  the  manufacturing  process, 
including  final  stage  manufacturers. 

Jeep,  American  Motors,  and  Toyota  urged  de- 
lays in  the  implementation  of  various  aspects  of 
the  standard.  Jeep  suggested  a  new  schedule 
for  application  of  the  standard's  requirements  to 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles,  trucks,  and 
buses,  stating  that  the  current  lead  time  is  in- 
sufficient to  enable  completion  of  necessary  de- 
sign changes  and  compliance  testing.  American 
Motors  requested  a  1-year  delay  in  the  efl'ective 
date  for  the  static  rollover  test  in  order  to  allow 
satisfactory  completion  of  the  required  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  50,000  mile  durability 
test.  Once  vehicles  have  completed  required 
EPA  testing  and  certification,  their  fuel  system 
components  cannot  be  altered.  AMC  says  that 
it  cannot  make  the  design  changes  necessary  for 
Standard  301  comjiliance  in  time  to  utilize  them 
in  this  year's  EPA  tests.  AMC  also  desires  a 
2-year  delay  in  the  frontal  angular,  rear,  and 
lateral  impact  tests,  alleging  that  that  constitutes 
the  minimum  time  necessary  to  produce  designs 
that  comply.  Toyota  asked  for  a  delay  in  the 
frontal  angular  crash  test  for  all  passenger  ve- 
hicles until  19TS,  in  order  to  allow  them  suffi- 
cient time  to  develop  a  satisfactory  means  of  com- 
pliance with  the  sj^ecified  performance  level. 

All  of  these  requests  are  denied.  The  lead  time 
that  has  been  provided  for  compliance  with 
Standard  301  is  found  adequate  and  reasonable. 
The  rollover  requirements  have  been  in  rule  form 
for  over  a  year,  and  the  more  extensive  require- 
ments were  proposed  more  than  3  years  in  ad- 
vance of  their  effective  dates.  Considering  the 
urgent  need  for  stronger  and  more  durable  fuel 
systems,  further  delay  of  the  effective  dates  is 
not  justified.  On  the  basis  of  all  information 
available,  the  XHTSA  has  determined  that  de- 
velopment of  complying  fuel  systems  can  be 
attained  in  the  time  allowed.    In  addition.  Con- 


gress has  expressed  in  the  recently  enacted 
amendments  to  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  its  decision  that  the  effective 
dates  specified  in  Notice  2  should  be  strictly 
adhered  to. 

Toyota  requested  that  the  requirements  of  the 
rear  moving  barrier  crash  not  be  imposed  on 
vehicles  with  station  wagon  or  hatch-back  bodies, 
alleging  difficulty  in  relocation  of  the  fuel  tank 
to  an  invulnerable  position.  The  request  is  de- 
nied as  the  NHTSA  has  determined  that  satis- 
faction of  the  rear  barrier  crash  requirements 
by  station  wagons  and  hatch-backs  is  practicable 
and  necessary. 

Volkswagen  raised  several  objections  in  its  pe- 
tition to  the  static  rollover  test,  including  asser- 
tions that  the  test  does  not  reflect  real  world 
accidents,  and  that  the  test  procedure  is  unclear 
since  the  direction  of  rotation  is  unspecified. 

The  NHTSA  does  not  consider  these  argu- 
ments to  be  germane.  It  is  true  that  the  static 
rollover  test,  like  any  ''static''  test,  is  not  de- 
signed as  a  simulation  of  the  actual  behavior  of 
a  vehicle  in  a  dynamic  crash  situation.  It  is 
intended  rather  as  a  laboratory  method  of  quan- 
titatively measuring  the  vehicle  properties  that 
contribute  to  safety  in  a  range  of  crash  situa- 
tions. The  NHTSA  has  found  that  a  vehicle's 
performance  in  the  static  rollover  test  is  directly 
related  to  the  fuel  system  integrity  that  is  the 
goal  of  the  standard,  and  is  an  appropriate 
means  of  measuring  that  aspect  of  performance. 

With  regard  to  the  direction  of  rotation,  the 
NHTSA  has  stipulated  that  only  a  cetrain 
amount  of  fuel  may  escape  during  a  360°  rota- 
tion of  a  vehicle  on  its  longitudinal  axis.  The 
vehicle  must  be  capable  of  meeting  this  perform- 
ance level  regardless  of  the  direction  of  its 
rotation. 

British  Leyland  (in  a  petition  for  rulemaking) 
and  Volkswagen  requested  revision  of  the  aspect 
of  the  barrier  crash  requirement  limiting  the 
amount  of  fuel  spillage  taking  place  from  impact 
until  motion  of  the  vehicle  has  ceased.  They 
stated  that  the  current  1-ounce  limitation  is  too 
difficult  to  measure  in  the  period  while  the  ve- 
hicle is  moving  and  suggested  that  fuel  spillage 
be  averaged  over  the  period  from  impact  tmtil 
5  minutes  following  the  cessation  of  motion. 
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The  NHTSA  must  deny  this  request.  The 
purpose  of  the  current  limitation  on  the  spillage 
of  fuel  during  the  impact  and  post-impact  mo- 
tion is  to  prohibit  the  sudden  loss  of  several 
ounces  of  fuel  which  might  occur,  as  an  example, 
by  the  displacement  of  the  filler  cap.  Simul- 
taneous loss  of  several  ounces  of  fuel  during  the 
impact  and  subsequent  vehicle  motion  could  have 
a  fire-causing  potential,  because  of  sparks  that 
are  likely  to  be  given  off  during  a  skid  or  metal 
contact  between  vehicles. 

Chrysler  petitioned  to  have  the  requirement 
specifying  that  the  moving  barrier  be  guided 
during  the  entire  impact  sequence  deleted  in 
favor  of  a  requirement  that  would  allow  the 
termination  of  guidance  of  the  barrier  imme- 
diately prior  to  impact.  They  argued  that  their 
suggested  procedure  is  more  representative  of 
real  world  impacts. 

The  request  is  denied.  The  condition  that 
there  be  no  trans\erse  or  rotational  movement  of 
the  barrier,  which  has  been  in  effect  since  Jan- 
uary 1,  1972,  eliminates  random  variations  Ije- 
tween  different  tests  and  therefore  makes  the 
standard  more  repeatable  and  objective  as  re- 
quired by  the  statute. 

Jeep  requested  clarification  that  a  given  vehicle 
is  only  required  to  be  subjected  to  one  of  the  spec- 
ified barrier  impacts  followed  by  a  static  roll- 
over.    This  request  is  granted  as  it  follows  the 
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agency's  intent  and  the  standard  is  not  specific 
on  that  point.  Section  S6.  is  amended  to  require 
that  a  single  vehicle  need  only  be  capable  of 
meeting  a  single  crash  test  followed  by  a  static 
rollover. 

American  Motors  submitted  a  request  that  the 
agency  finds  repetitious  of  previous  petitions, 
urging  that  vehicle  fluids  be  stabilized  at  ambient 
temperatures  prior  to  testing.  In  responding  to 
earlier  petitions  for  reconsideration  from  MVMA 
and  GM  in  Notice  1,  the  NHTSA  denied  a  re- 
quest for  temperature  specification,  stating  that 
it  intended  that  the  full  spectrum  of  tempera- 
tures encountered  on  the  road  be  reflected  in  the 
test  procedure.  That  continues  to  be  this  agency's 
position. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing  S3.,  S6.,  S6.1,  S6.3, 
S7.1.4,  and  S7.1.,5  of  Standard  No.  301,  Fuel  Sys- 
tem Integrity^   (49  CFR  571.301)   are  amended 

E-ffective  date:  September  1,  1975,  with  addi- 
tional requirements  effective  September  1,  1976 
and  September  1.  1977,  as  indicated. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  November  15,  1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39   F.R.  40857 
November  21,    1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  301-75 

Fuel  System  Integrity 
(Docket  No.  73-20;  Notice  6) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  301,  Fuel 
System  Integrity  (49  CFR  571.301),  to  specify 
new  loading  conditions  and  to  establish  a  30- 
minute  fuel  spillage  measurement  period  follow- 
ing barrier  crash  tests. 

On  April  16,  1975,  the  NHTSA  published  a 
notice  (40  F.R.  17036)  proposing  a  revision  of 
the  loading  conditions  and  fuel  spillage  measure- 
ment period  requirement  in  Standard  301.  The 
NHTSA  also  proposed  in  that  notice  an  exten- 
sion of  the  applicability  of  Standard  301  to 
school  buses  with  a  GVWR  in  excess  of  10,000 
pounds.  At  the  request  of  several  Members  of 
Congress,  the  due  date  for  comments  on  the 
school  bus  proposal  was  extended  to  June  26, 
1975,  and  final  rulemaking  action  on  it  will  ap- 
pear in  a  later  Federal  Register  notice. 

It  was  proposed  that  the  current  15-minute 
fuel  spillage  measurement  period  be  extended  to 
30  minutes  in  order  to  allow  more  time  for  leaks 
to  be  located  and  rates  of  flow  to  be  established. 
Measurement  of  fuel  loss  during  only  a  15  minute 
time  period  is  difficult  because  fuel  may  be  es- 
caping from  various  parts  of  the  vehicle  where 
it  is  not  readily  detectable.  Chrysler,  American 
Motors,  and  General  Motors  objected  to  the  pro- 
posed change  and  asked  that  it  either  not  be 
adopted  or  that  adoption  be  delayed  for  one 
year  until  September  1,  1976. 

The  commenters  argued  that  the  revision  was 
unnecessary  and  would  involve  a  change  in  their 
testing  methods.  The  NHTSA  has  fully  consid- 
ered these  arguments  and  does  not  consider  the 
amendment  to  prescribe  a  higher  level  of  per- 
formance. It  concludes  that  the  30-minute 
measurement  period  is  necessary  to  achieve  ac- 
curate measurement  of  fuel  loss  and  assessment 
of   vehicle   compliance  and   accordingly   amends 


Standard  301  to  prescribe  the  longer  period  for 
measurement. 

The  April  16,  1975,  notice  also  proposed  a 
change  in  the  Standard  301  loading  conditions 
to  specify  that  50th  percentile  test  dummies  be 
placed  in  specified  seating  positions  during  the 
frontal  and  lateral  barrier  crash  tests,  and  that 
they  be  restrained  by  means  installed  in  the  ve- 
hicle for  protection  at  the  particular  seating 
position.  Currently  the  standard  requires  (dur- 
ing the  frontal  and  lateral  barrier  crash  tests) 
ballast  weight  secured  at  the  specified  designated 
seating  positions  in  vehicles  not  equipped  with 
passive  restraint  systems.  In  vehicles  equipped 
with  passive  restraints,  50th  percentile  test  dum- 
mies are  to  be  placed  in  the  specified  seating 
positions  during  testing. 

In  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  this  amend- 
ment to  Standard  No.  301  (39  F.R.  40857) 
various  motor  vehicle  manufacturers  stated  that 
attachment  of  such  ballast  weight  to  the  vehicle 
floor  pans  during  the  barrier  crashes  would  exert 
unrealistic  stresses  on  the  vehicle  structure  which 
would  not  exist  in  an  actual  crash.  The  NHTSA 
found  merit  in  petitioners'  arguments,  and  its 
proposed  revision  of  the  loading  conditions  is 
intended  to  make  the  crash  tests  more  represen- 
tative of  real-life  situations. 

Only  Mazda  objected  to  the  proposal.  It 
argued  that  curb  weight  be  prescribed  as  the 
loading  condition  so  that  it  could  conduct  Stand- 
ard 301  compliance  testing  concurrently  with 
testing  for  Standards  No.  212  and  204.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  find  merit  in  Mazda's  request 
as  the  Standard  301  loading  condition  is  consid- 
ered necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  level  of  fuel 
system  integrity.  Since  the  proposed  loading 
conditions  are  more  stringent  than  a  curb  weight 
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condition,  manufacturers  could  conduct  compli- 
ance testing  for  Standards  301,  212,  and  204 
simultaneously.  If  the  vehicle  complied  with  the 
requirements  of  Standards  212  and  204  when 
loaded  according  to  301  specifications,  the  manu- 
facturer presumably  could  certify  tlie  capability 
of  the  vehicles  to  comply  with  the  performance 
requirements  of  212  and  204  when  loaded  to  curb 
weight.  It  should  be  noted  tliat  the  NHTSA  is 
considering  amending  Standards  212  and  204 
to  specify  the  same  loading  conditions  as  pro- 
posed for  Standard  301. 

All  other  commenters  supported  immediate 
adoption  of  the  proposed  loading  conditions. 
Therefore,  the  NHTSA  adopts  the  loading  con- 
ditions as  they  were  proposed  in  the  April  16, 
1975,  notice. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  S5.5  and 
S7.1.6   of  Motor   Vehicle   Safety   Standard   No. 


301,  Fuel  System  Integrity  (49  CFR  571.301), 
are  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

Effective  date:  Because  this  amendment  re- 
vises certain  requirements  that  are  part  of  49 
CFR  571.301-75,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
301-75,  effective  September  1,  1975,  and  creates 
no  additional  burden  upon  any  person,  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective 
date  of  less  than  180  days  after  publication  is  in 
the  public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  August  1, 1975. 

Robert  L.  Carter 
Acting  Administrator 

40  F.R.  33036 
August  6,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   301-75 

Fuel  System  Integrity 
(Docket  No.  73-20;  Notice  7) 


This  notice  responds  to  a  petition  for  recon- 
sideration of  the  notice  published  August  6,  1975 
(40  FR  33036),  which  amended  Standard  No. 
301,  Fuel  System  Integrity  (49  CFR  571.301),  to 
specify  new  loading  conditions  and  establish  a 
30-minute  fuel  spillage  measurement  period  fol- 
lowing a  barrier  crash  test. 

Amei'ican  Motors  Corporation  (AMC)  has 
petitioned  for  reconsideration  of  the  amendment 
to  S5.5  of  Standard  No.  301  insofar  as  it  estab- 
lishes an  effective  date  of  September  1.  1975,  for 
the  30-nnnute  fuel  spillage  requirement.  AMC 
requests  that  tlie  effective  date  for  the  30-minute 
fuel  spillage  measurement  time  be  delayed  for 
180  days  from  the  date  of  publication  of  the  rule. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  AMC's  peti- 
tion has  merit.  AMC  argues  that  the  imposition 
of  an  effective  date  25  days  after  the  publication 
of  the  rule  is  burdensome  because  the  30-minute 
spillage  requirement  is  a  more  stringent  require- 
ment than  the  previous  15-minute  requirement 
and  therefore  requires  additional  testing  to  deter- 
mine compliance.  The  NHTSA  agrees  that  25 
days  is  not  enough  time  to  complete  the  addi- 


tional testing.  However,  the  effective  date  will 
be  postponed  12  months  instead  of  the  6  months 
requested  by  AMC  so  that  manufacturers  will 
not  have  to  conduct  compliance  testing  for  1976 
model  vehicles  already  certified  under  the  old 
15-minute  spillage  requirement.  For  these  rea- 
sons the  petition  of  American  Motors  Corporation 
is  granted. 

In  S5.5  of  Standard  No.  301,  Fuel  System 
Integrity,  (49  CFR  571.301),  the  amendment  of 
August  6,  1975  (40  FR  33036),  changing  the  term 
"10-minute  period"  to  "25-minute  period"  effec- 
tive September  1,  1975,  is  hereby  made  effective 
September  1, 1976. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51). 

Issued  on  October  3, 1975. 

Gene  G.  Mannella 
Acting   Administrator 

40  F.R.  47790 
October  10,  1975 
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Effective:  October   15,    1975 
July    15,    1976 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  301-75 

Fuel  System   Integrify 
(Docket  No.  73-20;   Notice  8) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  301,  Fn£l  System 
Integrity  (49  CFR  571.301)  to  extend  the  appli- 
cability of  the  standard  to  school  buses  with  a 
GV^VR  in  excess  of  10,000  pounds.  The  amend- 
ment specifies  conditions  for  a  moving  contoured 
barrier  crash  for  school  buses  in  order  to  deter- 
mine the  amount  of  fuel  spillage  following 
impact. 

On  October  27,  1974,  the  Motor  Vehicle  and 
Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  of  1974,  amending 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act,  were  signed  into  law  (Pub.  L.  93-492,  88 
Stat.  1470).  Section  103(i)(l)(A)  of  the  Act, 
as  amended,  orders  the  promulgation  of  a  safety 
standard  establishing  minimum  requirements  for 
the  fuel  system  integrity  of  school  buses.  Stand- 
ard No.  301  currently  contains  requirements  for 
school  buses  with  a  GVl^TR  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less  which  will  become  effective  beginning  Sep- 
tember 1,  1976.  Larger  school  buses,  which  com- 
prise approximately  90  percent  of  the  school  bus 
population,  will  be  included  in  Standard  No.  301 
by  this  amendment. 

A  proposal  to  amend  Standard  No.  301  witli 
respect  to  school  buses,  loading  conditions,  and 
spillage  measurement  time  was  published  on 
April  16,  1975  (40  FR  17036).  An  amendment 
to  the  Standard  specifying  certain  loading  con- 
ditions and  establishing  a  30-minute  fuel  spillage 
measurement  period  was  published  on  August  6, 
1975  (40  FR  33036).  At  the  request  of  several 
members  of  Congress,  the  period  for  comments 
on  the  school  bus  proposals  was  extended.  This 
notice  responds  to  tlie  comments  received  with 
respect  to  the  inclusion  of  school  buses  within  the 
requirements  of  the  standard. 


Seven  manufacturers  opposed  the  requirement 
of  a  single  impact  test  by  a  moving  contoured 
barrier  at  any  point  on  the  school  bus  body,  argu- 
ing that  such  a  requirement  would  necessitate  a 
proliferation  of  expensive  tests  in  order  to  ensure 
compliance  at  everj'  conceivable  point  of  impact. 
The  NHTSA  does  not  agree.  Although  not 
specifying  a  particular  impact  point,  the  test  con- 
dition allows  for  testing  at  the  few  most  vulner- 
able points  of  each  kind  of  school  bus  fuel  system 
configuration.  Therefore,  only  impacts  at  those 
points  are  necessary  to  determine  compliance.  On 
the  basis  of  its  knowledge  of  the  bus  design,  a 
manufacturer  should  be  able  to  make  at  least  an 
approximate  determination  of  the  most  vulnerable 
points  on  the  bus  body. 

Two  school  bus  body  manufacturers  requested 
a  requirement  that  the  manufacturer  who  installs 
the  fuel  system  be  responsible  for  compliance 
testing,  while  one  chassis  manufacturer  argued 
that  responsibility  for  compliance  should  rest 
with  the  final  manufacturer.  In  most  cases,  if 
the  basic  fuel  system  components  are  included 
in  the  chassis  as  delivered  by  its  manufacturer, 
the  multistage  vehicle  regulations  of  49  CFR 
Part  568  require  the  chassis  manufacturer  at  least 
to  describe  the  conditions  under  which  the  com- 
pleted vehicle  will  confonn,  since  it  could  not 
truthfully  state  that  the  design  of  the  chassis  has 
no  substantial  determining  effect  on  conformity. 
Beyond  that,  however,  the  NHTSA  position  is 
that  the  decision  as  to  who  should  perform  the 
tests  and  who  should  take  the  responsibility  is 
best  not  regulated  by  the  government.  The  effect 
of  Part  568  is  to  allow  the  final-stage  manufac- 
turer to  avoid  primary  responsibility  for  con- 
formity to  a  standard  if  it  completes  the  vehicle 
in  accordance  with  the  conditions  or  instructions 
furnished  with  the  incomplete  vehicle  by  its  man- 
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Effective:   October    15,    1975 
July    15,    1976 

ufacturer.     "WHiether  it  does  so  is  a  decision  it 
must  make  in  light  of  all  tiie  circumstances. 

This  notice  extends  tlie  proposed  exclusion  for 
vehicles  that  use  fuel  with  a  boilino;  point  below 
32°  F.  to  school  buses  having  a  GVWR  greater 
than  10,000  pounds.  Fuel  systems  using  gaseous 
fuels  are  not  subject  to  the  spillage  problems 
against  which  this  standard  is  directed. 

The  Vehicle  Equipment  Safety  Commission  re- 
quested that  school  buses  be  required  to  undergo 
static  rollover  tests  and  that  tlie  engine  be  run- 
ning during  the  tests.  Upon  consideration,  the 
XHTSA  finds  that  a  static  rollover  test  for  school 
buses  is  impractical  in  liglit  of  the  expensive  test 
facility  that  would  be  recjuired.  A  requirement 
that  the  engine  lie  running  during  the  impact  test 
would  make  little  difference  in  the  resulting  fuel 
spillage.  Since  the  standard  requires  that  the 
fuel  tank  be  filled  witli  Stoddard  solvent  during 
the  impact  test,  the  test  vehicle  would  have  to  be 
equipped  with  an  auxiliaiy  fuel  system  for  the 
engine.  The  expense  of  modifying  the  test  ve- 
liicle  to  allow  the  engine  to  run  during  the  test 
would  not  justify  the  minimal  benefits  resulting 
from  a  requirement  that  the  engine  be  running. 
However,  tlie  fuel  system  integrity  of  school 
buses  will  be  continually  monitored  and  analyzed 
by  the  XHST.V.  Therefore,  suggestions  such  as 
these  may  be  the  subject  of  future  rulemaking. 

One  school  bus  body  manufacturer  cited  the 
infrequency  of  school  bus  fires  resulting  from 
collisions  as  a  reason  for  ameliorating  or  eliminat- 
ing altogether  fuel  system  integrity  reciuirements 
for  school  buses.  In  promulgating  these  amend- 
ments to  Standard  Xo.  301,  the  XHTSA  is  act- 
ing under  the  statutory  mandate  to  develop  regu- 
lations concerning  school  bus  fuel  systems.  This 
statute  reflects  the  need,  evidently  strongly  felt 
by  the  public,  to  protect  the  children  who  ride 
in  the  school  buses.  They  and  their  parents  have 
little  direct  control  over  the  types  of  vehicles  in 
which  they  ride  to  school,  and  are  tlierefore  not 
in  a  position  to  determine  the  safety  of  the  ve- 
hicles. Considering  the  liigh  regard  expressed 
by  the  pulilic  for  the  safety  of  its  children,  the 
X^HTSA  finds  it  important  that  the  school  bus 
standards  be  effective  and  meaningful. 


The  California  Highway  Patrol  expressed  the 
concern  that  these  amendments  would  preempt 
State  regulations  to  the  extent  that  the  State 
would  be  precluded  from  specifying  the  location 
of  fuel  tanks,  fillers,  vents,  and  drain  openings  in 
school  buses.  The  standard  will  unavoidably 
have  that  effect,  by  the  operation  of  section 
103(d)  of  the  Xational  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act.  However,  although  a  State  may  not 
have  regulations  of  general  applicability  that 
bear  on  these  aspects  of  performance,  the  second 
sentence  of  the  same  section  makes  it  clear  that 
a  State  or  political  subdivision  may  specify 
higher  standards  of  performance  for  vehicles  pur- 
chased for  its  own  use,  although  of  course  the 
Federal  standards  must  be  met  in  any  case. 

In  addition  to  provisions  directly  relating  to 
school  buses,  this  notice  clarifies  the  loading  con- 
dition amendments  in  the  notice  of  August  6, 
1975,  by  amending  S6.1  to  provide  for  testing 
with  .50th  percentile  dummies.  The  wording  of 
S6.1  is  identical  to  that  of  the  proposal. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR  571.301, 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  X'^o.  301,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  July  15,  1976,  in  conformity 
with  the  schedule  mandated  by  the  1974  Amend- 
ments to  the  Traffic  Safety  Act.  However,  the 
effective  date  of  the  amendment  of  S6.1  is  October 
15,  1975.  Because  the  amendment  to  that  para- 
graph clarifies  the  revision  of  certain  require- 
ments which  became  effective  September  1,  1975, 
it  is  found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective 
date  for  the  amendnient  of  S6.1  less  than  180 
days  after  issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  Sec.  202,  Pub.  L.  93-192.  88 
Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392) ;  delegations  of  au- 
thority at  49  CFR  1.51  and  501.8). 

Issued  on  October  8,  1975. 

Gene  G.  Mannella 
Acting     Administrator 

40  F.R.  48352 
October  15,  1975 
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Effective:    As  set  forth  in  S5  of  the  standard 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR   VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.   301-75 

Fuel  System  Integrity 
(Docket  No.   73-20;   Notice  9) 


This  notice  clarifies  the  effective  date  of  the 
change  in  Standard  No.  301-75  (49  CFR  571.301- 
75)  from  a  15-miniite  to  a  30-niiniite  fuel  spillage 
measurement  period  following  cessation  of  mo- 
tion in  barrier  crash  tests. 

Until  August  1975,  S5.4  of  Standard  No. 
301-75  specified  a  15-minute  fuel  spillage  meas- 
urement period  for  the  liarrier  crash  test  re- 
quirements that  would  become  effective  September 
1,  1975.  To  allow  more  time  for  leaks  to  be  lo- 
cated and  rates  of  flow  to  be  establislied,  that 
period  was  extended  to  30  minutes  in  Notice  6 
(40  FR  33036,  August  6,  1975;  correction  of 
section  numbers  at  40  FR  37042,  August  25, 
1975).  Notice  6  set  the  effective  date  of  the 
change  as  September  1,  1975. 

In  response  to  a  petition  for  reconsideration 
filed  by  American  Motors  Corporation,  the 
NHTSA  in  Notice  7  (40  FR  47790;  October  10, 
1975)  delayed  for  1  year  the  effective  date  of 
that  change,  thereby  establishing  the  following 
scheme :  a  15-minute  period  would  be  used  in 
applying  the  standard  to  vehicles  manufactured 
before  Septeml)er  1,  1976,  while  a  30-minute 
measurement  period  would  be  used  for  vehicles 
manufactured  after  that  date. 

In  Notice  8,  which  was  published  on  October 
15,  1975  (40  FR  48352),  the  loading  conditions 
of  S6.1  were  revised,  effective  immediately,  and 
the  standard  was  extended  to  apply  to  school 
buses  with  a  GVAVR  in  excess  of  10,000  pounds, 
effective  July  15,  1976.  Because  these  amend- 
ments were  made  by  lepublishing  the  entire  text 


of  the  standard,  it  appeared  that  the  effective 
date  of  the  change  from  a  15-minute  measure- 
ment peiiod  to  a  30-minute  measurement  period 
had  been  advanced  from  September  1,  1976,  to 
July  15,  1976,  for  all  vehicles.  The  NHTSA 
did  not  intend  such  an  advancement,  and  this 
notice  amends  the  standard  to  reestablish  the 
September  1,  1976,  effective  date  for  vehicles 
other  than  scliool  buses  with  a  GVWR  greater 
than  10.000  pounds. 

The  following  corrections  of  Notice  8  are  also 
made:  the  standard  is  designated  as  "Standard 
No.  301-75"  and  typographical  errors  in  S6.4  and 
S7.5.2  are  corrected. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  571.301  of 
49  CFR  Part  571  (Standard  No.  301,  Fuel  Sys- 
tem Integnty),  as  published  in  the  issue  of 
October  15,  1975  (40  FR  48352),  is  redesignated 
as  §  571.301-75  and  amended. . . . 

Effective  dates:  As  set  forth  in  the  standard. 
Changes  indicated  in  the  text  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  should  be  made  immediately. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392.  1407) ;  Sec.  108,  Pub.  L.  93-492, 
88  Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1392  note);  delegation 
of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  February  25,  1976. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  9350 
March  4,  1976 
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EfFeclive:   August   26,    1976 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR   VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  301-75 


Fuel  System  Integrity 

(Docket  No.  73-03;  Notice  07);  Docket  No.  73-20;  Notice  010); 

(Docket  No.  73-34;  Notice  04);  (Docket  No.  75-02;  Notice  03); 

(Docket  No.  75-03;  Notice  05);  (Docket  No.  75-07;  Notice  03); 

(Docket  No.  75-24;  Notice  03) 


This  notice  announces  that  the  effective  dates 
of  the  redefinition  of  "school  bus"'  and  of  six 
Federal  motor  vehicle  .safety  standards  as  they 
apply  to  school  buses  are  changed  to  April  1, 
1977,  from  the  previously  established  effective 
dates.  This  notice  also  makes  a  minor  amend- 
ment to  Standard  No.  220,  School  Bus  Rollover 
Protection,  and  adds  a  figure  to  Standard  No. 
221,  School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety 
Amendments  of  1974  (the  Act)  mandated  the 
issuance  of  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ards for  several  aspects  of  school  bus  perform- 
ance. Pub.  L.  93-192,  §202  (15  U.S.C.  §  1392(i) 
(1)(A)).  These  amendments  included  a  defini- 
tion of  school  bus  that  necessitated  a  revision  of 
the  existing  definition  used  by  the  NHTSA  in 
establishing  safety  requirements.  The  Act  also 
specified  that  the  new  requirements  "apply  to 
each  schoolbus  and  item  of  schoolbus  equipment 
which  is  manufactured  ...  on  or  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  9-month  period  which  begins  on 
the  date  of  promulgation  of  such  safety  stand- 
ards."    (15  U.S.C.  §1392(i)(l)(B)). 

Pursuant  to  the  Act,  amendments  were  made 
to  the  following  standards:  Standard  No.  301-75, 
Fuel  Systeyn  Integrity  (49  CFR  571.301-75), 
effective  July  15,  1976,  for  school  bu.ses  not  al- 
ready covered  by  the  standard  (40  FR  483521, 
October  15,  1975);  Standard  No.  10.5-75,  Hy- 
draulic Brake  Systems  (49  CFR  571.105-75), 
effective  October  12,  1976  (41  FR  2391,  January 
16,  1976) ;  and  Standard  No.  217,  Bus  W indole 
Retention  and  Release  (49  CFR  571.217),  effec- 
tive for  school  buses  on  October  26,  1976  (41  FR 
3871,  January  27,  1976). 


In  addition,  the  following  new  standards  were 
added  to  Part  571  of  Title  49  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  effective  October  26,  1976: 
Standard  No.  220,  School  Bus  Rollover  Protec- 
tion (41  FR  3874,  January  27,  1976)  ;  Standard 
No.  221,  School  Bus  Body  Joint  Strength  (41 
FR  3872,  January  26,  1976) ;  and  Standard  No. 
222,  School  Bus  Passenger  Seating  and  Crash 
Protection  (41  FR  4016,  January  28,  1976).  Also, 
the  existing  definition  of  "school  bus"  was 
amended,  effective  October  27,  1976,  in  line  with 
the  date  set  by  the  Act  for  issuance  of  the 
standards. 

The  Act  was  recently  amended  by  Public  Law 
94-346  (July  8,  1976)  to  change  the  effective 
dates  of  the  school  bus  standards  to  April  1, 
1977  (15  U.S.C.  §1392(i)(l)(B)).  This  notice 
is  intended  to  advise  interested  persons  of  these 
changes  of  effective  dates.  In  the  case  of  Stand- 
ard No.  301-75,  the  change  of  effective  date  is 
reflected  in  a  conforming  amendment  to  S5.4  of 
that  standard.  A  similar  amendment  is  made  in 
S3  of  Standard  No.  105-75. 

The  agency  concludes  that  the  October  27, 
1976,  effective  date  for  the  redefinition  of  "school 
bus"  should  be  postponed  to  April  1,  1977,  to 
conform  to  the  new  effective  dates  for  the  up- 
coming requirements.  If  this  were  not  done,  the 
new  classes  of  school  buses  would  be  required  to 
meet  existing  standards  that  apply  to  school 
buses  (e.g..  Standard  No.  108  (49  CFR  571.108)) 
before  being  required  to  meet  the  new  standards. 
Tliis  would  result  in  two  stages  of  compliance, 
and  would  complicate  the  redesign  efforts  that 
Congress  sought  to  relieve. 
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Effective:   August  26,    1976 

This  notice  also  amends  Standard  No.  220  in 
response  to  an  interpretation  re(iuest  by  Blue 
Bird  Body  Company,  and  Sheller-Globe  Cor- 
poration's petition  for  reconsideration  of  the 
standard.  Both  companies  request  confirmation 
that  the  standard's  requirement  to  operate  emer- 
gency exits  during  the  application  of  force  to  the 
vehicle  roof  (S4(l)))  does  not  apply  to  roof 
exits  which  are  covered  by  the  force  application 
plate.  The  agency  did  not  intend  to  require  the 
operation  of  roof  exits  while  the  force  applica- 
tion plate  is  in  place  on  the  vehicle.  Accord- 
ingly, an  appropriate  amendment  has  been  made 
to  S4(b)  of  the  standard. 

With  regard  to  Standard  No.  220,  Sheller- 
Globe  also  requested  information  that,  in  testing 
its  school  buses  that  have  a  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating  (GVWR)  of  10,000  pounds  or  less,  it  may 
test  with  a  force  application  plate  with  dimen- 
sions other  than  those  specified  in  the  standard. 
The  standard  does  not  prohibit  a  manufacturer 
from  using  a  different  dimension  from  that 
specified,  in  view  of  the  NHTSA's  expressed 
position  on  the  legal  effect  of  its  regulations. 
To  certify  compliance,  a  manufacturer  is  free  to 
choose  any  means,  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  to 
show  that  a  vehicle  (or  item  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment)  would  comply  if  tested  by  the 
NHTSA  as  specified  in  the  standard.  Thus  the 
force  application  plate  used  by  the  NHTSA  need 
not  be  duplicated  by  each  manufacturer  or  com- 
pliance test  facility.  Sheller-Globe,  for  example, 
is  free  to  use  a  force  application  plate  of  any 
width  as  long  as  it  can  certify  its  vehicle  would 
comply  if  tested  by  the  NHTSA  according  to 
the  standard. 

In  a  separate  area,  the  agency  corrects  the 
inadvertent  omission  of  an  illustration  from 
Standard  No.  221  as  it  was  issued  Januai-y  26. 
1976  (41  FR  3872).  The  figure  does  not  differ 
from  that  proposed  and,  in  tliat  form,  it  received 
no  adverse  comment. 

In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regula- 
tory action  (41  FR  16200,  April  16,  1976),  the 
agency  herewith  sunnnarizes  its  evaluation  of  the 
economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  action 
on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including  pos- 


sible loss  of  safety  benefits.  The  changes  in 
effective  dates  for  the  school  bus  standards  are 
not  evaluated  because  they  wei'e  accomplished  by 
law  and  not  by  regulatory  action. 

The  change  of  effective  date  for  the  redefini- 
tion of  "school  bus"  will  result  in  savings  to 
manufacturers  who  will  not  be  required  to  meet 
existing  school  bus  standards  between  October  27, 

1976,  and  April  1,  1977.  The  agency  calculates 
that  the  only  standard  that  would  not  be  met 
would  be  the  requirement  in  Standard  No.  108 
for  school  bus  marker  lamps.  In  view  of  the 
agency's  existing  provision  for  the  marking  of 
night  school  buses  in  Pupil  Transportation 
Standard  No.  17  (23  CFR  1204),  it  is  concluded 
that  tlie  absence  of  this  equipment  until  April  1, 

1977,  will  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact 
on  safety. 

The  interpretative  amendment  of  Standard 
-No.  220  and  the  addition  of  a  figure  to  Standard 
No.  221  are  not  expected  to  affect  the  manufac- 
ture or  operation  of  school  buses. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  571  of 
Title  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is 
amended. . . . 

Effective  dates: 

1.  Because  the  listed  amendments  do  not  im- 
pose additicmal  requirements  of  any  person,  the 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
finds  tliat  an  immediate  effective  date  of  August 
26,  1976  is  in  the  public  interest. 

2.  The  effective  date  of  the  ledefinition  of 
"school  bus"  in  49  CFR  Part  571.3  that  was  pub- 
lished in  the  issue  of  December  31,  1976  (40  FR 
60033)  is  changed  to  April  1,  1977. 

3.  The  effective  dates  of  Standard  Nos.  105-75, 
217,  301-75,  220,  221,  and  222  (  as  they  apply  to 
school  buses)  are  April  1,  1977,  in  accordance 
with  Public  Law  94-346. 

(Sec.   103,   119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.   1392,   1407)  ;   Pub.   L.  94-346,  Stat. 
(15    U.S.C.     §1392(i)(l)(B));     delegation    of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 
Issued  on  August  17,  1976. 

John  W.  Snow 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  36026 
August  26,   1976 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  301-75 


Fuel  System  Integrity 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  require- 
ments for  the  integrity  of  motor  vehicle  fuel 
systems. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  deaths  and  injuries  occurring  from  fires 
that  result  from  fuel  spillage  during  and  after 
motor  vehicle  crashes. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to  pas- 
senger cars,  and  to  multipurpose  passenger  ve- 
hicles, trucks,  and  buses  that  have  a  GVWR  of 
10,000  pounds  or  less  and  use  fuel  with  a  boiling 
point  above  32°  F.,  and  to  school  buses  that  have 
a  GVWR  greater  than  10,000  pounds  and  use  fuel 
with  a  boiling  point  above  32°  F. 

54.  Definition.  "Fuel  spillage"  means  the  fall, 
flow,  or  run  of  fuel  from  the  vehicle  but  does  not 
include  wetness  resulting  from  capillary  action. 

55.  General  requirements. 

55.1  Passenger  cars.  Each  passenger  car  man- 
ufactured from  September  1,  1975,  to  August  31, 
1976,  shall  meet  the  requirements  of  S6.1  in  a 
perpendicular  impact  only,  and  S6.4.  Each  pas- 
senger car  manufactured  on  or  after  September  1, 
1976,  shall  meet  all  the  requirements  of  S6,  ex- 
cept S6.5. 

55.2  Vehicles  with  GVWR  of  6,000  pounds  or 
less.  Each  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle,  truck, 
and  bus  with  a  GVWR  of  6,000  pounds  or  less 
manufactured  from  September  1,  1976,  to  August 
31,  1977,  shall  meet  all  the  requirements  of  S6.1 
in  a  perpendicular  impact  only,  S6.2,  and  S6.4. 
Each  of  these  types  of  vehicles  manufactured  on 
or  after  September  1,  1977,  shall  meet  the  require- 
ments of  S6,  except  S6.5. 

55.3  Vehicles  with  GVWR  of  more  than  6,000 
pounds  but  not  more  than  10,000  pounds.  Each 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicle,  truck,  and  bus 


with  a  GVWR  of  more  than  6,000  pounds  but 
not  more  than  10,000  pounds  manufactured  from 
September  1,  1976,  to  August  31,  1977,  shall  meet 
the  requirements  of  S6.1  in  a  perpendicular  im- 
pact only.  Each  vehicle  manufactured  on  or  after 
September  1,  1977,  shall  meet  all  the  requirements 
of  S6,  except  S6.5. 

55.4  School  buses  with  a  GVWR  greater  than 
10,000  pounds.  Each  school  bus  with  a  GVWR 
greater  than  10,000  pounds  manufactured  on  or 
after  April  1,  1977,  shall  meet  the  requirements 
of  S6.5. 

55.5  Fuel  spillage:  Barrier  crash.  Fuel  spUl- 
age  in  any  fixed  or  moving  barrier  crash  test 
shall  not  exceed  1  ounce  by  weight  from  impact 
until  motion  of  the  vehicle  has  ceased,  and  shall 
not  exceed  a  total  of  5  ounces  by  weight  in  the 
5-minute  period  following  cessation  of  motion. 
For  the  subsequent  25-minute  period  (for  vehicles 
manufactured  before  September  1,  1976,  other 
than  school  buses  with  a  GVWR  greater  than 
10,000  pounds:  the  subsequent  10-minute  period), 
fuel  spOlage  during  any  1-minute  interval  shall 
not  exceed  1  ounce  by  weight. 

55.6  Fuel  spillage:  Rollover.  Fuel  spillage  in 
any  rollover  test,  from  the  onset  of  rotational 
motion,  shaU  not  exceed  a  total  of  5  ounces  by 
weight  for  the  first  5  minutes  of  testing  at  each 
successive  90°  increment.  For  the  remaining  test- 
ing period,  at  each  increment  of  90°  fuel  spillage 
during  any  1-minute  interval  shall  not  exceed  1 
ounce  by  weight. 

S6.  Test  requirements.  Each  vehicle  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  shall  be  capable 
of  meeting  the  requirements  of  any  applicable 
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barrier  crash  test  followed  by  a  static  rollover, 
without  alteration  of  the  vehicle  during  the  test 
sequence.  A  particular  vehicle  need  not  meet 
further  requirements  after  having  been  subjected 
to  a  single  barrier  crash  test  and  a  static  rollover 
test. 

56.1  Frontal  barrier  crash.  When  the  vehicle 
traveling  longitudinally  forward  at  any  speed  up 
to  and  including  30  mph  impacts  a  fixed  collision 
barrier  that  is  perpendicular  to  the  line  of  travel 
of  the  vehicle,  or  at  any  angle  up  to  30°  in  either 
direction  from  the  perpendicular  to  the  line  of 
travel  of  the  vehicle,  with  50th-percentile  test 
dummies  as  specified  in  Part  572  of  this  chapter 
at  each  front  outboard  designated  seating  posi- 
tion and  at  any  other  position  whose  protection 
system  is  required  to  be  tested  by  a  dummy  under 
the  provisions  of  Standard  No.  208,  under  the 
applicable  conditions  of  S7,  fuel  spillage  shall  not 
exceed  the  limits  of  S5.5.  (Effective:  October  15, 
1975) 

56.2  Rear  moving  barrier  crash.  When  the  ve- 
hicle is  impacted  from  the  rear  by  a  barrier 
moving  at  30  mph,  with  test  dummies  as  specified 
in  Part  572  of  this  chapter  at  each  front  out- 
board designated  seating  position,  under  the  ap- 
plicable conditions  of  S7,  fuel  spillage  shall  not 
exceed  the  limits  of  S5.5. 

56.3  Lateral  moving  barrier  crash.  When  the 
vehicle  is  impacted  laterally  on  either  side  by  a 
barrier  moving  at  20  mph  with  50th-percentile 
test  dummies  as  specified  in  Part  572  of  this 
chapter  at  positions  required  for  testing  to  Stand- 
ard No.  208,  under  the  applicable  conditions  of 
S7,  fuel  spillage  shall  not  exceed  the  limits  of 
S5.5. 

56.4  Static  rollover.  When  the  vehicle  is  ro- 
tated on  its  longitudinal  axis  to  each  successive 
increment  of  90°,  following  an  impact  crash  of 
S6.1,  S6.2,  or  S6.3,  fuel  spillage  shall  not  exceed 
the  limits  of  85. 6. 

56.5  Moving  contoured  barrier  crash.  WTien  the 
moving  contoured  barrier  assembly  traveling  lon- 
gitudinally forward  at  any  speed  up  to  and  includ- 
ing 30  mph  impacts  the  test  vehicle  (school  bus 
with  a  GVWR  exceeding  10,000  pounds)  at  any 


point  and  angle,  under  the  applicable  conditions 
of  S7.1  and  S7.5,  fuel  spillage  shall  not  exceed 
the  limits  of  85. 5. 

S7.  Test  conditions.  The  requirements  of  S5 
and  S6  shall  be  met  under  the  following  condi- 
tions. Where  a  range  of  conditions  is  specified, 
the  vehicle  must  be  capable  of  meeting  the  re- 
quirements at  all  points  within  the  range. 

S7.1  General  test  conditions.  The  following 
conditions  apply  to  all  tests: 

57.1.1  The  fuel  tank  is  filled  to  any  level  from 
90  to  95  percent  of  capacity  with  Stoddard  sol- 
vent, having  the  physical  and  chemical  prop- 
erties of  type  1  solvent,  Table  I  A8TM  Standard 
D484-71,  "Standard  Specifications  for  Hydro- 
carbon Dry  Cleaning  Solvents." 

57.1.2  The  fuel  system  other  than  the  fuel 
tank  is  filled  with  Stoddard  solvent  to  its  normal 
operating  level. 

57.1.3  In  meeting  the  requirements  of  86. 1 
through  S6.3,  if  the  vehicle  has  an  electrically 
driven  fuel  pump  that  normally  nms  when  the 
vehicle's  electrical  system  is  activated,  it  is  op- 
erating at  the  time  of  the  barrier  crash. 

57.1.4  The  parking  brake  is  disengaged  and 
the  transmission  is  in  neutral,  except  that  in 
meeting  the  requirements  of  86.5  the  parking 
brake  is  set. 

57.1.5  Tires  are  inflated  to  manufacturer's 
specifications. 

57.1.6  The  vehicle,  including  test  devices  and 
instrumentation,  is  loaded  as  follows: 

(a)  Except  as  specified  in  S7.1.1,  a  passenger 
car  is  loaded  to  its  unloaded  vehicle  weight  plus 
its  rated  cargo  and  luggage  capacity  weight,  se- 
cured in  the  luggage  area,  plus  the  necessary  test 
dummies  as  specified  in  86,  restrained  only  by 
means  that  are  installed  in  the  vehicle  for  protec- 
tion at  its  seating  position. 

(b)  Except  as  specified  in  S7.1.1,  a  multipur- 
pose passenger  vehicle,  truck,  or  bus  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  is  loaded  to  its 
unloaded  vehicle  weight,  plus  the  necessary  test 
dummies,  as  specified  in  86,  plus  300  pounds  of 
its  rated  cargo  and  luggage  capacity  weight, 
whichever  is  less,  secured  to  the  vehicle  and  dis- 
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NOTES 

1     OUTER  FRAME  60  X  20  X  0  19  IN  (152  X  51  X  5  mml  STEEL  TUBING.  TWO  PIECES 

WELDED  TOGETHER  FOR  A  120  IN  (305  mml  HEIGHT 
Z    BALLAST  TIE  DOWNS 

3     ALL  INNER  REINFORCEMENTS  AND  FRAME  GUSSETS  OF  4.0  X  2.0  X  0  19  IN 
1102  X  51  X  5  mml  STEEL  TUBING 

4.    REINFORCE  AREAS  FOR  BOLTING  ON  FACE  PLATES 


DIMENSIONS 


Letter 

In 

mm 

A 

120.0 

3048 

6 

600 

1524 

C 

420 

1067 

D 

21  0 

533 

E 

1440 

3658 

F 

150 

381 

G 

160 

406 

H 

120 

305 

J 

240 

610 

K 

600 

1524 

L 

840 

2134 

M 

22  0 

559 

N 

1200 

3048 

P 

160 

406 

Q 

120 

305 

R 

60 

152 

FIG.  1-COMMON  CARRIAGE  FOR  MOVING  BARRIERS 


1100  1  25LB  (4990  t 

11.3  kg) 

AT  EACH  REAR  WHEEL 


DIMENSIONS 


TOTAL  WEIGHT 
4000  ±  50LB  (1814  4  t  22.7  kgl 


Letter 

In 

mm 

A 

54.0 

1372 

B 

15  8 

401 

C 

300 

762 

0 

1225 

311 

E 

375 

95 

F 

24  75 

629 

G 

18,0 

457 

H 

390 

991 

J 

78.0 

1981 

K 

300 

762 

MOMENTS  OF  INERTIA 
1«  =  271  t  13  6  SLUG     FT^  1367  ±  18  4  kg     m') 
1g  =  3475  ±  174  SLUG     FT^  14711  1  236  kg     m'l 
NOTES: 

1      UPPER  FRAME  4  0  IN  DIA  X  0  25  IN  WALL  1102  mm  DIA  X  6  mm  WALLISTEEL  TUBING 
(THREE  SIDES! 

2.  LOWER  FRAME  6  0  IN  DIA  X  0  50  IN  WALL  (152  mm  DIA  X  13  mm  WALL)  STEEL  TUBING. 

3.  FACE  PLATE  0.7S  IN  (19  mml  THICK  COLO  ROLLED  STEEL 

4.  LEADING  EDGE  1.0  X  40  IN  (25  X  102  mm)  STEEL  BAND.  SHARP  EDGES  BROKEN 

5     ALL  INNER  REINFORCEMENTS  4  0  X  10  X  0  19  IN  (102  X  51  X  5  mml  STEEL  TUBING. 

FIG.  2-COMMON  CARRIAGE  WITH  CONTOURED  IMPACT  SURFACE  ATTACHED 
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tributed  so  that  the  weight  on  each  axle  as 
measured  at  the  tire-ground  interface  is  in  pro- 
portion to  its  GAWR.  If  the  weight  on  any 
axle,  when  the  vehicle  is  loaded  to  unloaded  ve- 
hicle weight  plus  dummy  weight,  exceeds  the 
axle's  proportional  share  of  the  test  weight,  the 
remaining  weight  shall  be  placed  so  that  the 
weight  on  that  axle  remains  the  same.  Each 
dummy  shall  be  restrained  only  by  means  that  are 
installed  in  the  vehicle  for  protection  at  its  seat- 
ing position. 

(c)  Except  as  specified  in  S7.1.1,  a  school  bus 
with  a  GVWR  greater  than  10,000  pounds  is 
loaded  to  its  imloaded  vehicle  weight  plus  120 
pounds  of  unsecured  weight  at  each  designated 
seating  position. 

57.2  Lateral  moving  barrier  crash  test  condi- 
tions. The  lateral  moving  barrier  crash  test  con- 
ditions are  those  specified  in  S8.2  of  Standard 
No.  208,  49  CFR  571.208. 

57.3  Rear  moving  barrier  test  conditions.    The 

rear  moving  barrier  test  conditions  are  those 
specified  in  S8.2  of  Standard  No.  208,  49  CFR 
571.208,  except  for  the  positioning  of  the  barrier 
and  the  vehicle.  The  barrier  and  test  vehicle  are 
positioned  so  that  at  impact— 

(a)  The  vehicle  is  at  rest  in  its  normal  atti- 
tude; 

(b)  The  barrier  is  traveling  at  30  mph  with 
its  face  perpendicular  to  the  longitudinal  center- 
line  of  the  vehicle;  and 

(c)  A  vertical  plane  through  the  geometric 
center  of  the  barrier  impact  surface  and  perpen- 
dicular to  that  surface  coincides  with  the  longi- 
tudinal centerline  of  the  vehicle. 

57.4  Static  rollover  test  conditions.  The  ve- 
hicle is  rotated  about  its  longitudinal  axis,  with 
the  axis  kept  horizontal,  to  each  successive  incre- 
ment of  90°,  180°,  and  270°  at  a  uniform  rate, 
with  90°  of  rotation  taking  place  in  any  time 
interval  from  1  to  3  minutes.  After  reaching 
each  90°  increment  the  vehicle  is  held  in  that  posi- 
tion for  5  minutes. 

57.5  Moving  contoured  barrier  test  conditions. 

The  following  conditions  apply  to  the  moving 
contoured  barrier  crash  test: 


S7.5.1.  The  moving  barrier,  which  is  mounted 
on  a  carriage  as  specified  in  Figure  1,  is  of  rigid 
construction,  symmetrical  about  a  vertical  longi- 
tudinal plane.  The  contoured  impact  surface, 
which  is  24.75  inches  high  and  78  inches  wide, 
conforms  to  the  dimensions  shown  in  Figure  2, 
and  is  attached  to  the  carriage  as  shown  in  that 
figure.  The  ground  clearance  to  the  lower  edge 
of  the  impact  surface  is  5.25  +  0.5  inches.  The 
wheelbase  is  120  ±2  inches. 

57.5.2  The  moving  contoured  barrier,  includ- 
ing the  impact  surface,  supporting  structure,  and 
carriage,  weighs  4,000  ±50  pounds  with  the 
weight  distributed  so  that  900  ±25  poimds  is  at 
each  rear  wheel  and  1100  ±25  pounds  is  at  each 
front  wheel.  The  center  of  gravity  is  located 
54.0  ±  1.5  inches  rearward  of  the  front  wheel  axis, 
in  the  vertical  longitudinal  plane  of  symmetry, 
15.8  inches  above  the  ground.  The  moment  of 
inertia  about  the  center  of  gravity  is: 

/,  =  271  ±13.6  slug  ft2 
/,  =  3475  ±174  slug  ft^ 

57.5.3  The  moving  contoured  barrier  has  a 
solid  nonsteerable  front  axle  and  fixed  rear  axle 
attached  directly  to  the  frame  rails  with  no 
spring  or  other  type  of  suspension  system  on  any 
wheel.  (The  moving  barrier  assembly  is  equipped 
with  a  braking  device  capable  of  stopping  its 
motion.) 

57.5.4  The  moving  barrier  assembly  is 
equipped  with  078-15  pneumatic  tires  with  a 
tread  width  of  6.0  +  1  inch,  inflated  to  24  psi. 

57.5.5  The  concrete  surface  upon  which  the 
vehicle  is  tested  is  level,  rigid,  and  of 
uniform  construction,  with  a  skid  number  of  75 
when  measured  in  accordance  with  American 
Society  of  Testing  and  Materials  Method  E-274- 
65T  at  40  mph,  omitting  water  delivery  as  speci- 
fied in  paragraph  7.1  of  that  method. 

57.5.6  The  barrier  assembly  is  released  from 
the  guidance  mechanism  immediately  prior  to  im- 
pact with  the  vehicle. 

38  F.R.  22397 
August  20,  1973 

40   F.R.  48352 
October  15,  1975 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  302 
Flammability  of  Interior  Materials — Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles, 

Trucks,  and  Buses 
(Docket  No.  3-3;  Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  §  575.21  of  Title  49  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  by  adding  a  new 
motor  vehicle  safety  standard,  No.  302,  Flam- 
mability of  Interior  Materials.  Notices  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  on  the  subject  were  published 
on  December  31,  1969  (34  F.R.  20434)  and  June 
26,  1970  (35  F.R.  10460). 

As  stated  in  the  notice  of  December  31,  1969, 
the  occurrence  of  thousands  of  fires  per  year  that 
begin  in  vehicle  interiors  provide  ample  justifi- 
cation for  a  safety  standard  on  flammability  of 
interior  materials.  Although  the  qualities  of 
interior  materials  cannot  by  themselves  make 
occupants  safe  from  the  hazards  of  fuel-fed  fires, 
it  is  important,  when  fires  occur  in  the  interior 
of  the  vehicle  from  such  sources  as  matches, 
cigarettes,  or  short  circuits  in  interior  wiring, 
that  there  be  sufficient  time  for  the  driver  to  stop 
the  vehicle,  and  if  necessary  for  occupants  to 
leave  it,  before  injury  occurs. 

The  question  on  which  the  public  responses  to 
the  above  notices  differed  most  widely  was  the 
bum  rate  limit  to  be  required.  The  rate  pro- 
posed was  4  inches  per  minute,  measured  by  a 
horizontal  test.  Some  manufacturers  suggested 
maximum  burn  rates  as  high  as  15  inches  per 
minute.  The  Center  for  Auto  Safety,  the  Textile 
Fibers  and  By-Products  Association,  and  the 
National  Cotton  Batting  Institute,  on  the  other 
hand,  suggested  essentially  a  zero  burn  rate,  or 
self-extinguishment,  requirement,  with  a  vertical 
rather  than  a  horizontal  test.  A  careful  study 
was  made  of  the  available  information  on  this 
subject,  including  the  bum  rates  of  materials 
currently  in  use  or  available  for  use,  recommen- 
dations or  regulations  of  other  agencies,  and  the 
dconomic  and  technical  consequences  of  various 
possible  rate  levels  and  types  of  tests.     A  con- 


siderable amount  of  Bureau-sponsored  research 
has  been  conducted  and  is  continuing  on  the 
subject.  On  consideration  of  this  data,  the  Bu- 
reau has  decided  to  retain  the  4-inch-per-minut© 
bum  limit,  with  the  horizontal  test,  in  this 
standard.  It  has  been  determined  that  suitable 
materials  are  not  available  in  sufficient  quanti- 
ties, at  reasonable  costs,  to  meet  a  significantly 
more  stringent  burn  rate  by  the  effective  date 
that  is  hereby  established.  The  4-inch  rate  will 
require  a  major  upgrading  of  materials  used  in 
many  areas,  and  a  corresponding  improvement 
in  this  aspect  of  motor  vehicle  safety.  It  is  im- 
portant that  this  standard  not  hinder  manufac- 
turers' efforts  to  comply  with  the  crash  protection 
requirements  that  are  currently  being  imposed, 
and  that  in  the  Bureau's  judgment  are  of  the 
greatest  importance.  Further  study  will  be 
made,  however,  of  the  feasibility  of,  and  justifi- 
cation for,  imposing  more  stringent  requirements 
with  a  later  effective  date. 

As  pointed  out  in  several  conmients,  the  prob- 
lem of  toxic  combustion  by-products  is  closely 
related  to  that  of  burn  rate.  Release  of  toxic 
gases  is  one  of  the  injury-producing  aspects  of 
motor  vehicle  fires,  and  many  of  the  common 
ways  of  treating  materials  to  reduce  theii  bum 
rates  involve  chemicals  that  produce  highly 
poisonous  gases  such  as  hydrogen  chloride  and 
hydrogen  cyanide.  The  problem  of  setting 
standards  with  regard  to  combustion  by-products 
is  difficult  and  complex,  and  the  subject  of  con- 
tinuing research  under  Bureau  auspices.  Until 
enough  is  known  in  this  area  to  form  the  basis 
for  a  standard,  and  to  establish  the  proper  inter- 
action between  burn  rate  and  toxicity,  this  un- 
certainty constitutes  an  additional  reason  for  not 
requiring  self-extinguishing  materials. 
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The  proposal  specified  a  particular  commercial 
gas  for  the  test  bum  and  several  comments  sug- 
gested problems  in  obtaining  the  gas  for  manu- 
facture testing.  As  is  the  case  with  all  the  motor 
vehicle  safety  standards,  the  test  procedures  de- 
scribe the  tests  that  the  regulated  vehicles  or 
equipment  must  be  capable  of  passing,  when 
tested  by  the  Bureau,  and  not  the  method  by 
which  a  manufacturer  must  ascertain  that  cap- 
ability. Any  gas  with  at  least  as  high  a  flame 
temperature  as  the  gas  described  in  the  standard 
would  therefore  be  suitable  for  manufacturer 
testing.  To  make  this  point  clearer,  and  to  use 
a  more  readily  available  reference  point,  the 
standards  been  reworded  to  specify  a  gas  that 
"has  a  flame  temperature  equivalent  to  that  of 
natural  gas." 

The  dimensions  of  the  enclosure  within  which 
the  test  is  conducted  have  been  changed  from 
those  proposed,  in  order  to  provide  more  draft- 
free  conditions,  and  consequently  more  repeat- 
able  results.  Smaller  cabinets,  furthermore, 
evidently  are  more  generally  available  than 
larger  ones.  Again  it  should  be  noted  that  there 
is  no  necessity  that  manufacturers  duplicate  the 
dimensions  of  the  test  cabinet,  as  long  as  they 
can  establish  a  reasonable  basis  for  concluding 
that  their  materials  will  meet  the  requirements 
when  tested  in  such  a  cabinet. 

Several  comments  questioned  the  need  for 
specifying  the  temperature  and  relative  humidity 
under  which  the  material  is  conditioned  and  the 
test  is  conducted.  The  foregoing  discussions  of 
the  relation  of  the  standard  to  manufacturer 
testing  apply  here  also.  The  specification  of 
temperature  and  relative  humidity  for  condition- 
ing and  testing  is  made  to  preclude  any  argu- 
ments, in  the  face  of  a  compliance  test  failure, 
that  variations  in  test  results  are  due  to  per- 
mitted variations  in  test  conditions.  The  relative 
humidity  specification  has  been  changed  from 
65  percent,  as  proposed,  to  50  percent.  This 
humidity  level  represents  more  closely  the  con- 
ditions encountered  in  use  during  fairly  dry 
weather.  While  it  is  a  slightly  more  stringent 
condition,  it  is  one  in  wide  use  for  materials 
testing,  according  to  the  comments,  and  is  not, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Bureau,  a  large  enough 
change  in  the  substance  of  the  proposal  to  war- 
rant further  notice  and  opi)ortunity  for  comment. 


Several  comments  suggested  that  the  standard 
should  specify  the  number  of  specimens  to  be 
tested,  with  averaging  of  results,  as  is  commonly 
found  in  specification-type  standards.  The  legal 
nature  of  the  motor  vehicle  safety  standards  is 
such,  however,  that  sampling  and  averaging 
provisions  would  be  inappropriate.  As  defined 
by  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act,  the  standards  are  minimum  performance 
levels  that  must  be  met  by  every  motor  vehicle 
or  item  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  to  which 
they  apply.  Enforcement  is  based  on  inde- 
pendent Bureau  testing,  not  review  of  manu- 
facturer testing,  and  manufacturers  are  required 
to  take  legal  responsibility  for  every  item  they 
produce.  The  result,  and  the  intent  of  the  Bu- 
reau in  setting  the  standards,  is  that  manufac- 
turers must  establish  a  sufficient  margin  of 
performance  between  their  test  results  and  the 
standard's  requirements  to  allow  for  whatever 
variances  may  occur  between  items  tested  and 
items  produced. 

The  description  of  portions  to  be  tested  has 
been  changed  slightly,  such  that  the  surface  and 
the  underlying  materials  are  tested  either  sepa- 
rately or  as  a  composite,  depending  on  whether 
they  are  attached  to  each  other  as  used  in  the 
vehicle.  In  the  proposal,  surface  and  underlying 
materials  were  to  be  tested  separately  regardless 
of  how  used,  an  element  of  complexity  found 
unnecessary  for  safety  purposes. 

In  response  to  comments  with  respect  to  ma- 
terials that  burn  at  a  decreasing  rate,  to  which 
the  application  of  the  test  is  not  clear,  an  addi- 
tional criterion  has  been  added.  If  material 
stops  burning  before  it  has  burned  for  60  seconds, 
and  does  not  burn  more  than  2  inches,  it  is  con- 
sidered to  meet  the  requirement. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  §  571.21  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  amended 
by  the  addition  of  Standard  No.  302,  Flam- 
mability  of  Interior  Materials. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1972.  Because 
of  the  extensive  design  changes  that  will  be 
necessitated  by  this  new  standard,  and  the  lead- 
time  consequently  required  by  manufacturers  to 
prepare   for   production,   it   is   found,   for  good 
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cause  shown,  that  an  effective  date  later  than  one 

year  from  the  issuance  of  this  notice  is  in  the  Douglas  W.  Toms 

public  interest.  Director 

Issued  on  December  29, 1970.  ^*  ^•^-  289 

January  8,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  302 

Flammability  of  Interior  Materials 
(Docket  No.  3-3;   Notice  7b) 


This  notice  modifies  the  test  procedures  and 
specimen  preparation  requirements  of  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  302,  Flammability 
of  interior  materials  (49  CFR  571.302).  A  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  was  issued  on  May  17, 
1973  (38  FR  12934). 

Several  comments  on  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  suggested  exempting  small  com- 
ponents on  the  basis  of  size  because  of  the  con- 
fusion caused  by  paragraph  S4.1.  This  agency 
has  not  found,  however,  that  the  exemption  of 
a  component  on  the  basis  of  size  is  consistent 
with  safety.  Rather,  NHTSA  finds  that  if  a 
component  is  too  small  to  produce  an  acceptable 
test  sample,  a  test  sample  consisting  of  the  ma- 
terial from  which  the  component  is  fabricated 
should  be  substituted.  Consequently,  a  new  sec- 
tion S4.1.1  has  been  added  to  require  surrogate 
testing  of  such  components  as  switches,  knobs, 
gaskets,  and  grommets  which  are  considered  too 
small  to  be  effectively  tested  under  the  current 
procedures. 

A  previous  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (36 
FR  9565)  suggested  a  scheme  for  testing  single 
and  composite  materials  that  would  allow  the 
testing  of  certain  configurations  of  vehicle  in- 
terior materials  not  taken  into  account  under 
the  present  scheme.  Examples  of  such  configura- 
tions are  multi-layered  composites  and  single 
layers  of  underlying  materials  that  are  neither 
padding  nor  cushioning  materials.  Comments  to 
that  notice  argued  that  some  aspects  of  the  pro- 
posed scheme  would  require  some  duplicative 
testing  without  pro\dding  a  measurable  safety 
benefit. 

In  response  to  these  arguments,  it  was  pro- 
posed (38  F.R.  12934)  that  S4.2  be  amended  to 
take  into  account  some  omissions  in  the  present 


scheme  and  to  reduce  the  complexity  of  testing 
single  and  composite  materials.  After  reviewing 
the  comments,  the  proposed  scheme  is  adopted. 
Thus,  the  standard  is  amended  to  require  single 
materials  or  composites  (materials  that  adhere 
at  everj'  point  of  contact),  any  part  of  which  is 
within  y-i  inch  of  the  surface  of  the  component, 
to  meet  the  bum-rate  requirements.  Materials 
that  are  not  part  of  adhering  composites  are  sub- 
ject to  the  requirements  when  tested  separately. 
Those  materials  that  do  adhere  to  adjacent  ma- 
terials at  every  point  of  contact  are  subject  to 
the  requirements  as  composites  when  tested  with 
the  adjacent  materials.  The  concept  of  "ad- 
herence" would  replace  language  presently  con- 
tained in  the  standard  describing  materials  as 
"bonded,  sewed,  or  mechanically  attached."  An 
illustrative  example  is  included  in  the  text  of 
the  section. 

Several  comments  in  response  to  the  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  requested  changes  in  the 
test  cabinet,  as  did  comments  in  response  to  pre- 
vious notices  concerning  this  standard.  The 
XHTSA  has  evaluated  various  recommendations 
and  suggestions  concerning  the  cabmet.  No 
changes  are  proposed  in  this  notice,  however,  as 
sufficient  justification  has  not  been  found  for  a 
design  change  at  this  time. 

Paragraph  S5.2.1  of  the  standard  presently 
provides  that  materials  exceeding  y^  inch  in 
thickness  are  to  be  cut  down  to  y^  i^ich  in  thick- 
ness before  testing.  As  described  in  the  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking,  cutting  certain  materials 
to  the  prescribed  thickness  produces  a  tufted  sur- 
face upon  which  a  flame  front  may  be  propa- 
gated at  a  faster  rate  than  it  would  be  upon  the 
surface  of  the  material  before  cutting,  thereby 
creating   an   artificial   test  condition.     In  order 
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to  avoid  this,  the  requirements  for  the  transmis- 
sion rate  of  a  flame  front  are  amended  in  S4.3(a) 
to  exclude  surfaces  created  by  cutting. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  points  out 
that  a  related  problem  has  arisen  concerning 
which  surfaces  of  a  test  specimen  should  face  the 
flame  in  the  test  cabinet.  To  answer  this  ques- 
tion and  avoid  unnecessary  test  duplication,  the 
test  procedures  are  amended  to  provide  that  the 
surface  of  the  specimen  closest  to  the  occupant 
compartment  air  space  face  downward  on  the 
test  frame.  The  test  specimen  is  produced  by 
cutting  the  material  in  the  direction  that  pro- 
vides the  most  adverse  test  results. 


In  light  of  the  above.  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  302,  49  CFR  §  571.302,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

Efective  date:  Oct.  1,  1975. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  17,  1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  14318 
March  31,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  302 

Flammability  of  Interior  Materials 
(Docket  No.  3-3;  Notice  9) 


On  March  31,  1975,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  issued 
a  notice  modifying  the  test  procedures  and  speci- 
men preparation  requirements  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  302,  49  CFR  571.302,  Flam- 
rndbility  of  interior  materials  (40  FR  14318). 
Petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the  rule  were 
received  from  American  Motors  Corporation, 
General  Motors  Corporation,  Wliite  Motor  Cor- 
poration, Chrysler  Corporation,  Volkswagen  of 
America,  Inc.,  Toyota  Motor  Sales,  U.S.A.,  Inc., 
Ford  Motor  Company,  and  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Manufacturers  Association  of  the  United  States, 
Inc. 

The  NHTSA  notice  established  a  process  of 
surrogate  testing  for  components  which  were  too 
small  to  test  without  difficulty  using  the  proce- 
dures previously  prescribed  by  Standard  No.  302. 
The  objections  raised  to  this  new  process  by  the 
petitioners  were  that  (a)  the  surrogate  testing 
procedure  is  an  entirely  new  departure,  and  the 
public  should  have  been  afforded  an  opportunity 
for  comment,  (b)  the  results  of  surrogate  testing 
will  in  certain  cases  differ  from  the  results  of 
testing  the  actual  component,  (c)  the  creation  of 
a  surrogate  testing  sample  of  certain  materials, 
such  as  elastic  cord,  is  impossible,  and  (d)  the 
dimensions  of  the  surrogate  sample  are  inappro- 
priate. 

It  should  be  fully  understood  that  small  com- 
ponents which  would  otherwise  be  included 
within  the  purview  of  Standard  No.  302  are  not 
excluded  by  virtue  of  their  size.  Further,  the 
NHTSA  intends  to  utilize  a  surrogate  testing 
procedure,  among  other  testing  procedures,  in 
the  case  of  small  components  as  the  first  step  in 
determining  whether  a  safety  defect  exists  pur- 
suant to  section  152  of  the  National  Traffic  and 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act.  Since  the  testing  of 
small  components  is  a  more  difficult  process,  the 
NHTSA  concluded  in  amending  Standard  No. 
302  to  include  the  surrogate  testing  process  that 
the  new  requirement  was  less  stringent  than  that 
currently  required  by  the  standard.  Further,  by 
amending  the  standard  the  industry  could  also 
be  fully  apprised  of  one  of  the  methods  the 
NHTSA  intended  to  use  to  determine  whether  a 
section  152  defect  existed. 

Nonetheless,  it  appears  from  the  petitions  for 
reconsideration  which  were  received  that  a  num- 
ber of  manufacturers  feel  that  they  should  be 
allowed  an  opportunity  for  comment.  The 
NHTSA  concludes  their  request  is  reasonable  and 
the  rule,  as  it  relates  to  surrogate  testing,  is  here- 
by revoked  and  is  reissued  as  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  in  this  issue  of  the  Federal  Register. 

A  number  of  the  petitioners  questioned  the 
need  for  including  any  small  coirtponents  witliin 
the  ambit  of  Standard  No.  302,  citing  the  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  (38  FR  12934,  May  17, 
1973)  which  stated  that  certain  small  components 
designed  to  absorb  energy  are  not  fire  hazards. 
Therefore,  the  petitioners  believe  the  NHTSA 
has  reversed  its  previous  position. 

This  understanding  is  correct.  As  the  NHTSA 
said  in  the  preamble  to  the  proposed  amendment 
to  Standard  No.  302,  issued  concurrently  with 
the  amendment  to  the  Standard  (March  31,  1975, 
40  FR  14340)  : 

On  May  11,  1973,  the  NHTSA  issued  a  notice 
(38  FR  12934)  which  proposed,  inter  alia, 
amending  paragraph  S4.1  of  Standard  No.  302 
to  enumerate  the  interior  components  of  vehicle 
occupant  compartment  which  fell  within  the 
ambit  of  the  standard. 
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Comments  to  the  notice,  however,  have  made 
clear  that  the  enumeration  of  components,  even 
with  the  proposed  amendment,  will  continue  to 
confuse  manufacturers  required  to  meet  the 
standard. 

*****  * 

While  some  materials  exposed  to  the  occupant 
compartment  air  space  are  not  fire  hazards,  the 
burden  of  ascertaining  that  fact  should  properly 
lie  with  the  manufacturer. 

Several  petitions  also  questioned  what  safety 
benefits  would  come  from  applying  the  standard 
to  small  components.  As  petitioner  American 
Motors  pointed  out.  the  purpose  of  Standard  No. 
302  is  to  provide  sufficient  time  for  the  occupants 
of  a  vehicle  to  exit  in  case  of  an  interior  fire. 
Thus,  even  small  components  which  are  highly 
flammable  would  hasten  the  spreading  of  fires 
in  motor  vehicles,  resulting  in  a  serious  hazard. 

Testing  procedures.  Petitioners  pointed  ovit 
that  while  the  preamble  provides  that  the  sur- 
face of  the  specimen  closest  to  the  occupant  com- 
partment air  space  face  downward  on  test  frame, 
this  is  not  made  entirely  clear  in  the  body  of  the 
standard  itself.  The  standard  is  amended  to 
clarify  this  matter.  Likewise,  a  definition  of 
the  t«rm  "occupant  compartment  air  space"  is 
added,  although  this  term  was  used  in  the  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  without  raising  a  prob- 
lem for  those  commenting. 


Extension  of  effective  date  of  awjendment. 
Several  petitioners  asked  for  an  extension  of  the 
effective  date.  As  the  surrogate  testing  proce- 
dures have  been  revoked  and  reissued  as  a  pro- 
posed rule,  the  NHTSA  concludes  that  an  exten- 
sion of  the  eflFective  date  is  not  necessary. 

Redesignation  of  Docket  3-3;  Notice  7. 
Through  a  clerical  error,  two  notices  were  issued 
with  the  heading,  "Docket  ?>-?,\  Notice  7"  (July 
11,  1973,  38  FR  18.564;  March  31,  1975,  40  FR 
14318).  The  notice  appearing  at  38  FR  18.^64 
is  hereby  redesignated  "Notice  7a"  and  that  ap- 
pearing at  49  FR  14318  is  redesignated  "Notice 
7b." 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Standard  No.  302,  49  CFR  571.302, 
is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  September  16,  1975, 

Because  tliis  amendment  relieves  a  restriction, 
it  is  foimd  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  im- 
mediate effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392.  1407);  delegation  of  autliority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  September  10,  1975. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

September  16,  1975 
40  F.R.  42746 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  302 

Flammability  of  Interior  Materials 
(Docket  No.  3-3;   Notice    11) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  section,  S3A. 
Definitions^  in  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  302,  49  CFR  571.302. 

On  September  16,  1975,  the  NHTSA  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  its  response  to  a  petition 
for  reconsideration  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  302,  Flammability  of  interior  ma- 
terials (40  FR  42746).  The  rule  established  a 
definition  of  the  temi  "occupant  compai-tment  air 
space"  that  was  supposed  to  be  added  to  ''SSA. 
Defnitions.''''  The  wording  of  the  amendment 
was  faulty,  however,  since  the  Definitions  section 
had  not  yet  been  established  in  Standard  No. 
302.  This  notice  corrects  the  error  by  adding 
that  section  to  the  standard. 

Petitions  have  been  received  from  General 
Motors  Corporation,  Motor  Vehicle  Manufac- 
turers Association,  American  Motors  Corporation, 
and  Ford  Motor  Company  requesting  that  the 
definition  of  "occupant  compartment  air  space" 
in  Notice  9  be  revoked.  These  petitions  will  be 
addressed  in  a  separate  notice.     The  purpose  of 


this  notice  is  only  to  promulgate  the  section  head- 
ing which  was  omitted  in  error  from  Notice  9. 

In  light  of  the  above,  in  place  of  the  amend- 
ment numbered  1.  in  Docket  3-3,  Notice  9  (40 
FR  42746,  September  16,  1975),  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  No.  302  is  amended  by  adding 
a  new  S3A.  Defnitions.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  December  4,  1975.  Because  this 
amendment  is  of  an  interpretative  nature  and 
makes  no  substantive  change  in  the  rule,  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate 
effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  CFR  1.51) 

Issued  on  November  28,  1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  56667 
December  4,  1975 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  302 


Flammability  of  Interior  Materials— Passenger  Cars,  Multipurpose  Passenger  Vehicles, 

Trucks,  and  Buses 

(Docket  N.  3-3;  Notice  4) 


51.  Scope.  This  standard  specifies  burn  re- 
sistance requirements  for  materials  used  in  the 
occupant  compartments  of  motor  vehicles. 

52.  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  standard  is 
to  reduce  the  deaths  and  injuries  to  motor  ve- 
hicle occupants  caused  by  vehicle  fires,  especially 
those  originating  in  the  interior  of  the  vehicle 
from  sources  such  as  matches  or  cigarettes. 

53.  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  cars,  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
trucks,  and  buses. 

S3A.     Definitions. 

"Occupant  compartment  air  space"  means  the 
space  within  the  occupant  compartment  that  nor- 
mally contains  refreshable  air.  (40  F.R.  42746— 
September  16,  1975.  Effective  9/16/75.  40  F.R. 
56667-December  4,  1975.    Effective:  12/4/75) 


S4.2  Any  portion  of  a  single  or  composite 
material  which  is  within  V2  inch  of  the  occupant 
compartment  air  space  shall  meet  the  require- 
ments of  S4.3. 

54.2.1  Any  material  that  does  not  adhere  to 
other  material(s)  at  every  point  of  contact  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  S4.3  when  tested  sepa- 
rately. 

54.2.2  Any  material  that  adheres  to  other  ma- 
terial(s)  at  every  point  of  contact  shall  meet 
the  requirements  of  S4.3  when  tested  as  a  com- 
posite with  the  other  material(s).  Material  A 
has  a  non-adhering  interface  with  material  B 
and  is  tested  separately.  Part  of  material  B  is 
within  V2  inch  of  the  occupant  compartment  air 
space,  and  materials  B  and  C  adhere  at  every 
point  of  contact;  therefore  B  and  C  are  tested 
as  a  composite.  The  cut  is  in  material  C  as 
shown,  to  make  a  specimen  V2  inch  thick. 


S4.     Requirements. 

S4.1  The  portions  described  in  S4.2  of  the 
following  components  of  vehicle  occupant  com- 
partments shall  meet  the  requirements  of  S4.3: 
Seat  cushions,  seat  backs,  seat  belts,  headlining, 
convertible  tops,  arm  rests,  all  trim  panels  in- 
cluding door,  front,  rear,  and  side  panels,  com- 
partment shelves,  head  restraints,  floor  coverings, 
sun  visors,  curtains,  shades,  wheel  housing  cov- 
ers, engine  compartment  covers,  mattress  covers, 
and  any  other  interior  materials,  including  pad- 
ding and  crash-deployed  elements,  that  are  de- 
signed to  absorb  energy  on  contact  by  occupants 
in  the  event  of  a  crash. 

S4.1 .1    Deleted  and  Reserved. 
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S4.3(a)  When  tested  in  accordance  with  S5, 
material  described  in  S4.1  and  S4.2  shall  not 
burn,  nor  transmit  a  flame  front  across  its  sur- 
face, at  a  rate  of  more  than  4  inches  per  minute. 
However,  the  requirement  concerning  transmis- 
sion of  a  flame  front  shall  not  apply  to  a  surface 
created  by  the  cutting  of  a  test  specimen  for  pur- 
poses of  testing  pursuant  to  S5. 

(b)  If  a  material  stops  burning  before  it  has 
burned  for  60  seconds  from  the  start  of  timing, 
and  has  not  burned  more  than  2  inches  from  the 
point  where  timing  was  started,  it  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  meet  the  burn-rate  requirement  of 
S4.3(a). 

S5.    Test  procedure. 
S5.1     Conditions. 

55.1.1  The  test  is  conducted  in  a  metal  cabi- 
net for  protecting  the  test  specimens  from  drafts. 
The  interior  of  the  cabinet  is  15  inches  long,  8 
inches  deep,  and  14  inches  high.  It  has  a  glass 
observation  window  in  the  front,  a  closable 
opening  to  permit  insertion  of  the  specimen 
holder,  and  a  hole  to  accommodate  tubing  for  a 
gas  burner.  For  ventilation,  it  has  a  J4-inch 
clearance  space  around  the  top  of  the  cabinet, 
ten  %-inch-diameter  holes  in  the  base  of  the 
cabinet,  and  legs  to  elevate  the  bottom  of  the 
cabinet  by  three-eighths  of  an  inch,  all  located 
as  shown  in  Figure  1. 

55.1.2  Prior  to  testing,  each  specimen  is  con- 
ditioned for  24  hours  at  a  temperature  of  70°  F. 
and  a  relative  humidity  of  50  percent,  and  the 
test  is  conducted  under  those  ambient  conditions. 

55.1.3  The  test  specimen  is  inserted  between 
two  matching  U-shaped  frames  of  metal  stock 
1  inch  wide  and  three-eighths  of  an  inch  high. 
The  interior  dimensions  of  the  U-shaped  frames 
are  2  inches  wide  by  13  inches  long.  A  specimen 
that  softens  and  bends  at  the  flaming  end  so  as 
to  cause  erratic  burning  is  kept  horizontal  by 
supports  consisting  of  thin,  heat  resistant  wires, 
spanning  the  width  of  the  U-shaped  frame  under 
the  specimen  at  1-inch  intervals.  A  device  that 
may  be  used  for  supporting  this  type  of  ma- 
terial  is   an   additional   U-shaped   frame,   wider 


than  the  U-shaped  frame  containing  the  speci- 
men, spanned  by  10-mil  wires  of  heat-resistant 
composition  at  1-inch  intervals,  inserted  over  the 
bottom  U-shaped  frame. 

55.1.4  A  bunsen  burner  with  a  tube  of  %-inch 
inside  diameter  is  used.  The  gas  adjusting  valve 
is  set  to  provide  a  flame,  with  the  tube  vertical, 
of  iy2  inches  in  height.  The  air  inlet  to  the 
burner  is  closed. 

55.1.5  The  gas  supplied  to  the  burner  has  a 
flame  temperature  equivalent  to  that  of  natural 
gas. 

55.2  Preparation  of  specimens. 

55.2.1  Each  specimen  of  material  to  be  tested 
shall  be  a  rectangle  4  inches  wide  by  14  inches 
long,  wherever  possible.  The  thickness  of  the 
specimen  is  that  of  the  single  or  composite  ma- 
terial used  in  the  vehicle,  except  that  if  the 
material's  thickness  exceeds  %  inch,  the  specimen 
is  cut  down  to  that  thickness  measured  from  the 
surface  of  the  specimen  closest  to  the  occupant 
compartment  air  space.  Where  it  is  not  possible 
to  obtain  a  flat  specimen  because  of  surface  cur- 
vature, the  specimen  is  cut  to  not  more  than  Yz 
inch  in  thickness  at  any  point.  The  maximum 
available  length  or  width  of  a  specimen  is  used 
where  either  dimension  is  less  than  14  inches  or 
4  inches,  respectively,  unless  surrogate  testing  is 
required  under  S4.1.1. 

55.2.2  The  specimen  is  produced  by  cutting 
the  material  in  the  direction  that  provides  the 
most  adverse  test  results.  The  specimen  is 
oriented  so  that  the  surface  closest  to  the  occupant 
compartment  air  space  faces  downward  on  the 
test  frame. 

55.2.3  Material  with  a  napped  or  tufted  sur- 
face is  placed  on  a  flat  surface  and  combed  twice 
against  the  nap  with  a  comb  having  seven  to 
eight  smooth,  rounded  teeth  per  inch. 

55.3  Procedure. 

(a)  Mount  the  specimen  so  that  both  sides  and 
one  end  are  held  by  the  U-shaped  frame,  and  one 
end  is  even  with  the  open  end  of  the  frame. 
Where  the  maximum  available  width  of  a  speci- 
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men  is  not  more  than  2  inches,  so  that  the  sides 
of  the  specimen  cannot  be  held  in  the  U-shaped 
frame,  place  the  specimen  in  position  on  wire 
supports  as  described  in  S5.1.3,  with  one  end 
held  by  the  closed  end  of  the  U-shaped  frame. 

(b)  Place  the  mounted  specimen  in  a  hori- 
zontal position,  in  the  center  of  the  cabinet. 

(c)  With  the  flame  adjusted  according  to 
S5.1.4,  position  the  bunsen  burner  and  specimen 
so  that  the  center  of  the  burner  tip  is  three- 
fourths  of  an  inch  below  the  center  of  the  bottom 
edge  of  the  open  end  of  the  specimen. 

(d)  Expose  the  specimen  to  the  flame  for  15 
seconds. 

(e)  Begin  timing  (without  reference  to  the 
period  of  application  of  the  burner  flame)  when 
the  flame  from  the  burning  specimen  reaches  a 
point  IV2  inches  from  the  open  end  of  the  spec- 
imen. 

(f)  Measure  the  time  that  it  takes  the  flame 
to  progress  to  a  point  IV2  inches  from  the 
clamped  end  of  the  specimen.  If  the  flame  does 
not  reach  the  specified  end  point,  time  its  pro- 
gress to  the  point  where  flaming  stops. 


(g)  Calculate  the  burn  rate  from  the  formula 
B=60xD 


Where  B  =burn  rate  in  inches  per  minute, 

D  =  length  the  flame  travels  in  inches,  and 
T  =  time    in    seconds    for    the    flame    to    travel    D 
inches. 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARDS 
Notice  of  Ruling  Regarding  Chassis-Cabs 


Inquiry  has  been  received  from  persons  en- 
gaged in  the  sale  of  trucks,  buses,  and  multi- 
purpose vehicles  regarding  their  legal  responsi- 
bility under  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  for  assuring  that 
vehicles  sold  by  them  are  in  conformity  with  all 
applicable  motor  vehicle  safety  standards.  Such 
persons  commonly  purchase  chassis-cabs  from 
manufacturers  and  bodies  or  work-performing 
and  load-carrying  structures  from  other  manu- 
facturers and  then  combine  the  chassis-cab  with 
the  body  or  other  structure.  A  regulation  is 
being  issued  this  date  by  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  defining  the  chassis-cab  as  a  ve- 
hicle within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  requiring 
that  it  meet  all  motor  vehicle  safety  standards 
applicable  on  the  date  of  manufacture  of  the 
chassis-cab.^  Under  this  regulation  the  manu- 
facturer of  a  chassis-cab  manufactured  subsequent 
to  January  1,  1968,  will  have  responsibility  for 
compliance  with  all  applicable  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards  as  set  forth  therein  and  for 
certification  of  such  compliance  to  distributors 
and  dealers. 

Section  101(5)  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  defines  a  "manufac- 
turer" as  any  person  engaged  in  the  "assembling" 
of  motor  vehicles.  Persons  who  combine  chassis- 
cabs  with  bodies  or  similar  structures  are,  there- 
fore, manufacturers  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act.  Inasmuch  as  the  chassis-cab's  manufacturer 
is  responsible  for  compliance  with  standards 
under  the  regulation  issued  today,  persons  who 
add  bodies  or  other  structures  to  such  chassis- 
cab  are  not  considered  manufacturers  of  the 
chassis-cab  and,  therefore,  will  not  be  responsible 
for  the  conformance  of  the  chassis-cab  to  the 
standards  certified  by  the  manufacturer  of  the 


'  See  F.R.   Doc.   67-15174,  Title  23,  in  Rules  and  Regii- 
lations  Section,  supra. 


chassis-cab.  In  numerous  instances  the  chassis- 
cab  will  not  be  capable  of  complying  with  motor 
vehicle  safety  standard  108  because  it  will  not 
be  equipped  with  all  items  of  lighting  equipment 
referred  to  in  such  standard.  Where  vendors 
combine  a  chassis-cab  which  has  not  been  certified 
to  be  in  conformance  with  standard  108,  with  a 
body  or  other  like  structure,  such  vendor  will  be 
responsible  for  compliance  with  the  lighting 
standard,  and  where  such  vendor  sells  the  com- 
bined assemblage  to  another  vendor,  certification 
of  compliance  with  the  lighting  standard  must 
accompany  the  vehicle. 

We  are  advised  that  a  substantial  inventory 
of  chassis-cabs  manufactured  prior  to  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  initial  motor  vehicle  safety 
standards  and  hence  not  required  to  comply  with 
the  same  will  be  held  by  manufacturers,  distrib- 
utors, and  dealers  on  January  1,  1968.  These 
vehicles  may  contain  various  items  of  lighting 
equipment  manufactured  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  the  lighting  standard  or  be  designed  to 
accept  such  equipment.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, it  does  not  appear  appropriate  to  require 
compliance  with  the  lighting  standard  when  such 
chassis-cabs,  i.e.,  those  manufactured  prior  to 
January  1,  1968,  are  combined  with  bodies  or 
similar  strucutres.  Section  108(a)  (1)  of  the 
Act  also  prohibits  any  person  from  manufac- 
turing for  sale  or  selling  any  motor  vehicle 
manufactured  "after  the  date  any  applicable 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  takes  effect 
under  this  title  unless  it  is  in  conformity  with 
such  standard  ***."  Under  this  provision  per- 
sons who  combine  the  chassis-cab  with  a  body 
or  other  structure  will  be  responsible  for  (1) 
compliance  of  the  combined  assemblage  with  any 
motor  vehicle  safety  standard  applicable  to  the 
end  use  of  the  combined  assemblage  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  manufacture  of  the  chassis-cab,  com- 
pliance with  which  has  not  already  been  certified 
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by  the  chassis-cab  manufacturer,  and  (2)  com- 
pliance with  all  applicable  standards  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  manufacturer  of  the  chassis-cab  to 
the  extent  that  the  addition  of  a  body  or  other 
structure  to  the  chassis-cab  affects  the  chassis- 
cab's  previous  conformance  with  applicable 
standards. 

To  insure  that  the  person  combining  the 
chassis-cab  with  the  body  or  other  structure  has 
adequate  information  to  enable  him  to  meet  the 
conditions  specified  above,  the  regulation  being 
issued  concurrently  with  this  ruling  requires  the 


chassis-cab  manufacturer  to  affix  a  label  to  the 
chassis-cab  which  identifies  the  Federal  motor 
vehicle  safety  standards  with  which  the  chassis- 
cab  fully  complies  for  the  principal  end  uses  of 
such  chassis-cab. 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  December  29, 
1967. 

Lowell  K.  Bridwell, 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 

33  F.R.  29 
January  3,  1968 
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FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARDS 
(FHWA  Ruling  68-1) 

Notice  of  Ruling  Regarding  Campers  Slide-in  and  Chassis-Mount 


This  ruling  is  in  response  to  inquiries  for  a 
clarification  of  the  applicability  of  Federal 
Motor  vehicle  safety  standards  to  certain  items 
of  motor  vehicle  equipment  commonly  known  as 
"campers"  which  are  used  mostly  for  recreational 
purposes. 

A  "camper"  can  be  described  generally  as  a 
portable  structure  designed  to  be  loaded  onto,  or 
affixed  to,  a  motor  vehicle  to  provide  temporary 
living  quarters  for  recreation,  travel,  or  other 
use.  The  ruling  is  concerned  with  two  general 
categories  of  campers.  The  first,  a  "slide-in 
camper",  is  placed  on,  or  slides  onto  a  completed 
vehicle,  usually  a  pickup  truck.  The  second,  a 
"chassis-mount  camper",  is  mounted  on  a  chassis- 
cab. 

In  past  months  the  Bureau  received  a  number 
of  written  inquiries  regarding  the  applicability 
of  the  glazing  material  standard  (No.  205)  to 
slide-in  campers.  These  persons  received  re- 
sponses from  the  Bureau  indicating  that  slide-in 
campers  would  have  to  comply  with  standard  205 
under  certain  specified  conditions.  These  re- 
sponses of  the  Bureau  apparently  received  wide- 
spread dissemination  in  the  industry.  Subse- 
quently, additional  inquiries  were  received  from 
affected  persons  asking  for  clarification  of  the 
Bureau's  earlier  responses  with  respect  to  the 
question  of  whether  standard  205  was  applicable 
to  glazing  materials  contained  in  slide-in  campers 
sold  by  the  manufacturer  of  such  campers  to 
members  of  the  public  and  to  dealers  when  not 
an  integral  part  of  the  vehicle. 

The  Bureau  has  reconsidered  this  question  and 
determined  that  the  glazing  standard  is  ap- 
plicable to  slide-in  campers. 

Standard  205  is  applicable  to  "glazing  ma- 
terials for  use  in  passenger  cars,  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles,  motorcycles,  trucks  and  buses." 


The  slide-in  camper  is  an  item  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment  for  use  in  motor  vehicles.  As  such, 
glazing  materials  contained  in  slide-in  campers 
must  comply  with  standard  205  when  such  camp- 
ers are  sold  as  a  separate  unit  as  well  as  when 
attached  to  a  completed  pickup  truck.  Addi- 
tionally, manufacturers  of  slide-in  campers  must 
also  comply  with  the  certification  requirements 
set  forth  in  section  114  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C. 
1403). 

Review  of  the  Bureau's  prior  communications 
with  affected  persons  indicates  that  such  persons, 
and  others  who  received  notice  of  such  communi- 
cations, could  justifiably  have  concluded  that 
standard  205  was  subject  to  an  interpretation 
which  excluded  its  application  to  slide-in  camp- 
ers sold  directly  to  consumers  or  to  dealers  when 
not  an  integral  part  of  the  pickup  truck.  In 
these  circumstances  the  Bureau  does  not  regard 
it  as  appropriate  that  the  interpretation  of  the 
applicability  of  standard  205,  which  this  ruling 
announces,  should  be  given  retroactive  effect. 
Further,  in  view  of  such  reliance  a  reasonable 
time  should  be  afforded  affected  parties  to  allow 
for  possible  necessary  production  adjustments. 
Accordingly,  it  is  determined  that  with  respect 
to  slide-in  campers,  the  interpretation  announced 
by  this  ruling  shall  not  become  effective  until 
July  1,  1968. 

With  regard  to  the  chassis-mount  camper,  it  is 
an  integral  part  of  the  vehicle  when  attached  to 
a  chassis-cab  as  defined  in  §  371.3(b),  Part  371, 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  (33 
F.R.  19). 

Persons  who  mount  the  chassis-mount  camper 
to  the  chassis-cab  are  manufacturers  of  vehicles 
within  the  meaning  of  section  102(3)  of  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act 
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of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  1392).    As  such,  they  are  to  by  the  manufacturer  of  the  chassis-cab,  and  for 

be  guided  by  the  regulation  and  ruling  on  chassis-  assuring  that  previously  met  standards  have  not 

cabs  issued  December  29,  1967  (33  F.R.  19  and  been  adversely  affected  by  the  addition  of  the 

33  F.R.   29).    Under  this  regulation  and  ruling  chassis-mount  camper. 

persons  combining  a  chassis-cab  manufactured  on  jgg^^^  j^  Washington,  D.C.,  on  March  20,  1968. 

or  after  January  1,   1968,  with  a  body  or  like 

structure  (in  this  case  the  chassis-mount  camper)  Lowell  K  Bridwell 

are  responsible  for  assuring  that  the  completed  p^^^^^l  Highway  Administrator 

assemblage  complies  with  all  applicable  standards 

in    effect   on   the   date   of   manufacture   of  the  33  F.R.  5020 

chassis-cab  which  had  not  previously  been  met  March  26,  1968 


i 
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EITecllve:   August    1,    1973 


PREAMBLE  TO  PART  572— ANTHROPOMORPHIC  TEST  DUMMY 
(Docket  No.  73-8;  Notice  2) 


The  purposes  of  this  notice  are  (1)  to  adopt 
a  re<rulation  that  specifies  a  test  dummy  to 
measure  tlie  performance  of  vehicles  in  crashes, 
and  (2)  to  incorporate  the  dummy  into  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  208  (49  CFR 
§571.208),  for  the  limited  purpose  of  evaluating 
vehicles  with  passive  restraint  systems  manufac- 
tured under  the  first  and  second  restraint 
options  between  August  15,  1973,  and  August  15, 
1975.  Tlie  question  of  the  restraint  system  re- 
quirements to  be  in  effect  after  August  15,  1975, 
is  not  addressed  by  this  notice  and  will  be  the 
subject   of  future  rulemaking  action. 

The  test  dunmiy  regulation  (49  CFR  Part 
572)  and  the  accompanying  amendment  to 
Standard  No.  208  were  proposed  in  a  notice 
publislied  April  2,  1973  (38  F.R.  8455).  The 
dmnmy  described  in  the  regulation  is  to  be  used 
to  evaluate  vehicles  manufactured  under  sec- 
tions S4.1.2.1  and  S4.1.2.2,  (the  first  and  second 
options  in  the  period  from  August  15,  1973,  to 
August  15,  1975),  and  the  section  incorporating 
the  dummy  is  accordingly  limited  to  those  sec- 
tions. The  dummy  has  not  been  specified  for 
use  with  any  protection  systems  after  August  15, 
1975,  nor  with  active  belt  systems  under  the 
third  restraint  option  (84.1.2.3).  The  recent 
decision  in  Ford  v.  NHTSA.  473  F.  2d  1241 
(6th  Cir.  1973),  removed  the  injury  criteria 
from  such  systems.  To  make  the  dummy  ap- 
plicable to  belts  mider  the  third  option,  the 
agency  would  have  to  provide  additional  notice 
and   opportunity   for  comment. 

Ry  invalidating  the  former  test  dummy 
specification,  the  decision  in  Chrysler  v.  DOT, 
472  F.  2d  659  (6th  Cir.  1972),  affected  the  re- 
straint options  in  effect  before  August  15,  1975, 
as  well  as  the  mandatory  passive  restraint  re- 
quirements that  were  to  be  effective  after  that 
date.  A  manufacturer  who  built  cars  with  passive 


restraints  under  one  of  the  options  would 
therefore  be  unable  to  certify  the  cars  as  com- 
plying with  the  standard,  as  illustrated  by  the 
necessity  for  General  Motors  to  obtain  a  limited 
exemption  from  tlie  standard  in  order  to  com- 
plete the  remainder  of  a  run  of  1,000  air-bag 
equipped  cars. 

The  immediate  purpose  of  this  rulemaking  is 
to  reconstitute  those  portions  of  the  standard 
that  will  enable  manufacturers  to  build  passive 
restraint  vehicles  during  tlie  period  when  they 
are  optional.  The  test  dummy  selected  by  the 
agency  is  the  ''GM  Hybrid  II",  a  composite 
develoi)ed  by  (leneral  Motors  largely  from  com- 
mercially available  components.  GM  had  re- 
quested NHTSA  to  adopt  the  Hybrid  II  on  the 
gromids  that  it  had  been  successfully  used  in 
vehicle  tests  with  passive  restraint  systems,  and 
was  as  good  as,  or  better  than,  any  other  im- 
mediately available  dummy  system.  On  con- 
sideration of  all  available  evidence,  the  NHTSA 
concurs  in  this  judgment.  One  fact  weighing 
in  favor  of  the  decision  is  that  General  Motors 
lias  used  this  dummy  to  measure  the  conformity 
of  its  \eincles  to  the  passive  protection  require- 
ments of  Standard  208,  in  preparation  for  the 
unnounced  introduction  of  up  to  100,000  air- 
bag-equipped  \ehicles  during  the  1974  model 
year. 

No  other  \ehicle  manufacturer  has  announced 
plans  for  the  production  of  passive  restraint 
systems  during  the  optional  phase,  nor  has  any 
other  vehicle  manufacturer  come  forward  with 
suggestions  for  alternatives  to  Hybrid  II.  The 
NHTSA  would  have  considered  other  dummies 
had  some  other  manufacturer  indicated  that  it 
was  planning  to  produce  passive  restraint  vehicles 
during  the  option  period  and  that  some  other 
dummy  had  to  be  selected  in  order  to  allow 
them  to  proceed  with  their  plans.     If  there  had 
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been  any  such  plans,  NHTSA  would  have  made 
every  effort  to  insure  that  a  test  device  satisfac- 
tory to  said  manufacturer  would  have  been 
selected. 

This  agency  recognizes  that  since  various 
types  of  dummy  systems  have  been  in  use  under 
the  previous  specification,  any  selection  of  one 
dummy,  as  is  required  by  the  Chrysler  decision, 
will  necessitate  readjustments  by  some  manu- 
facturers. However,  considering  the  quantity  of 
GM's  production,  the  scope  and  advanced  state 
of  its  passiv'C  restraint  development  program, 
and  the  fact  that  the  Hybrid  II  does  not  differ 
radically  from  other  dummies  currently  in  use, 
in  the  NHTSA's  judgment  that  dummy  repre- 
sents the  best  and  least  costly  choice.  That 
conclusion  has  not  been  contradicted  by  the  com- 
ments to  the  docket. 

The  agency  will  not  make  any  final  decision 
regarding  reinstatement  of  mandatory  passive 
restraint  requirements  without  further  notice  and 
opportunity  for  comment.  Should  the  agency 
propose  mandatory  passive  restraint  require- 
ments, the  question  of  the  conformity  of  the 
dummy  that  is  chosen  with  the  instructions  of 
the  court  in  Chrysler  will  again  be  open  for 
comment.  The  NHTSA  strongly  encourages  the 
continuance  of  the  dummy  test  programs  men- 
tioned in  the  comments,  in  the  hope  that  any 
problems  that  may  arise  can  be  identified  and 
resolved  before  the  dummy  specifications  for 
later  periods  are  issued. 

The  Hybrid  II  dummy  has  been  found  by 
NHTSA  to  be  a  satisfactory  and  objective  test 
in.stnmient.  In  sled  and  barrier  tests  conducted 
by  GM  with  the  GM  restraint  systems  and  in 
sled  tests  conducted  by  Calspan  Corp.  on  behalf 
of  NHTSA,  the  Hybrid  II  has  produced  results 
that  are  consistent  and  repeatable.  This  is  not 
to  say  that  each  test  at  the  same  nominal  speed 
and  deceleration  has  produced  identical  values. 
In  testing  with  impact  sleds,  and  to  an  even 
greater  extent  with  crash-tested  vehicles,  the 
test  environment  itself  is  complex  and  necessarily 
subject  to  variations  that  affect  the  results.  The 
test  data  show,  however,  that  the  variance  from 
dummy  to  dummy  in  these  tests  is  sufficiently 
small  that  a  manufacturer  would  have  no  dif- 
ficulty in  deciding  whether  his  vehicle  would 
be  likely  to  fail  if  tested  by  NHTSA. 


The  provisions  of  the  dummy  regulation  have 
been  modified  somewhat  from  those  proposed  in 
the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  largely  as  a 
result  of  comments  from  GM.  Minor  corrections 
iiave  been  made  in  the  drawings  and  materials 
specifications  as  a  result  of  comments  by  GM  and 
the  principal  dmnmy  suppliers.  The  dummy 
specification,  as  finally  adopted,  reproduces  the 
Hybrid  II  in  each  detail  of  its  design  and  pro- 
vides, as  a  calibration  check,  a  series  of  perform- 
ance criteria  based  on  the  observed  performance 
of  normally  fimctioning  Hybrid  II  components. 
The  performance  criteria  are  wholly  derivative 
and  are  intended  to  filter  out  dummy  aberrations 
that  escape  detection  in  the  manufacturing 
process  or  that  occur  as  a  result  of  impact 
damage.  The  revisions  in  the  performance 
criteria,  as  discussed  hereafter,  are  intended  to 
eliminate  potential  \ariances  in  the  test  pro- 
cedures and  to  hold  the  performance  of  the  Hy- 
brid II  within  the  narrowest  possible  range. 

General  Motors  suggested  the  abandonment  of 
the  definition  of  "upright  position"  in  section 
.'572.4(c),  and  the  substitution  of  a  setp-up  pro- 
cedure in  section  .572.11  to  serve  both  as  a 
positioning  method  for  the  performance  tests  and 
as  a  measurement  method  for  the  dummy's 
dimensions  as  shown  in  the  drawings.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  object  to  the  use  of  an  ex- 
panded set-up  procedure,  but  has  decided  to 
retain  the  term  "upright  position"  with  appro- 
priate reference  to  tlie  new  section  572.11  (i). 

The  structural  properties  test  of  section 
.">72.r)(c).  which  had  proposed  that  the  dummy 
keep  its  properties  after  being  subjected  to  tests 
l)roducing  readings  25  percent  above  the  injury 
criteria  of  Standard  No.  208,  has  been  revised 
to  provide  instead  that  the  properties  must  be 
retained  after  vehicle  tests  in  accordance  with 
Standard  No.  208. 

The  head  performance  criteria  are  adopted  as 
pro^josed.  The  i)rocedures  have  been  amended  to 
insure  that  the  forehead  will  be  oriented  below 
the  nose  prior  to  the  drop,  to  avoid  interference 
from  the  nose.  In  response  to  comments  by  the 
Road  Research  Laboratory,  American  Motors, 
and  (tM,  an  interval  of  at  least  2  hours  between 
tests  is  specified  to  allow  full  restoration  of 
compressed  areas  of  the  head  skin. 
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Tlie  neck  performance  criteria  are  revised  in 
several  respects,  in  keeping  with  GM's  recom- 
mendations. The  pendiUum  impact  surface, 
shown  in  Figure  4,  has  been  modified  in  ac- 
cordance with  GM's  design.  The  zero  time  point 
has  been  specified  as  the  instant  the  pendulum 
contacts  the  honeycomb,  the  instmctions  for  de- 
termining chordal  displacement  have  been 
modified,  and  the  pulse  shape  of  the  pendulum 
deceleration  curve  has  been  differently  specified. 
The  maximum  allowable  deceleration  for  the 
head  has  been  increased  slightly  to  26g.  In 
response  to  suggestions  by  the  Road  Research 
Laboratory  and  the  Japan  Automobile  Manufac- 
turers Association  (JAMA),  as  well  as  GM,  a 
tolerance  has  been  specified  for  the  pendulum's 
impact  velocity  to  allow  for  minor  variances  in 
the  honeycomb  material. 

With  respect  to  the  thorax  test,  each  of  the 
minor  procedural  changes  requested  by  GM  has 
been  adopted.  As  with  the  head,  a  minimum 
recovery  time  is  specified  for  the  thorax.  The 
seating  surface  is  specified  in  greater  detail,  and 
the  test  probe  orientation  has  been  revised  to 
refer  to  its  height  above  the  seating  surface. 
The  test  probe  itself  is  expressly  stated  to  have  a 
rigid  face,  by  amendment  to  section  572.11, 
thereby  reflecting  the  probes  actually  used  by 
NHTSA  and  GM.  A  rigid  face  for  the  probe 
was  also  requested  by  Mercedes  Benz. 

The  test  procedures  for  the  spine  and  abdomen 
tests  are  specified  in  much  greater  detail  than 
before,  on  the  basis  of  suggestions  by  GM  and 
others  that  the  former  procedures  left  too  much 
room  for  variance.  The  test  fixtures  for  the 
spinal  test  orientation  proposed  by  GM,  and 
its  pro]>osed  method  of  load  application  have 
been  adopted.  The  parts  of  the  dummy  to  be 
assembled  for  these  tests  are  specifically  recited, 
and  an  initial  .50°  flexion  of  the  dummy  is  also 
specified.  The  rates  of  load  application  and 
removal,  and  the  method  of  taking  force  readings 
are  each  sjiecified.  The  direction  of  force  ap- 
plication is  clarified  in  response  to  a  comment  by 
Volvo. 

Tlie  abdomen  test  is  amended  with  respect  to 
the  initial  point  of  force  measurement,  to  resolve 
a  particular  source  of  disagreement  between 
GM's  data   and   XHTSA's.     The  boundaries  of 


the  abdominal  force-deflection  curve  are  modified 
to  accord  with  the  measurements  taken  by  GM 
subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  notice.  The 
rate  of  force  application  is  specified  as  not  more 
than  0.1  inch  per  second,  in  response  to  com- 
ments  by    Mercedes   Benz,   JAMA,   and   GM. 

The  test  procedures  for  the  knee  tests  are 
revised  to  specify  the  type  of  seating  surface 
used  and  to  control  the  angle  of  the  lower  legs 
in  accordance  with  suggestions  by  JAMA,  the 
Road  Research  Laboratory,  and  GM.  The  in- 
strumentation specifications  of  section  572.11  are 
amended  to  clarify  the  method  of  attachment 
and  orientation  of  the  thorax  accelerometers  and 
to  specify  the  channel  classes  for  the  chest 
potentiometer,  tlie  pendulum  accelerometer,  and 
the  test  probe  accelerometer,  as  requested  by 
several  comments. 

The  design  and  assembly  drawings  for  the 
test  dummy  are  too  ctunbersome  to  publish  in  the 
Federal  Ueginfev.  During  the  comment  period 
oil  the  April  2  notice,  the  agency  maintained 
master  copies  of  the  drawings  in  the  docket  and 
placed  the  reproducible  mylar  masters  from 
which  the  copies  were  made  with  a  commercial 
blueprint  facility  from  whom  interested  parties 
could  obtain  copies.  The  NHTSA  has  decided 
to  continue  this  practice  and  is  accordingly 
placing  a  master  set  of  drawings  in  the  docket 
and  the  reprodiicible  masters  for  these  drawings 
witli  a  blueprint  facility. 

Tiie  drawings  as  adopted  by  this  notice  differ 
only  in  minor  detail  from  those  that  accompanied 
the  April  2  notice.  The  majority  of  the  changes, 
incorporated  into  corrected  drawings,  have 
already  been  gi\en  to  those  persons  who  ordered 
copies.  The  letter  of  June  13,  197.3,  that  ac- 
companied the  corrected  drawings  has  been 
placed  in  the  docket.  The  June  corrections  are 
incorporated  into  the  final  drawing  i>ackage. 
.Vdditional  adjustments  are  made  hereby  to  re- 
flect better  the  weight  distribution  of  separated 
segments  of  tlie  dummy,  to  allow  other  materials 
to  be  used  for  head  ballast,  and  to  specify  the 
instrument  for  measuring  skin  thickness.  The 
details  of  these  changes  are  recited  in  a  memo- 
randum incorporated  into  the  drawing  package. 

Each  of  the  final  drawings  is  designated  by 
tiie    legend    '"XHTSA    Release    8/1/73".      Each 
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drawing  so  designated  is  hereby  incorporated  as 
part  of  the  test  dummy  specifications  of  49  CFR 
Part  572.  Subsequent  changes  in  the  drawings 
will  not  be  made  without  notice  and  opportunity 
for  comment. 

The  incorporation  of  the  Part  572  test  dummy 
into  Standard  No.  208  makes  obsolete  several 
test  conditions  of  the  standard  that  had  been 
adopted  to  supplement  the  former  test  dummy 
specifications.  The  location,  orientation,  and 
sensitivity  of  test  instrumentation  formerly 
specified  by  sections  S8.1.15  through  S8.1.18  are 
now  controlled  by  Part  572  are  are  no  longer 
necessary  within  Standard  No.  208.  Similarly, 
the  use  of  rubber  components  for  the  head,  neck 
and  torso  joints  as  specified  in  Part  572,  supplant 
the  joint  setting  specifications  for  those  joints 
in  section  S8.1.10  of  the  standard.  The  NHTSA 
has  determined  that  the  deletion  of  the  above 
portions  of  the  Standard  No.  208  will  have  no 
effect  on  the  substantive  requirements  of  the 
standard  and  that  notice  and  public  procedure 
thereon  are  unnecessary. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  by  the 
addition  of  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test 
Dummy.  .  .  . 

In  view  of  the  pressing  need  for  a  test  dummy 
to  permit  the  continued  development  of  passive 
restraint  systems,  and  the  fact  that  it  presently 
only  relates  to  a  new  option  for  compliance,  the 
NHTSA  finds  that  there  is  good  cause  to  adopt 
an  immediate  effective  date.  Accordingly,  Part 
572  is  effective  August  1,  1973,  and  the  amend- 
ment to  Standard  208  is  effective  August  15, 1973. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103  and 
119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act,  P.L.  89-563,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407, 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  38  F.R.  12147. 

Issued  on  July  26,  1973. 

James  E.  Wilson 
Associate  Administrator 
Traffic  Safety  Programs 

38  F.R.  20449 
August  1,   1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  572— ANTHROPOMORPHIC  TEST  DUMMIES 

(Docket  No.  73-8;   Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic 
Test  Duminy,  to  specify  several  elements  of  the 
(lummy  calilu'ation  test  procedures  and  make 
minor  changes  in  the  dummy  desi<rn  specifica- 
tions. Part  572  is  also  reorganized  to  provide 
for  accommodation  of  dummies  other  than  tlie 
50th-percentile  male  dummy  in  the  future. 

Part  572  (49  CFR  Part  572)  establishes,  by 
means  of  approximately  250  drawings  and  five 
calibration  tests,  the  exact  specifications  of  a  test 
device  that  simulates  an  adult  occupant  of  a 
motor  vehicle,  for  use  in  evaluating  certain  types 
of  crasli  protection  systems  provided  in  accord- 
ance with  Standard  Xo.  208,  Occupant  Crash 
Protection.  (49  CFR  §571.208).  Interested  per- 
sons are  advised  that  XHTSA  Docket  Xos.  69-7 
and  74-14  concerning  Standard  Xo.  208  are  re- 
lated to  this  rulemaking. 

Proposed  occupant  protection  requirements  in 
Standard  Xo.  208  were  reviewed  In'  the  Sixth 
Circuit  in  1972  {'^Chrysler  v.  Department  of 
Transportation^'  472  F.  2d  659  (6th  Cir.  1972)), 
and  the  dummy  previously  specified  for  use  in 
testing  was  invalidated  as  insufficiently  objective. 
The  XHTSA  subsequently  established  new 
(lummy  specifications  under  Part  572  for  the 
Hmited  purpose  of  qualifying  passive  restraint 
systems  wliich  manufacturers  ciioose  to  otfer  on 
an  optional  basis  (38  FR  20499,  August  1,  1973). 
After  examining  test  experience  with  the  Part 
572  dummy,  the  XHTSA  specified  its  use  in  a 
proposal  to  mandate  passive  restraint  systems 
(39  FR  10271.  March  19.  1974). 

Recently,  the  agency  proposed  minor  changes 
in  caliliration  procedures  and  dummy  drawings 
(40  FR  33462,  August  8,  1975)  in  response  to  the 
comments  of  manufacturers  and  others  on  the 
March  1974  notice.  The  August  1975  proposal 
only   addressed   the   issue   of  dummy   objectivity 


raised  by  the  Sixth  Circuit,  while  issues  of 
dummy  similarity  to  humans,  sensitivity  to  test 
environment,  and  dtunmy  positioning  in  a  vehicle 
have  been  treated  elsewhere  (41  FR  29715,  July 
19,  1976). 

It  is  noted  that  the  most  recent  Department  of 
Transportation  proposals  on  Standard  Xo.  208 
(41  FR  24070,  June  14,  1976)  reflected  a  modifi- 
cation of  performance  requirements  that  reduce 
the  number  and  types  of  tests  in  which  the  Part 
572  dummy  would  be  used  in  .Standard  Xo.  208 
dynamic  tests.  Specifically,  rollover  and  lateral 
testing  would  no  longer  l)e  required  if  a  lap  belt 
were  installed  in  tlie  front  seating  positions.  The 
XHTSA's  July  1976  proposal  noted  above  would 
conform  existing  tests  in  Standard  Xo.  208  to  the 
modified  approach.  It  would  also  increase  the 
permissible  femur  force  loads  that  could  be  reg- 
istered on  the  dummy  during  impact,  and  restrict 
femur  force  requirements  to  compressive  forces. 
Interested  persons  should  be  aware  of  these  sig- 
nificant potential  changes  in  tiie  use  of  the  dummy 
in  Standard  Xo.  208. 

As  for  the  dummy  objectivity  treated  by  the 
proposal  that  underlies  this  notice,  manufactur- 
ers' comments  stressed  the  complexity  of  the  test 
environment  in  whicli  the  device  is  used  and  their 
uncertainty  as  to  how  much  the  dunmiy  char- 
acteristics contribute  to  the  variability  that  is 
encountered.  In  somewhat  contradictory  fashion, 
several  of  the  manufacturers  repeated  requests 
for  a  "whole  systems"  calibration  of  the  dummy 
that  would  be  conducted  under  conditions  ap- 
proximating the  barrier  crash  whose  complex 
variables  had  just  been  emphasized. 

As  is  the  case  with  any  measuring  instrument, 
variations  in  readings  can  result  from  imperfec- 
tion in  the  instrument  or  variations  in  the  phe- 
nomenon   being    measured     (in    this    case,    the 
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complex  events  that  occur  as  a  passenfier  car 
impacts  a  barrier  at  30  mph,  or  is  impacted  lat- 
erally by  a  4,000-pounrl  movinfr  barrier,  or  is 
rolled  over).  While  the  ^'ChrysJrr"  court  delayed 
Standard  Xo.  208  so  that  variation  in  the 
dummy's  beiiavior  coidd  be  corrected,  it  found 
tlie  standard  (and  the  dynamic  test  procedures) 
practicable  and  "designed  to  meet  the  need  for 
motor  vehicle  safety"  (472  F2d  at  674,  675). 
To  meet  the  need  for  motor  vehicle  safety,  the 
dynamic  tests  are  realistic  simulations  of  the 
actual  crash  enviroiunent.  Variations  in  the  pre- 
cise circumstances  to  whicli  the  dummy  is  exposed 
from  test  to  test  are  expected. 

Simulation  of  such  crashes  to  provide  a  "whole 
systems"  calibration  of  the  dummy  would  not  be 
reasonable,  however,  because  of  the  variations 
that  are  inherent  in  the  30-mph  (and  the  other) 
impacts.  Unless  the  inputs  to  the  diimmy  during 
calibration  are  precisely  controlled,  as  is  the  case 
with  the  five  sub-assembly  tests,  the  "whole  sys- 
tems" calibration  would  be  meaningless.  To  con- 
duct precisely  controlled  30-mph  barrier  crash 
tests  as  part  of  the  dummy  calibration  procedure 
would  be  very  expensive,  since  dununy  calibration 
is  normally  performed  liefore  and  after  each 
compliance  test.  The  good  results  obtained  in 
sub-assembly  calibration,  and  supported  by  the 
controlled  "whole  dmnmy"  test  residts  referred 
to  in  the  preamble  to  the  proposal,  make  such  a 
"whole  systems"  test  redundant.  The  agency 
concludes  that  introduction  into  Part  572  of  an 
extremely  expensive  and  unfamiliai-  additional 
calibration  is  unjustified. 

General  Motors  (GM),  Chrysler  Corporation, 
Ford  Motor  Company,  and  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Manufacturers  Association  (MVMA)  stated  that 
the  dummy  constriiction  is  unsuited  to  measure- 
ments of  laterallj'-imposed  force,  thereby  render- 
ing the  dummy  unobjective  in  the  "lateral  impact 
environment."  AVhile  the  agency  does  not  agree 
with  these  objections,  the  modified  performance 
levels  put  forward  by  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation and  the  agency  would  allow  manufac- 
turers to  install  la{)  belts  if  they  do  not  wish  to 
undertake  lateral  or  rollover  testing.  Any  manu- 
facturer that  is  concerned  with  the  objectivity  of 
the  dummy  in  such  impacts  would  j)rovide  lap 
belts  at  the  front  seatiiig  positions  in  lieu  of 
conducting  the  lateral  or  rollover  tests. 


Ford  and  Chrysler  argued  that  tlie  test  dummy 
is  insufficiently  specified  despite  the  approxi- 
mately 250  detailed  drawings  that  set  forth 
dummy  construction.  Their  concern  seems  to  be 
limited  to  minor  contour  dimensions  that  they 
consider  critical  to  dvunmy  objectivity.  To 
eliminate  any  such  concern  the  agency  will  place 
a  specimen  of  the  dummy  in  the  data  and  draw- 
ings package  and  incorporate  it  by  reference  into 
Part  572. 

The  MVMA  stated  that  its  reading  of  the 
docket  comments  indicated  that  the  dmumy  can- 
not be  assembled  as  it  is  designed.  The  agency 
is  aware  that  dimensional  tolerances  could,  at 
their  extremes,  "stack  tip"  to  cause  the  need  in 
rare  instances  for  selective  fitting  of  components. 
Manufacturers  can  avoid  any  such  problem  by 
reducing  the  dispersion  of  tolerances  or  by  select 
fitting  of  components  to  avoid  tolerance  "stack- 
up."  Of  the  three  dummy  manufacturers'  com- 
ments on  this  proposal,  only  Humanoid  Systems 
(Humanoid)  listed  discrepancies.  The  agency 
has  reviewed  the  asserted  discrepancies  and  con- 
cludes that  the  specifications  themselves,  the 
manufacturing  pi'actices  just  noted,  or  the  cali- 
bration procedures  are  adequate  to  resolve  the 
cited  problems.  To  simplify  the  dummy,  certain 
studs  located  at  the  side  of  the  dummy  femurs 
(used  for  mounting  photographic  targets  and 
unnecessary  to  NHTSA  test  procedures)  are  de- 
leted because  of  their  potential  for  reducing  re- 
peatal)ility  under  some  circumstances.  These 
studs  are  designated  F/02,  G/02,  F/25,  and  G/25. 

Bayerische  Motorenverken  recited  test  experi- 
ence that  demonstrated  difi'erent  performance 
characteristics  among  the  products  of  different 
dummy  manufacturers,  although  they  are  all 
warranted  to  meet  the  specifications  of  the  regu- 
lations. NPITSA  Report  DOT-HS-801-861 
demonstrates  that  some  manufacturer-warranted 
dummies  did  not  meet  all  calibration  require- 
ments of  Pai't  572.  The  agency,  however,  is  not 
in  a  position  to  assume  responsibility  for  the 
contractual  terms  established  between  private 
parties. 

Humanoid  noted  that  experience  with  the  vinyl 
flesii  specification  of  the  dummy  led  to  resolution 
of  aging  prolilems  on  whicii  it  had  earlier  com- 
mented. The  company  did  recommend  latitude 
in   \inyl   formulation  to  permit  market  competi- 
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tion.  General  [Motors  also  expressed  concern  that 
specification  of  the  Part  'u2  dummy  not  stifle 
innovation.  Alderson  Research  Laboratories 
(AEL)  once  a^ain  asked  that  the  apency  specify 
a  one-piece  castinjj;  in  place  of  the  welded  head 
presently  specified.  The  apency  sympathizes 
with  this  interest  in  improvement  of  the  dummy 
manufactiirinfi'  techniipies.  However,  the  dummy 
is  a  test  instrument  ciucial  to  the  validity  of  an 
important  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  and  as 
such,  it  cannot  be  loosely  described  for  the  benefit 
of  innovation. 

Volkswa<ren  retjuested  improvement  in  ajrinfr 
and  in  storag^e  techniques  for  the  dummy.  The 
agency  considers  that  it  has  met  its  responsibili- 
ties by  specifying  calibration  tests  that  will  sig- 
nal improper  storage  or  age-related  changes. 
Further  development  in  this  area  is  within  the 
province  of  the  manufacturers  and  users.  Sig- 
nificant improvements  in  aging  or  storage  factors 
will,  of  course,  not  be  ignored  by  the  agency. 

Although  Ford  and  American  [Motors  Corpora- 
tion (AMC)  made  no  comment  on  the  specifics 
of  the  XHTlSA  proposal,  Chrysler  Corporation 
and  several  other  vehicle  manufacturers,  as  well 
as  the  dummy  manufacturers,  supported  the  pro- 
posed changes.  The  Xational  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Advisory  Council  took  no  position  on  the 
proposal.  The  Vehicle  Equipment  Safety  Com- 
mission did  not  comment  on  the  proposal.  Hav- 
ing carefully  reviewed  all  of  the  comments 
submitted  and  additional  data  compiled  by  the 
agency,  the  changes  are  adopted,  essentially  as 
proposed.  The  agency  proposed  modification  of 
the  five  calibration  procedures  for  dununy  sub- 
assemblies, along  with  minor  changes  in  the 
drawings  that  describe  all  components  of  the 
dummy. 

HEAD 

The  head  calibration  involves  dropping  the 
head  10  inches  so  that  its  forehead  strikes  a  rigid 
surface  and  registers  acceleration  levels  that  must 
fall  within  a  certain  range.  Xo  comments  were 
received  f)n  the  small  relocation  of  measurement 
points  or  the  specification  of  "instant  release" 
of  the  head,  and  these  modifications  are  made  as 
proposed. 


The  proposal  included  a  specification  of  250 
micToinches  (rms)  for  the  finish  of  the  steel  plate 
on  which  the  head  is  dropped.  The  agency  had 
considered  other  factors  (particularly  friction  at 
the  skiill-skin  interface  of  the  dummy  forehead) 
that  might  affect  the  accelerometer  readings.  It 
was  found  that,  in  most  instances,  the  dummy  as 
received  from  the  nuinufacturer  conformed  to  the 
specifications.  When  deviations  were  encoun- 
tered, treatment  of  the  head  in  accordance  with 
manufacturer  recommendations  eliminated  the 
effect  of  these  factors  on  results.  Comparison  of 
data  on  100  head  drop  tests  conducted  since 
issuance  of  the  proposal  confirms  that  conclusion. 
Xinety-seven  percent  of  these  head  drops  reg- 
istered readings  within  the  specified  limits,  with 
ii  mean  response  value  of  232g  and  a  standard 
deviation  of  14g,  indicating  a  coefficient  of  vari- 
ance of  6  percent.  Of  the  three  failures,  the 
response  values  were  203g,  204g  and  263g.  All 
of  the  drop  tests  fell  within  the  specified  0.9-  to 
1.5-ms  time  range  at  the  lOOg  level.  The  surface 
finish  of  the  drop  plate  was  63  microinches  (rms). 
In  view  of  this  data,  it  does  not  appear  necessary 
to  adjust  either  the  lesponse  range  as  advocated 
by  Humanoid  or  the  time  range  as  recommended 
by  Ford.  The  test  results,  iiowever,  support  the 
request  by  a  number  of  conunents  to  change  the 
proposed  250-microinch  finish  to  a  value  below 
100  microinches  (rms).  On  the  basis  of  the 
conunents-  and  XHTSA  test  data,  the  impact 
plate  surface  finish  is  specified  as  any  value  in 
the  range  fiom  S  to  80  microinches  (rms). 

General  Motors  asked  whether  coating  of  the 
steel  plate  is  permitted.  Coating  is  permitted  so 
long  as  the  8-  to  80-microinch  range  for  the 
surface  is  maintained. 

Humanoid  recommended  that  any  lubrication 
or  surface  smoothness  introduced  by  the  dummy 
manufacturers  be  made  uniform  in  the  intei'ests 
of  component  interchange.  Volkswagen  also  rec- 
onunended  a  skull-to-skin  interface  finish  speci- 
fication. The  XHTSA,  however,  does  not  believe 
that  differing  procedures  for  preparation  of  the 
skull-skin  interface  prevent  interchange  of  the 
heads,  and  the  requests  are  therefore  not  granted. 
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In  view  of  the  agency  decision  to  incorporate 
by  reference  a  specimen  of  the  Part  572  dummy 
in  the  drawings  and  data  package,  it  is  also  con- 
sidered unnecessary  to  specify,  as  requested  by 
Humanoid,  thickness  and  performance  specifica- 
tion for  the  lieadform  at  45  and  90  degrees  from 
the  midsaggital  plane.  With  regards  to  Hu- 
manoid's  view  that  head  drop  tests  are  irrelevant 
to  performance  of  the  dummy  as  a  measuring 
instrument,  the  agency  considers  them  closely 
tied  to  the  characteristics  of  the  dummy  that 
affect  its  repeatability  as  a  measuring  device. 

Renault  and  Peugeot  recommended  considera- 
tion of  a  revision  in  the  test  criteria  of  Standard 
Xo.  208,  in  the  case  of  safety  belts,  to  replace  the 
limitation  on  head  acceleration  with  a  limitation 
on  submarining.  The  agency  considers  the  pres- 
ent limit  on  liead  acceleration  a  valuable  means 
to  limit  head  loading  and  neck  hyperflexion  in 
belt  systems  as  well  as  other  systems.  It  is  a 
requirement  that  is  already  being  met  on  a  pro- 
duction basis  by  Volkswagen. 

Toyota  stated  that  the  lOg  limit  on  lateral 
acceleration  during  the  liead  drop  would  be  im- 
possible to  satisfy.  The  XHTSA's  own  test  ex- 
perience did  not  exhibit  any  evidence  of  the  noted 
problem.  Xone  of  the  manufacturers  of  dummies 
objected  to  the  proposal,  and  Alderson  Research 
Laboratories  (ARL)  supported  the  lOg  limit.  It 
is  therefore  made  final  as  proposed. 

ARL  once  more  requested  consideration  of  the 
one-piece  headform  in  place  of  the  welded  head- 
fonn  presently  specified.  If,  as  ARL  states,  its 
customers  accept  and  utilize  the  one-piece  casting, 
the  agency  does  not  understand  the  necessity  to 
modify  the  specification.  ARL's  request  for  con- 
sideration of  a  one-piece  neck  bracket  is  subject 
to  the  same  response.  As  earlier  noted,  the  justi- 
fication to  "freeze"  the  dummy  specification  is 
clear  from  its  use  as  a  measurement  instrument 
that  is  the  basis  of  manufacturer  compliance 
\\  itli,  and  agency  verification  testing  to,  a  major 
jiiolor  vehicle  safety  standard. 

XECK 

Comments  generally  agreed  with  the  proposed 
changes  in  the  dummy  neck  calibration  (attach- 
ment of  the  head  foi'm  to  the  neck,  and  attach- 
ment of  the  neck  to  the  end  of  a  pendulum  wliicli 


impacts  an  energy-absorbing  element,  inducing 
head  rotation  wiiich  must  full  within  specified  I 
limits).  General  Motors  clarified  that  its  engi- 
neers' reason  for  recommending  a  non-articulated 
neck  instead  of  an  articidated  neck  concerned  the 
cost,  maintenance,  and  complexity  of  the  latter's 
construction.  Volkswagen  agreed  witli  Sierra 
F^ngineering  Company  (Sierra)  that  a  smaller 
tolerance  for  the  pendidum's  speed  at  impact 
should  be  considered.  Humanoid  agreed  with 
the  agency's  view  tliat  the  articulated  neck  does 
not  provide  the  desired  level  of  repeatability  at 
this  time.  Having  considered  these  comments 
the  agency  makes  final  the  proposed  location 
change  for  the  accelerometers,  deletion  of  §  572.7 
(c)(5),  and  clarification  of  the  "t4"  point  and 
the  26g  level. 

Manufacturers  made  several  additional  recom- 
mendations. Humanoid  expressed  support  of 
AMC's  view  that  the  neck  calibration  should  be 
conducted  at  barrier  impact  velocity.  The  agency 
has  reviewed  these  comments  and  finds  that  the 
specified  energy  levels  are  adequate  for  the  in- 
tended purpose  of  establishing  dynamic  response 
characteristics  and  the  measurement  of  repeat- 
ability of  (lummy  necks  under  dynamic  test  con- 
ditions. Testing  at  higher  levels  would  bring 
otlier  dunnny  components  besides  the  neck  into 
direct  impact  interaction,  thereby  obscuring  or 
completely  masking  the  measured  phenomena. 

Volkswagen  cautioned  against  an  entirely  free 
selection  of  damping  materials  because  of  varia- 
tion in  rebound  characteristics  produced  with  » 
ditl'erent  materials  that  can  achieve  conforming  f 
deceleration  time  histories.  The  agency  agrees 
that  a  limit  on  rebound  should  be  established  to 
compliment  the  choice  of  damping  materials  and 
has  added  such  a  specification  to  the  end  of  the 
text  of  S  572.7(b). 

Humanoid  noted  interference  in  the  attachment 
of  the  neck  bracket  to  the  backplate  of  the  sterno- 
thoracic  structure,  due  to  the  presence  of  a  weld-  i 
ing  bead.  The  agency  has  found  no  interference 
in  the  dummies  manufactured  by  two  companies 
and  concludes  that  the  interference  must  be  asso- 
ciated witli  Humanoid's  manufacturing  tech- 
ni([ue. 
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THORAX 

The  XHTSA  proposed  several  additional  speci- 
fications for  test  probe  orientation,  dunnny  seat- 
ing:, and  limb  positionin":  for  the  calibi'ation  test. 
The  calibration  consists  of  strikin<>-  the  torso  of 
the  seated  dummy  at  two  speeds  with  a  specified 
striker  to  measure  thorax  resistance,  deflection, 
and  hysteresis  characteristics.  Comments  did  not 
object  to  the  chanpes  and  they  are  incorporated 
as  proposed. 

The  afiency  also  proposed  several  changes  in 
the  drawin<rs  for  the  thorax  sub-assembly  of  the 
dummy  and,  without  objection,  they  are  made 
final  in  virtually  the  same  form.  ARL  indicated 
that  four  heat  seals  should  be  used  on  the  zipper. 
ARL  clarified  that  the  longer  socket  head  cap 
screw  is  intended  to  permit  sufficient  thread  en- 
gagement, not  more  latitude  in  the  ballast  con- 
figuration as  stated  in  the  proposal.  Humanoid's 
request  to  know  the  clavicle  contours  that  con- 
stitute the  Part  572  specification  is  met  liy  placing 
the  dummy  specimen  in  the  drawings  and  data 
package  as  earlier  noted.  Humanoid  and  Toyo 
Kogj'o  suggested  an  increase  in  clavicle  strength. 
The  agency's  experience  with  the  clavicle  since 
the  last  consideration  of  this  suggestion  has  been 
that  all  dummies  are  not  significantly  susceptible 
to  claA'icle  breakage.  Accordingly,  the  agency 
does  not  consider  the  modification  necessary. 

The  major  suggestion  by  vehicle  and  dummy 
manufacturers  was  a  slight  revision  of  the  thorax 
resistance  and  deflection  values,  which  must  not 
be  exceeded  during  impact  of  the  chest.  The 
present  values  (140U  pounds  and  1.0  inch  at  14 
fps.  2100  pounds  and  1.6  inches  at  22  fps)  were 
questioned  by  GM.  which  recommends  an  in- 
crease in  both  resistance  and  deflection  values  to 
better  reflect  accurate  calibration  of  a  correctly 
designed  dummy.  Comparable  increases  were 
reconuiiended  by  Humanoid  and  Sierra.  ARL 
noted  that  the  present  values  are  extremely 
.stringent. 

The  agency's  experience  with  calibration  of  the 
thorax  since  issuance  of  the  proposal  confirms 
that  a  slight  increase  in  values  is  appropriate, 
although  not  the  amount  of  increase  recom- 
mended by  the  manufacturers.  The  values  have 
accordingly  been  modified  to  14.")0  pounds  and 
1.1  inches  at  14  fps,  and  2250  pounds  and  1.7 
inches  at  22   fps.     The   agency   does  not   set   a 


minimum  limit  on  the  value  as  recommended  by 
(General  Motors,  because  the  interaction  of  the 
deflection  and  resistance  force  values  make  lowei- 
limits  unnecessary.  The  changes  in  values  should 
ease  ARL"s  concern  al)out  the  seating  surface, 
although  the  agency's  own  experience  does  not 
indicate  that  a  significant  problem  exists  with 
the  present  specifications  of  the  surface. 

Li  conjunction  with  these  changes,  the  agency 
has  reduced  the  maximmn  permissible  hysteresis 
of  the  chest  during  impact  to  70  percent  as  rec- 
ommended by  GM. 

G^I  requested  a  clarification  of  the  dummy 
limb  positioning  procedures  for  purposes  of 
thorax  impact  testing,  citing  the  possibility  of 
limb  misadjustment  between  steps  (1)  and  (4) 
of  §  572.8(d).  The  agency  has  added  wording 
to  subparagraph  (4)  to  make  clear  that  the  limbs 
remain  horizontally  outstretched.  The  agency 
does  not  consider  GM's  suggested  wording  to  be 
adequate  for  calibration.  For  example,  the  atti- 
tude of  the  test  probe  at  impact  is  not  specified. 
For  this  reason,  the  requested  modification  is  not 
midertaken. 

Humanoid  requested  clarification  of  paragraph 
(7)  of  §  572.8(d)  that  specifies  measurement  of 
horizontal  deflection  "in  line  with  the  longitudinal 
centerline  of  the  probe."  Humanoid  expressed 
concern  that,  as  the  thorax  rotated  backwards, 
the  horizontal  measui-ement  could  not  be  made. 
A  claiification  has  been  added  to  the  cited 
language. 

Humanoid  also  requested  a  less  temperature- 
sensitive  rib  (hunping  material  tiian  is  presently 
employed.  The  XHTSA  concludes  that  its  strict 
limitation  on  permissible  temperature  and  hu- 
midit}'  conditions  for  calibration  testing  ade- 
(piately  controls  the  effects  of  temperature  on 
this  damping  material. 

LUMBAR  SPIXE,  ABDOMEN 

The  XHTSA  pr(q)osed  minor  modifications  of 
the  lumbar  spine  construction,  and  several 
changes  in  the  procedures  for  lumbar  spine  cali- 
bration, which  consists  of  spine  flexion  from  the 
upright  position,  followed  by  release  of  the  force 
which  was  ie<iuired  to  attain  this  deflection,  and 
measurement  of  the  return  angle.  Manufactur- 
ers supported  the  majority  of  the  changes,  and 
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they  are  made  final  in  tliis  notice.  The  apency 
proposed  that  measurements  he  taken  wlicn 
"flexing  has  stopped,"  and  Toyota,  notin<r  tlie 
difficulty  of  estahlisliini;'  this  point  under  some 
circumstances,  su<rf;ested  tiiat  tlie  measui'ement 
he  made  3  minutes  after  release.  This  modifica- 
tion is  reasonalde  and  is  included  in  the  final 
action. 

Testinji'  at  XHTSA"s  Safety  Research  Labora- 
tory demonstrates  the  need  to  clarify  proposed 
§  57-2.9 (c)  (3)  to  specify  return  of  the  himhai- 
spine  sufficiently  so  that  it  remains  in  "its  initial 
position  in  accordance  with  Fijiuie  11"  unas- 
^:isted.  An  appropriate  further  specification  has 
been  made. 

Humanoid  requested  that  tlie  four-holt  attach- 
ment of  the  push  plate  be  revised  to  two-bolt 
attachment  in  view  of  Humanoid's  practice  of 
providinjj;  a  two-bolt  plate.  The  a<!:ency  has 
undertaken  its  data  collection  usin<i'  four-bolt 
attachment,  and  to  preserve  the  uncontested 
validity  of  these  data,  declines  to  modify  the 
proposed  specification. 

ARL  recjuested  reconsideration  of  XHTSA's 
decision  to  leave  unchanged  tlio  lumbar  cable  ball 
and  socket  attachment  design.  The  agency  has 
continued  to  examine  test  results  and  cannot  con- 
clude that  the  present  attachment  design  has 
caused  a  calibration  or  compliance  problem. 
Accordingly,  ARL's  request  is  denied.  An  ARL 
request  to  Hunt  the  reference  to  the  .strength 
requirements  of  the  military  specification  in  the 
case  of  lumbar  cable  swaging  is  granted.  If  such 
a  limitation  were  not  specified,  the  other  elements 
of  the  military  specification  might  arguably  be 
included  in  the  XHTSA's  specification. 

Calibration  of  the  abdomen  of  the  dummy  is 
accomplished  by  application  of  a  specified  force 
to  the  abduiuen  while  the  dummy  torso  is  placed 
on  its  back,  with  a  required  "force/deflection" 
curve  resulting.  The  proposal  added  a  range  of 
force  application  rates  to  make  the  procedure 
more  uniform,  as  well  as  a  lO-pomid  preload  and 
further  specification  of  the  horizontal  surface. 
Manufacturers  did  not  oppose  these  changes. 

Manufacturers  did  oppose  the  proposed  speci- 
fication changes  that  would  require  the  dummy 
abdominal  sac  to  be  sealed.  Various  reasons  un- 
related to  abdomen  performance  were  listed 
(e.g.,  transportation  of  sealed  sac  in  unpressur- 


ized  airt-raft  compartment)  and  available  data 
show  successful  calibration  in  lioth  configurations. 
In  view  of  the  expressed  preference  for  the  un- 
sealed design,  the  leak  test  has  been  removed 
froiu  the  drawings,  and  the  vent  is  retained. 

Humanoid  re(iuested  that  the  shape  of  the  ab- 
dominal insert  Ije  modified  to  conform  more 
closely  to  the  dununy's  abdominal  cavity.  The 
shape  of  the  insert  affects  the  dummy  perform- 
ance, however,  and  the  agency  does  not  consider 
a  change  with  unknown  consequences  advisable 
at  this  time.  The  agency  also  concludes  that 
Humanoid's  request  to  drop  all  specification  of 
wall  thickness  for  the  abdominal  sac  is  also  un- 
advisable  for  this  reason. 

Ford,  the  MVMA.  and  Humanoid  noted  an 
asymmetry  of  the  dummy  pelvic  castings  and 
requested  a  justification  for  it.  The  asymmetry 
is  apparently  an  artifact  of  the  adoption  of 
Society  of  A\itomotive  Engineers  specifications, 
whose  origin  is  iniknown.  In  the  agency's  judg- 
ment, based  on  experience  with  numerous  Part 
572  dummies  and  evaluation  of  test  results,  no 
degradation  in  performance  is  attributable  to  the 
asymmetry.  AVhile  the  agency  intends  to  further 
review  the  asynnnetry  noted,  no  action  will  be 
taken  without  evidence  that  the  specification 
afi'ects  testing. 

LIMBS 

Little  connnent  was  received  on  the  changes 
proposed  for  limb  calibration,  which  consists  of 
impacting  the  knees  of  a  seated  dummy  with  a 
test  probe  of  a  specified  weight  at  a  specified 
speed  and  measuring  the  impact  force  on  the 
dummy  femurs.  In  response  to  Toyota's  request 
for  clarification,  the  positioning  in  accordance 
with  S  572.11  is  followed  liy  the  leg  adjustments 
specified  in  S57j!.1()(c),  which  have  the  effect  of 
changing  leg  position  from  that  achieved  under 
S  572.11. 

The  proposed  specification  of  vinyl  skin  thick- 
ness over  the  knee  face  was  supported  in  com- 
ments, although  two  manufactTirers  requested 
that  the  thickness  tolerance  be  moved  upward  to 
thicken  the  skin  somewhat.  Humanoid  did  sug- 
gest elimination  of  the  fennir  calibration  as  use- 
less, but  the  agency  considers  such  a  control 
important  to  repeatalde  performance  of  the 
dummy. 
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Fonl  iiitorprpteil  iiiforinatioii  coiitaiiiccl  in  con- 
tract work  nndertiikcn  for  the  XHTSA  (DOT- 
HS-l-0()87?,)  to  show  that  femur  force  loads 
registered  too  hi^rh  in  50  percent  of  cases  con- 
ducted under  tlie  calibration  conditions  of  tlie 
staiulard.  In  XIITSA  tests  of  100  dnniiny  knees 
on  Part  .M-i  dnnunies  (DOT-HS-SOl  ,S61),  the 
2.r)00-pound  linut  was  exceeded  only  twice.  The 
same  data  indicated  a  tendency  for  tlie  femnr  to 
rejrister  lower  than  previously  estimated,  and  a 
minor  redtiction  of  the  lower  limit  is  established 
in  this  action.  The  ajjency  considers  the  small 
reduction  to  fall  witliin  the  ambit  of  the  pro- 
posal to  improve  conditions  for  calibration. 

Ford's  and  Ilnmanoid's  obser\ations  witli  re- 
<j:ard  to  ofi'-centcr  impacts  that  result  in  bendinj;- 
or  torque  iiave  been  dealt  with  in  the  recent 
a<rpncy  proposal  to  limit  femur  force  require- 
ments of  Standard  No.  20S  to  compressive  force. 
As  for  Ilunuinoid's  concern  tliat  miacceptaVile 
\ariation  is  possible  in  the  fennir  load  cell,  it  is 
noted  tliat  (leneral  ^lotors  and  Vo]kswa<;en  liave 
botli  certified  thousands  of  vehicles  based  on  im- 
pact readinjrs  taken  from  this  dununy  witli  these 
femur  cells  installed. 

GEXEKAL  TEST  COXDITIOXS 

The  ajrency  proposed  minor  chanjres  in  the 
general  test  conditions  of  §  •">72.11  that  apply  to 
dummy  test,  such  as  a  minimmn  jjcriod  of  dununy 
exposure  to  tlie  temperature  and  humidity  at 
which  calibratioi^  tests  are  conducted.  With  cor- 
rection of  accelerometer  locations,  a  clarification 
of  dununy  positionini;'.  and  an  increase  of  zijiper 
heat  seals  from  three  to  four,  the  contemplated 
changes  are  made  as  proposed. 

Sierra  requested  a  broader  ran<ie  of  humidity 
conditions  for  the  calibration  tests,  statinji-  that 
a  range  of  10-  to  OO-percent  liumidity  would  not 
affect  results  of  "performance  tests."  The  com- 
pany cited  freezing  and  desert  heat  conditions 
as  reasons  for  a  6-hour  conditioning  rather  than 
the  4-hour  conditioning  proposed  by  the  agency. 
Humanoid  and  Toyota  also  addressed  this  aspect 
of  the  general  test  conditions.  It  appears  that 
Sierra  mismiderstood  the  temperature  and  hu- 
midity specifications  as  applicable  to  vehicle 
performance  tests.  This  rulenialcing  action  ad- 
dresses only  calibration  tests  which  presumably 
wouhl    be    con<lucted    indoors    in    a    temperature- 


controlled  setting.  Because  the  dunnuies  are  not 
expected  to  be  stored  in  areas  of  great  tempera- 
ture extremes  prior  to  caliliration  testing,  the 
proposed  ranges  of  humidity  and  temperature 
conditions  are  considered  to  be  effective  to  sta- 
bilize the  affected  dummy  properties.  Wiiile 
instrumentation  would  be  affected  by  the  90- 
percent  humidity  condition  suggested  by  Sierra, 
the  agency  has  reduced  the  lower  humidity  con- 
dition to  a  10-percent  level  in  agreement  that  the 
change  does  not  affect  the  ability  to  calibrate  the 
dunmiy. 

Sierra  objected  that  a  dununy  manufacturer's 
warranty  of  conformity  of  its  products  to  Part 
')7-2  would  be  complicated  iiy  a  time  specification 
for  temperature  and  humidity  conditioning.  The 
company  be]ie\ed  that  its  customers  would  re- 
(juire  that  4  hours  of  conditioning  occui'  wjiether 
or  not  the  dummy  had  already  stabilized  at  the 
correct  temperature.  The  agency  sees  no  reason 
why  a  i)urchasei-  would  insist  on  a  senseless  con- 
dition l)ut.  in  any  case,  has  no  control  over  the 
contractual  dealings  between  the  dummy  jnanu- 
factiirer  and  the  purchaser.  The  XHTSA  cannot 
delete  necessary  stabilizing  conditions  from  its 
regidations  simply  because  a  purchaser  wushes 
to  make  an  unreasonalile  contractual  specification 
based  on  it.  The  same  rationale  is  responsive  to 
Sierra's  request  for  shorter  recovery  intervals  be- 
tween repeated  tests. 

Toyota  supplied  data  to  demonstrate  that  more 
consistent  thorax  and  knee  impact  tests  could  be 
achieved  by  using  cotton  pants  on  the  dummy. 
The  agency's  data  do  not  agree  with  Toyota's 
and  no  other  manufacturer  took  issue  witli  the 
agency's  proposal  to  delete  all  clothing  require- 
ments.    This  deletion  is  made  final  as  proposed. 

AKL  aske<l  why  the  agency's  proposed  prohibi- 
tion against  jjiiinting  dununy  components  is 
([ualified  to  state  "except  as  specified  in  this  part 
or  in  drawings  sul)tended  by  this  part."  This 
([ualification  simply  preserves  the  agency's  op- 
portunity to  specify  painted  components  in  the 
future. 

Xo  conclusive  evidence  of  preferable  storage 
metiiods  was  submitted  liy  couunenters.  The 
agency  therefore  does  not  specify  that  the  dummy 
calibrations  be  preceded  by  positioning  in  a  spe- 
cific posture.  To  avoid  the  possibility  of  intro- 
ducing a   variable,   however,  the  eve  bolt  in  the 


PART  572— PRE  11 


Effective:   August   8,    1977 


dummy  head  has  been  relabeled  on  the  drawings 
as  "not  for  use  in  suspending-  dummy  in  storage.'' 

Interested  persons  are  advised  that  the  first 
stage  of  choosing  a  replacement  foaming  agent 
for  the  specified  Xitrosan  are  complete.  Details 
ai'e  available  in  document  HS-802-030  in  the 
public  docket. 

In  accordance  with  recently  enunciated  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging  ade- 
quate analysis  of  the  consequences  of  I'egulatorj' 
action  (41  FR  16200,  April  16,  1976),  the  agency 
herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of  the  eco- 
nomic and  other  consequences  of  this  action  on 
the  public  and  private  sectors,  including  possible 
loss  of  safety  benefits.  The  changes  made  are  all 
to  existing  specifications  and  calibration  proce- 
dures and  are  intended  as  clarifications  of  speci- 
fications already  established.  Therefore,  the 
cost  of  the  changes  are  calculated  as  minimal, 
consisting  at  most  of  relatively  small  modifica- 
tions of  test  equipment  and  minor  dummy  com- 
ponents. The  number  and  complexity  of 
calibration  tests  are  not  affected  by  the  changes. 
At  the  same  time,  the  clarification  will  improve 
a  manufacturer's  ability  to  conduct  compliance 
tests  of  safety  systems  and  will  thereby  con- 
tribute to  an  increase  in  motor  vehicle  safety. 


Note — 

The  economic  and  inflationary  impacts  of  this 
rulemaking  have  been  carefully  evaluated  in  ac- 
cordance with  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Circular  A-107,  and  an  Inflation  Impact  State- 
ment is  not  required. 

In  anticipation  of  the  use  of  dummies  other 
than  the  50th-percentile  male  dummy  in  compli- 
ance testing,  the  agency  takes  this  opportunity 
to  reorganize  Part  572  so  that  the  50th-percentile 
dummy  occupies  only  one  Subpart. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummy,  and 
the  dummy  design  drawings  incorporated  by 
reference  in  Part  572,  are  amended  .... 

Effective  date :  August  8,  1977. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  January  31,  1977. 

John  W.  Snow 
Administrator 

42  F.R.  7148 
February    7,    1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   PART  572— ANTHROPOMORPHIC  TEST  DUMMIES 
(Docket  No.  74-14;  Notice  11;  Docket  No.  73-8;  Notice  07) 


This  notice  amends  occupant  ciasli  protection 
Standard  No.  -208  and  its  acconipanyinj);  test 
dummy  specification  to  furtlier  specify  test  pro- 
cedures and  injury  criteria.  The  changes  are 
minor  in  most  respects  and  reflect  comments  by 
manufacturers  of  test  dummies  and  vehicles  and 
the  XHTSA's  own  test  experience  with  the 
standard  and  the  test  dummy. 

Date:  Effective  date— July  5,  1978. 

Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section.  Room  .5108,  Xassif  Building,  400 
Seventh  Street.  S."\V.,  "Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

For  further  information  contact : 

Mr.  Guy  Hunter, 

Motor  Vehicle  Programs. 

Xational  Highway  Traffic  Safety 

Administration, 
Washington,  D.C.     20590 
(202  426-2265) 

Supplementary  information :  Standard  Xo.  208, 
Occupant  Crash  Protection  (49  CFR  571.208). 
is  a  Department  of  Transportation  safety  stand- 
ard that  requires  manufacturers  to  provide  a 
means  of  restraint  in  new  motor  vehicles  to  keep 
occupants  from  impacting  the  vehicle  interior  in 
the  event  a  crash  occurs.  The  standard  has,  since 
January  1968,  required  the  provision  of  seat  belt 
assemblies  at  each  seating  position  in  passenger 
cars.  In  January  1972  the  requirements  for  seat 
belts  were  upgraded  and  options  were  added  to 
permit  tlie  provision  oi  I'estraint  that  is  "active" 
(requiring  some  action  be  taken  by  tlic  vehicle 
occupant,  as  in  the  case  of  seat  belts)  or  "passive" 
(providing  protection  without  action  being  taken 
by  the  occupant). 

In  a  separate  notice  issued  today  (42  FR 
34289;    FR    Reg.    77-19137).    the    Secretarv    of 


Transportation  has  reached  a  decision  regarding 
tlie  future  occupant  crash  protection  that  must  be 
installed  in  passenger  cars.  The  implementation 
of  that  decision  will  involve  the  testing  of  passive 
restraint  systems  in  accordance  with  the  test  pro- 
cedures of  Standard  Xo.  208,  and  this  notice  is 
intended  to  make  final  several  modifications  of 
that  procedure  which  have  been  proposed  for 
change  by  tlie  XHTSA.  This  notice  also  re- 
sponds to  two  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
rulemaking  involving  the  test  dummy  that  is 
used  to  evaluate  the  compliance  of  passive  re- 
straints systems. 

DOCKET  74-14;  XOTICE  05 

Xotice  5  was  issued  July  15,  1976  (41  FR 
29715;  July  19,  1976)  and  proposed  that  Stand- 
ard Xo.  208's  existing  specification  for  passive 
jirotection  in  frontal,  lateral,  and  rollover  modes 
(S4.1.2.1)  be  modified  to  specify  passive  protec- 
tion in  the  frontal  mode  only,  with  an  option  to 
pro\ide  passive  protection  or  belt  protection  in 
tlie  lateral  and  rollover  crash  modes.  Volks- 
wagen had  raised  the  cpiestion  of  the  feasibility 
of  small  cars  meeting  the  standard's  lateral  im- 
pact requirements:  A  20-mph  impact  by  a  4,000- 
pound,  60-incli-higli  flat  surface.  The  agency 
noted  the  particular  vulnerability  of  small  cars 
to  side  impact  and  the  need  to  provide  protection 
for  them  based  on  the  weight  of  other  vehicles 
on  the  highway,  but  agreed  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  provide  passive  lateral  protection  in 
the  near  future.  Design  problems  also  underlay 
the  proposal  to  provide  a  belt  option  in  place  of 
the  existing  passive  rollover  requirement. 

Ford  Motor  Company  argued  that  a  lateral 
option  would  be  inappropriate  in  Standard  X^o. 
208   as  long  as  the   present   dummy  is  used  for 
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measuiTiiiciit  of  passive  system  perfoniiamc 
Tliis  ((uestion  of  (luiiiiiiy  use  as  a  measurin<j  de- 
vice is  treated  later  in  this  notice.  General 
Motors  Corporation  (GM)  supported  the  optif)ii 
without  (|ualification.  notin<j  that  the  installation 
of  a  lap  helt  with  a  passive  system  "would  pro- 
vide comparable  protection  to  lap-shoulder  belts 
in  side  and  I'ollover  impacts."  Chrysler  did  not 
object  to  the  option,  but  noted  that  the  lap  belt 
option  made  the  title  of  S4.1.'2.1  ("complete 
passive  protection"')  uiisleadin<r.  Volkswapcn 
noted  that  its  testintr  of  lielt  systems  without  the 
lap  belt  poi'tion  showed  little  loss  in  efficacy  in 
rolloxcr  crasiics.  No  r)thpi'  comments  on  this 
pi'o])osal  were  received.  The  pxistin<r  option 
S4. 1.2.1  is  therefoi-e  adopted  as  projtosed  so  that 
manufacturers  will  lie  alilc  to  inuuediately  under- 
take experimental  woilc  on  passive  lestraints  on 
an  o])tioual  basis  in  conformity  with  the  .Secre- 
tary's decision. 

There  were  no  objections  to  the  agency's  pro- 
posal to  permit  eithei-  a  Type  1  or  Type  2  seat 
belt  assembly  to  meet  the  re<iuirements,  and  thus 
it  is  made  final  as  proposed. 

The  XliTSA  i)roposed  two  changes  in  the  in- 
jury criteria  of  .S6  that  are  used  as  measures  of  a 
resti'aint  system's  (lualification  to  .Standard  No. 
208.  One  chan<re  proposed  an  increase  in  per- 
missible femm-  force  limits  from  1.700  pounds  to 
2.2.-)0  pounds.  .Vs  clarification  that  tension  loads 
are  not  inchidcd  in  measurement  of  these  forces, 
the  a<i:en(y  also  pioixised  that  the  word  "com- 
pressive" be  added  to  the  text  of  S6.4.  Most 
commenters  were  cautionary  about  the  changes. 
pointiufT  out  tliat  >usceptibility  to  fractui'e  is 
time  dependent,  that  acetabular  injury  could  be 
exacerbated  liy  increased  forces,  and  that  an;:ular 
applications  of  foi-ce  were  as  likely  in  the  real 
world  as  axial  forces  and  would  moic  likely 
fracture  the  fenuir. 

The  agency  is  aware  of  and  took  into  account 
these  consideration^  in  proposin<i'  the  somewhat 
hif^her  f<'iimr  force  limit.  The  afrency  started 
with  the  actual  field  experience  of  occupants  of 
G.M  aiul  \'olkswa<ren  vehicles  that  have  been 
shown  to  jiidibice  femur  force  readinj^s  of  about 
1,700  [)onnds.  Occupants  of  tliese  \ehicles  in- 
\'olved    ill    ci'ashes   have   not    >hown   a   siirnificant 


incidence  of  femur  fracture.  The  implication 
from  this  experience  that  the  1.700-pound  fipure 
can  safely  be  raised  somewhat  is  supported  in 
work  by  Patrick  on  compressive  femur  forces  of 
lelatively  lon<r  duration.  The  Patrick  data 
(taken  with  a<red  embalmed  cadavers)  indicate 
that  the  avera<re  fracture  load  of  the  patella- 
femur-pelvis  complex  is  1,910  pounds.  This 
average  is  considei'ed  conservative,  in  that  ca- 
daver bone  structure  is  frenerally  weaker  than 
li\in<r  human  tissues.  While  the.se  data  did  not 
address  anjrular  force  applications,  the  experi- 
ence of  the  GM  and  Volkswajren  vehicle  occu- 
pants df)es  su^jrest  that  angular  force  application 
can  <ro  higher  than  1.700  pounds. 

The  ajrency  does  not  agree  that  the  establish- 
ment of  the  somewhat  hi<rher  outer  limit  for 
permissible  femur  force  loads  of  2,250  pounds  is 
arbitrary.  What  is  often  ignored  by  the  medical 
conununity  and  others  in  commenting  on  the  in- 
jury criteria  found  in  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ards is  that  manufacturers  must  design  their 
restraint  systems  to  provide  greater  protection 
than  the  criteria  specified,  to  be  certain  that  each 
of  their  products  will  pass  compliance  tests  con- 
ducted by  the  XHTSA.  It  is  a  fact  of  industrial 
production  that  the  actual  performance  of  some 
units  will  fall  below  nominal  design  standards 
(for  ([uality  control  and  other  reasons).  Volks- 
wagen made  precisely  this  point  in  its  comments. 
Because  the  National  Traffic  and  ^lotor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  states  that  ea<'h  \ehicle  uuist  comply 
(l.-)  U.S.C\  §  1392(a)(1)  (a)),  manufacturers 
routinely  design  in  a  "compliance  margin"  of 
suiH'rior  perfornuince.  Thus,  it  is  extremely  un- 
likely that  a  restraint  sy.stem  designed  to  meet 
the  femur  force  load  criterion  of  2.2.")0  pounds 
will  in  fact  be  designed  to  [jrovide  only  that 
level  of  performance.  "With  the.se  considerations 
in  mind,  the  agency  iiuikes  final  the  changes  as 
proposed. 

While  not  proposed  for  change,  vehicle  manu- 
facturerN  commented  on  a  second  injury  criterion 
of  the  standaid:  A  limitation  of  the  acceleration 
experienced  by  the  dununy  thorax  during  the 
liarrier  ciasli  to  t!()g.  exce])t  for  inter\als  whose 
rumulstix'c  duration  is  tiot  more  than  •'>  milli- 
seconds (ms).  Until  .Vugnst  ;')1.  1!)77.  the  agency 
lias   >pecitie(l    the    ."society    of    Automoti\e    Engi- 


PART  572— PRE  14 


Effective:    July   5,    1978 


neers'  (SAE)  "severity  index"  as  a  siibstitnte  for 
tlie  BOfr-.'Jnis  limit,  liecause  of  fjieater  faiiiiliarity 
of  tlie  industry  witli  tliat  ciiteiion. 

General  ^lotors  leconuncnded  that  the  severity 
index  be  continued  as  the  chest  injury  criteiion 
until  a  basis  for  usin<r  cliest  deflection  is  devel- 
oped in  place  of  chest  acceleration.  GM  cited 
data  wiiich  indicate  tliat  chest  injury  from  cer- 
tain types  of  blunt  frontal  impact  is  a  statisti- 
cally sifniificant  function  of  chest  deflection  in 
humans,  while  not  a  function  of  impact  force  or 
spinal  acceleration.  GM  suggested  that  a  shift 
from  the  temporary  severity  index  measure  to 
the  60g-3ms  measurement  would  be  wasteful, 
because  there  is  no  "strong  indication"  that  the 
60g-3ms  measurement  is  more  meaningful  than 
the  severity  index,  and  some  restraint  systems 
have  to  be  redesigned  to  comply  with  the  new 
requirement. 

Unlike  GM,  Chrysler  argued  against  the  use 
of  acceleration  criteria  of  either  type  for  the 
chest,  and  rather  advocated  that  the  standard  be 
delayed  until  a  dummy  chest  with  better  deflec- 
tion characteristics  is  developed. 

The  Severity  Index  Criterion  allows  higher 
loadings  and  therefore  increases  the  possibility 
of  adverse  effects  on  the  chest.  It  only  indirectly  ' 
limits  the  accelerations  and  hence  the  forces 
which  can  be  applied  to  the  thorax.  Accelera- 
tion in  a  specific  impact  environment  is  consid- 
ered to  be  a  better  predictor  of  injury  than  the 
Severity  Index. 

NHTSA  only  allowed  belt  systems  to  meet  the 
Severity  Index  Criterion  of  1.000  instead  of  the 
60g-3ms  criterion  out  of  consideration  for  lead- 
time  problems,  not  because  the  Severity  Index 
Criterion  was  considered  superior.  It  is  recog- 
nized that  restraint  systems  such  as  lap-shoulder 
belts  apply  more  concentrated  forces  to  the 
thorax  than  air  cushion  restraint,  and  that  in- 
jury can  result  at  lower  forces  and  acceleration 
levels.  It  is  noted  that  the  Agency  is  considering 
rulemaking  to  restrict  forces  that  may  be  applied 
to  the  thorax  by  the  shoulder  belt  of  any  seat 
belt  assembly  (41  FR  5-1961;  December  16.  1976). 

With  regard  to  the  test  procedures  and  condi- 
tions that  underlie  the  requirements  of  the  stand- 
ard, the  agency  proposed  a  temperature  range 
for  testing  that  would  be  compatible  with  the 


temperature  sensitivity  of  the  test  dummy.  The 
test  dummy  specification  (Part  .572.  "Anthropo- 
morphic Test  Dummy,"  49  CFR  Part  .o7'2)  con- 
tains calibration  tests  that  are  conducted  at  any 
temperature  between  66°  and  78°  F.  This  is 
because  properties  of  lubricants  and  nonmetallic 
parts  used  in  tiie  dunuiiy  will  change  with  large 
tempeiature  changes  and  will  affect  the  dununy's 
objectivity  as  a  test  instrument.  It  was  proposed 
that  tile  Standard  Xo.  20S  crash  tests  be  con- 
ducted within  tiiis  temjjerature  range  to  eliminate 
the  potential  for  variability. 

The  only  manufacturers  that  objected  to  the 
temperature  specification  were  Porsche,  Bayer- 
ische  Motoren  "Werke  (BMW),  and  American 
^lotors  Corporation  (AMC).  In  each  case,  the 
manufacturers  noted  that  dynamic  testing  is  con- 
ducted outside  and  that  it  is  unreasonable  to 
limit  testing  to  the  few  days  in  the  year  when 
the  ambient  temperature  would  fall  within  the 
specified  12-degree  range. 

The  commenters  may  misunderstand  their  cer- 
tification responsibilities  under  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  .Safety  Act.  Section 
108(b)(2)  limits  a  manufacturer's  responsibility 
to  the  exercise  of  "due  care"  to  assure  compliance. 
The  XHTSA  has  long  interpreted  this  statutory 
"due  care"  to  mean  that  the  numufacturer  is  free 
to  test  its  products  in  any  fashion  it  chooses,  as 
long  as  the  testing  demonstrates  that  due  care 
was  taken  to  assure  that,  if  tested  by  XHTSA 
as  set  forth  in  the  standard,  the  product  would 
comply  with  the  standard's  requirements.  Thus, 
a  manufacturer  could  conduct  testing  on  a  day 
with  temperatures  othei-  than  those  specified,  as 
long  as  it  could  demonstrate  through  engineering 
calculations  or  otherwise,  that  the  dilference  in 
test  temperatures  did  not  invalidate  the  test  re- 
sults. Alternatively,  a  manufacturer  nught 
choose  to  perform  its  preparation  of  the  vehicle 
in  a  temporarily  erected  structure  (such  as  a 
tent)  that  maintains  a  temperature  within  the 
specified  range,  so  that  only  a  short  exposure 
during  acceleration  to  the  barrier  would  occur 
in  a  higher  or  lower  temperature.  To  assist  any 
such  arrangements,  the  test  temperature  condi- 
tion has  been  limited  to  require  a  stabilized 
temperature  of  the  test  dummy  only,  just  prior 
to  the  vehicle's  travel  toward  tlie  barrier. 
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In  response  to  iin  eailier  sujr<restion  fioni  GM. 
file  uii'eTicy  proijosed  fiirther  specificity  in  the 
clothin<r  worn  liy  the  dununy  dnrina:  tlie  criisii 
test.  Tiie  only  coiiunent  w.is  filed  liy  (tM.  which 
arjiiied  that  any  shoe  specificati((ii  othei-  than 
weiirht  would  he  unrelated  to  dununy  perfonu- 
ance  and  therefore  should  not  he  int-luded  in  the 
specification.  The  ajrency  disajrices.  and  notes 
that  the  size  and  shape  of  the  heel  on  the  shoe 
can  affect  the  placement  of  the  chnnniy  liinli 
within  tlie  vehicle.  For  this  I'eason,  the  clothinp 
s[)ecifications  are  made  fiin\l  as  pr(»posed,  except 
that  the  retiuirement  for  a  conforniinp  "confi^^- 
uration"  has  been  deleted. 

Kenaidt  and  Peu<reot  asked  for  confirmation 
that  pyrotechnic  pretensioners  for  belt  retractors 
are  not  prohibited  by  the  standard.  The  stand- 
ard's requirements  do  not  specify  the  desijin  by 
which  to  provide  the  specified  protection,  and  the 
af^ency  is  not  aware  of  any  aspect  of  the  standard 
that  would  prohibit  the  use  of  preten.sioning  de- 
vices, as  lon<r  as  the  three  performance  elements 
are  met. 

"With  re<rard  to  the  test  dunnny  used  in  the 
standard,  the  afrency  proposed  two  modifications 
of  Standard  No.  ^OS :  a  more  detailed  positionin<r 
procedure  for  placement  of  the  dununy  in  the 
x'ehicle  pi'ior  to  the  test,  and  a  new  re(|uirement 
that  the  dummy  remain  in  calibration  without 
adjustment  followin<;  the  barrier  crash.  Com- 
ments were  received  on  both  aspects  of  the 
proposal. 

The  dununy  positioning:  was  proposed  to  elimi- 
nate variation  in  the  conduct  of  repeatable  tests, 
particularly  auionj:-  vehicles  of  different  sizes. 
The  most  important  i)roi)osed  modification  was 
the  use  of  oidy  two  dununies  in  any  test  of  front 
.seat  restraints,  whether  or  not  the  system  is  de- 
si>i;ned  for  three  designated  seating  positions. 
The  propo.sal  was  intended  to  eliminate  the  prob- 
lem associated  with  placement  of  tlii'ee  ")Oth- 
percentile  male  dmumies  side-ln-side  in  a  smaller 
vehicle.  In  bench  seating  with  tliree  positions, 
the  system  would  have  to  comply  with  a  duimny 
at  the  driver's  position  and  at  either  of  the  other 
two  designated  seating  positions. 

(tM  supported  this  change,  but  noted  that 
twice  as  many  tests  of  I?-i)osition  bench-seat  ve- 
hicles woidd  be  re(|uired  as  before.  The  com[)any 
suggested    using  a   siiuulatetl    vehicle   crash   as   a 


means  to  test  the  passive  restraint  at  the  center 
seat  position.  The  agency  considers  this  ap- 
proach unrepresentative  of  the  actual  crash  [julse 
and  vehicle  kinematic  response  (e.g.,  i)itching. 
yawing)  that  occur  during  an  impact.  To  the 
degree  that  (iM  can  adopt  such  an  approach  in 
the  exercise  of  "due  care"  to  demonstrate  that 
the  center  seating  position  actually  complies,  the 
statute  does  not  prohibit  such  a  certification 
approach. 

Ford  objected  that  the  dunnuy  at  the  center 
seat  position  would  be  placed  about  4  inches  to 
tiie  right  of  the  center  of  the  designated  seating 
position  in  order  to  avoid  interference  with  the 
duimny  at  the  driver's  position.  While  the 
NTITSA  agrees  that  a  small  amount  of  displace- 
ment is  inevitable  in  smaller  vehicles,  it  may  well 
occur  in  the  real  world  also.  Further,  the  physi- 
cal dimensions  of  the  dummy  preclude  any  other 
positioning.  With  a  iluiiimy  at  the  driver's  posi- 
tion, a  dummy  at  the  center  position  cannot 
physically  be  placed  in  the  middle  of  the  seat  in 
all  cases.  In  view  of  these  realities,  the  agency 
makes  final  this  aspect  of  the  dummy  positioning 
as  proposed. 

GM  suggested  the  modification  of  other  stand- 
ards to  adopt  ":^-dummy"  positioning.  The 
compatibility  among  dynamic  tests  is  regularly 
reviewed  by  the  NIITSA  and  will  be  again  fol- 
lowing this  rulemaking  action.  For  the  moment, 
however,  only  those  actions  which  were  proposed 
will  be  acted  on. 

As  a  general  matter  with  regard  to  dunnny 
positioning.  General  Motors  found  the  new  speci- 
fications acceptable  with  a  few  changes.  GM 
cautioned  that  the  procedure  migiit  not  be  suf- 
ficiently reproducible  between  laboratories,  and 
Ghrysler  found  greater  \ariation  in  i)ositioning 
with  the  new  procetlures  than  with  Chrysler's 
own  i)rocediires.  The  agency's  use  of  the  proce- 
dure in  !.">  different  \ehicle  models  has  shown 
consistently  repeatable  results,  as  long  as  a  reason- 
able amount  of  care  is  taken  to  avoid  the  effect 
of  random  ini)uts  (see  "Repeatability  of  Set  Up 
and  Stability  of  Anthropometric  Landmarks  and 
Their  Influence  on  Impact  Kesponse  of  Automo- 
tive Crash  Test  Dummies."  Society  of  Automo- 
tive Kngineers,  Technical  Paper  No.  770260, 
1I'77).      Tiie    agencv    conchules    that,    with    the 


PART  572— PRE  16 


Effective:   July   5,    1978 


minor  improvements  cited  below,  the  positioning 
procedure  should  be  made  final  as  proposed. 

The  dummy  is  placed  at  a  seating  position  so 
that  its  midsagittal  plane  is  vertical  and  longi- 
tudinal. Volkswagen  argued  against  use  of  the 
midsagittal  plane  as  a  reference  for  dummy 
placement,  considering  it  difficult  to  define  as  a 
practical  matter  during  placement.  The  agency 
has  used  plane  markers  and  plane  lines  to  define 
the  midsagittal  plane  and  has  experienced  no 
significant  difficulty  in  placement  of  the  dummy 
with  these  techniques.  For  this  reason,  and  be- 
cause Volkswagen  suggested  no  simpler  orienta- 
tion technique,  the  agency  adopts  use  of  the 
midsagittal  plane  as  proposed. 

Correct  spacing  of  the  dummy's  legs  at  the 
driver  position  created  the  largest  source  of  ob- 
jections by  commenters.  Ford  expressed  concern 
that  an  inward-pointing  left  knee  could  result  in 
unrealistically  high  femur  loads  because  of 
femur-to-steering  column  impacts.  GM  asked 
that  an  additional  0.6  inch  of  space  be  specified 
between  the  dummy  legs  to  allow  for  installation 
of  a  device  to  measure  steering  column  displace- 
ment. Volkswagen  considered  specification  of 
the  left  Icnee  bolt  location  to  be  redundant  in 
light  of  the  positioning  specification  for  the  right 
knee  and  the  overall  distance  specification  be- 
tween the  knees  of  14.5  inches. 

The  commenters  may  not  have  understood  that 
the  14.5-  and  5.9-inch  dimensions  are  only  initial 
positions,  as  specified  in  88. 1.11. 1.1.  The  later 
specification  to  raise  the  femur  and  tibia  center- 
lines  "as  close  as  possible  to  vertical"  without 
contacting  the  vehicle  shifts  the  knees  from  their 
initial  spacing  to  a  point  just  to  the  left  and 
right  of  the  steering  column. 

As  for  GM's  concern  about  instrumentation, 
the  agency  does  not  intend  to  modify  this  posi- 
tioning procedure  to  accommodate  instrumenta- 
tion preferences  not  required  for  the  standard's 
purposes.  GM  may,  of  course,  make  test  modi- 
fications so  long  as  it  assures,  in  the  exercise  of 
due  care,  that  its  vehicles  will  comply  when 
tested  in  accordance  with  the  specification  by  the 
agency. 

In  the  case  of  a  vehicle  which  is  equipped  with 
a  front  Itench  .seat,  the  driver  dummy  is  placed 
on  the  bench  so  that  its  midsagittal  plane  inter- 


sects the  center  point  of  the  plane  described  by 
the  steering  wheel  rim.  BMW  pointed  out  that 
the  center  plane  of  the  driver's  seating  position 
may  not  coincide  with  the  steering  wheel  center 
and  that  dummy  placement  would  therefore  be 
unrealistic.  P^ord  believed  that  the  specification 
of  the  steering  wheel  reference  point  could  be 
more  precisely  specified. 

The  agency  believes  that  BMW  may  be  de- 
scribing otfset  of  the  driver's  seat  from  the  steer- 
ing wheel  in  bucket-seat  vehicles.  In  the  case  of 
bench-seat  veliicles.  there  appears  to  be  no  reason 
not  to  place  the  dmnmy  directly  behind  the  steer- 
ing wheel.  As  for  the  Ford  suggestion,  the 
agency  concludes  that  Ford  is  describing  the 
same  point  as  the  proposal  did,  assuming,  as  the 
agency  does,  that  the  axis  of  the  steering  column 
passes  through  the  center  point  described.  The 
Ford  description  does  have  the  effect  of  moving 
the  point  a  slight  distance  laterallj',  because  the 
steering  wheel  rim  upper  surface  is  somewhat 
higher  than  the  plane  of  the  rim  itself.  This 
small  distance  is  not  relevant  to  the  positioning 
being  specified  and  therefore  is  not  adopted. 

In  the  case  of  center-position  dummy  place- 
ment in  a  vehicle  with  a  drive  line  tunnel.  Ford 
requested  further  specification  of  left  and  right 
foot  placement.  The  agency  has  added  further 
s{)ecification  to  make  explicit  what  was  implicit 
in  the  specifications  proposed. 

Volkswagen  suggested  that  the  NHTSA  had 
failed  to  specify  knee  spacing  for  the  passenger 
side  dummy  placement.  In  actuality,  the  speci- 
fication in  S8.1.11.1.2  that  the  femur  and  tibia 
centerlines  fall  in  a  vertical  longitudinal  plane 
has  the  effect  of  dictating  the  distance  between 
the  passenger  dummy  knees. 

The  second  major  source  of  comments  con- 
cerned the  dummy  settling  procedure  that  assures 
uniformity  of  placement  on  the  seat  cushion  and 
against  the  seat  back.  Manufacturers  pointed 
out  that  lifting  the  dummy  within  the  vehicle, 
particularly  in  small  vehicles  and  those  with  no 
rear  seat  space,  cannot  be  accomplished  easily. 
While  the  XHTSA  recognizes  that  the  procedure 
is  not  simple,  it  is  desirable  to  improve  the  uni- 
formity of  diuamy  response  and  it  has  been  ac- 
complished by  the  NHTSA  in  several  small  cars 
(e.g.,    Volkswagen    Rabbit,    Honda    Civic,    Fiat 
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Spider,  DOT  HS-801-7r)4).  Therefore,  the  re- 
quests of  GM  and  Volkswagen  to  retain  the 
method  that  does  not  involve  lifting  has  boon 
denied.  In  response  to  Renault's  question,  tlie 
dnniniy  can  he  lifted  manually  l\v  a  strap  routed 
beneath  the  buttocks.  Also,  Volkswagen's  I'e- 
quest  for  more  variability  in  the  application  of 
rearward  force  is  denied  because,  while  difficult 
to  achieve,  it  is  desirable  to  maintain  uniformity 
in  dummy  placement.  In  response  to  tlie  re- 
quests of  several  manufacturers,  the  location  of 
the  9-square-inch  push  plate  has  been  raised  1.3 
inches,  to  facilitate  its  application  to  all  vehicles. 

Volkswagen  asked  with  regard  to  SIO.2.2  for 
a  clarification  of  what  constitutes  the  "lumbar 
spine"  for  purposes  of  dummy  flexing.  This 
refers  to  the  point  on  the  dummy  rear  surface  at 
the  level  of  the  top  of  the  dummy's  rubber  spine 
element. 

BMAV  asked  the  agency  to  reconsider  the 
placement  of  the  driver  dummy's  thumbs  over 
the  steering  wheel  rim  because  of  the  possibility 
of  damage  to  them.  The  company  asked  for  an 
option  in  placing  tlie  hands.  The  purpose  of 
the  specification  in  dummy  positioning,  however, 
is  to  remove  discretion  from  the  test  personnel, 
so  that  all  tests  are  run  in  the  same  fashion.  An 
option  under  these  circumstances  is  therefore  not 
appropriate. 

Ultrasystems,  Inc.,  pointed  out  two  minor  er- 
rors in  SlO.3  tliat  are  hereby  corrected.  The 
upper  arm  and  lower  arm  centerlines  are  oriented 
as  nearly  as  possible  in  a  vertical  plane  (rather 
than  straight  up  in  the  vertical),  and  the  little 
finger  of  the  passenger  is  placed  "barely  in  con- 
tact" with  the  seat  ratlier  than  "tangent"  to  it. 

Two  corrections  are  made  to  the  dummy  posi- 
tioning procedure  to  correct  obvious  ami  unin- 
tended conflicts  between  placement  of  the  dununy 
thighs  on  the  seat  cushion  and  placement  of  the 
right  leg  and  foot  on  the  acceleration  pedal. 

In  addition  to  tlie  positioning  proposed.  (Gen- 
eral Motors  suggested  that  positioning  of  the 
dummy's  iiead  in  the  fore-antl-aft  axis  would  be 
beneficial.  Tlie  agency  agrees  and  has  added 
such  a  specification  at  the  end  of  the  (himmy 
settling  procedure. 


In  a  matter  separate  from  the  positioning  pro- 
cedure, (xeneral  Motors,  Ford,  and  Renault  re- 
quested deletion  of  the  proposed  requirement  that 
the  dummy  maintain  proper  calibration  follow- 
ing a  crash  test  witliout  adjustment.  Such  a 
procedure  is  routine  in  test  protocols  and  the 
agency  considei-ed  it  to  be  a  beneficial  addition 
to  the  standard  to  further  demonstrate  the  cred- 
ilnlity  of  the  dummy  test  results.  GM,  however, 
has  pointed  out  that  the  limb  joint  adjustments 
for  the  crash  test  and  for  the  calibration  of  the 
lumber  bending  test  are  different,  and  that  it 
would  be  unfair  to  expect  continued  calibration 
without  adjustment  of  these  joints.  The  XHTSA 
accepts  this  objection  and,  until  a  means  for 
surmounting  this  difficulty  is  perfected,  the  pro- 
posed change  to  S8.1.8  is  withdrawn. 

In  another  matter  unrelated  to  dummy  posi- 
tioning, Volkswagen  argued  that  active  belt  sys- 
tems should  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements 
as  passive  belt  systems,  to  reduce  the  cost  differ- 
ential between  the  compliance  tests  of  the  two 
systems.  As  earlier  noted  the  XHTSA  has  issued 
an  advance  Xotice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  (41 
FR  54961,  December  16,  1976)  on  this  subject  and 
will  consider  Volkswagen's  suggestion  in  the  con- 
text of  that  rulemaking. 

Finally,  the  agency  proposed  the  same  belt 
warning  requirements  for  belts  provided  with 
passive  restraints  as  are  presently  required  for 
active  belts.  Xo  objections  to  the  requirement 
were  received  and  the  requirement  is  made  final 
as  proposed.  The  agency  also  takes  the  oppor- 
tunity to  delete  from  the  standard  the  out-of-date 
belt  warning  requirements  contained  in  ST. 3  of 
the  standard. 

RECOXSIDERATIOX  OF  DOCKET  73-8; 
XOTICE  04 

Tlie  XHTSA  has  received  two  petitions  for 
reconsideration  of  recent  amendments  in  its  test 
dummy  calibration  test  procedures  and  design 
specifications  (Part  572,  '■'■Anthropomorphic  Test 
Dummy,'"  49  CFR  Part  572).  Part  572  estab- 
lishes, })y  means  of  approximately  250  drawings 
and  five  calibration  tests,  the  exact  specifications 
of  the  test  device  referred  to  earlier  in  this  notice 
that  simulates  the  occupant  of  a  motor  vehicle 
for  crash  testing  purposes. 
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Apart  from  requests  for  a  technical  chanpe  of 
the  hmiliar  flexion  force  specifications,  the  peti- 
tions from  General  ^lotors  and  Ford  contained  a 
repetition  of  objections  made  earlier  in  the  riile- 
niakinfj;  about  the  adequacy  of  the  dummy  as  an 
objective  measuring  device.  Three  issues  were 
raised :  lateral  response  characteristics  of  the 
dummy,  failure  of  the  dummy  to  meet  the  five 
subassembly  caliliration  limits,  and  the  need  for 
a  "whole  systems"  calibration  of  the  assembled 
dununy.  P'oUowinij:  recei])t  of  these  comments, 
the  agency  published  notification  in  the  Federal 
Regiater  tliat  it  would  entertain  any  other  com- 
ments on  the  issue  of  objectivity  (42  FR  28200; 
June  2,  1077).  General  comments  were  received 
from  Chrysler  Corporation  and  American 
Motors,  repeatinfr  their  positions  from  earlier 
comments  that  the  dununy  does  not  qualify  as 
objective. 

The  objectivity  of  the  dummy  is  at  issue  be- 
cause it  is  the  measurin<i:  device  that  registers  the 
acceleration  and  force  readings  specified  by 
Standard  Xo.  208  during  a  30-mph  impact  of  the 
tested  vehicle  into  a  fixed  barrier.  The  resulting 
readings  for  each  vehicle  tested  must  remain  be- 
low a  certain  level  to  constitute  compliance. 
Certification  of  compliance  by  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer is  accomplished  by  crash  testing  repre- 
sentative vehicles  with  the  dummy  installed. 
Verification  of  compliance  by  the  XHTSA  is 
accomplished  liv  crash  testing  one  or  more  of  the 
same  model  vehicle,  also  with  a  test  dummy  in- 
stalled. It  is  important  that  readings  taken  by 
different  dmnmies,  or  by  the  same  dununy  repeat- 
edly, accurately  reflect  the  forces  and  accelera- 
tions that  are  being  experienced  by  the  vehicle 
during  the  barrier  crash.  This  does  not  imply 
that  the  readings  produced  in  tests  of  two  ve- 
hicles of  the  same  design  must  be  identical.  In 
the  real  world,  in  fact,  literally  identical  vehicles, 
crash  circumstances,  and  test  dunnnies  are  not 
l)hysically  attainable. 

It  is  api)arent  from  this  discussion  that  an 
accurate  reflection  of  the  forces  and  accelerations 
experienced  in  nominally  identical  vehicles  does 
not  depend  on  the  specification  of  the  test  dununy 
alone.  For  example,  identically  specified  and 
responsive  ilummies  would  not  provide  identical 
readings  unless  reasonable  care  is  exercised  in  the 
preparation  and  placement  of  the  dununy.    Such 


care  is  analogous  to  that  exercised  in  positioning 
a  ruler  to  assure  that  it  is  at  the  exact  point 
where  a  measurement  is  to  commence.  Xo  one 
would  blame  a  ruler  for  a  bad  measurement  if  it 
were  carelessly  placed  in  the  wrong  position. 

It  is  equally  apparent  that  the  forces  and  ac- 
celerations experienced  in  nominally  identical 
vehicles  will  only  be  identical  by  the  greatest  of 
coincidence.  The  small  differences  in  body  struc- 
ture, even  of  mass-produced  vehicles,  will  affect 
the  crash  pulse.  The  particular  deployment 
speed  and  shape  of  the  cushion  portion  of  an 
inflatable  restraint  system  will  also  affect  results. 

All  of  these  factors  would  affect  the  accelera- 
tions and  forces  experienced  by  a  human  occu- 
pant of  a  vehicle  certified  to  comply  with  the 
occupant  restraint  standard.  Thus,  achievement 
of  identical  conditions  is  not  only  impossible 
(due  to  the  inhei-ent  differences  between  tested 
vehicles  and  underlying  conditions)  but  would 
be  unwise.  Literally  identical  tests  would  en- 
courage the  design  of  safety  devices  that  would 
not  adequately  serve  the  variety  of  circumstances 
encountered  in  actual  crash  exposure. 

At  the  same  time,  the  safety  standards  must 
be  "stated  in  objective  terms"  so  that  the  manu- 
facturer knows  how  its  product  will  be  tested 
and  under  what  circumstances  it  will  have  to 
comply.  A  complete  lack  of  dununy  positioning 
procedures  would  allow  placement  of  the  dummy 
in  any  posture  and  would  nuike  certification  of 
compliance  \'irtually  impossible.  A  balancing  is 
provided  in  the  test  procedures  between  the  need 
for  realism  and  the  need  for  objectivity. 

The  test  dununy  also  represents  a  balancing 
between  realism  (l)iofidelity)  and  objectivity 
(repeatability).  One-piece  cast  metal  dummies 
could  be  placed  in  the  seating  positions  and 
instrumented  to  register  crash  forces.  One  could 
argue  that  these  dummies  did  not  act  at  all  like  a 
human  and  did  not  measure  what  would  happen 
to  a  human,  but  a  lack  of  repeatability  could  not 
be  ascribed  to  them.  At  the  other  end  of  the 
spectrum,  an  extremely  complex  and  realistic 
surrogate  could  be  substituted  for  the  existing 
Part  r)72  dununy,  which  would  act  realistically 
but  differently  each  time,  as  one  might  expect 
different  humans  to  do. 
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The  existing  Part  i'u-2  diiinmy  represents  3 
years  of  eflfort  to  pro\i(le  a  measuring:  instrument 
that  is  sufficiently  i-ealistic  and  repeatable  to 
serve  tlie  purposes  of  the  crash  standard.  Lilce 
any  measurinji:  instrument,  it  lias  to  he  used  with 
care.  As  in  the  case  of  any  complex  instru- 
mentation, particular  care  must  be  exercised  in 
its  proper  use,  and  there  is  little  expectation  of 
literally  identical  readings. 

The  dummy  is  articulated,  and  built  of  ma- 
terials that  permit  it  to  react  dynamically,  simi- 
larly to  a  human.  It  is  the  dynamic  reactions  of 
the  dummy  that  introduce  the  complexity  that 
makes  a  check  on  repeatability  desiral:)le  and 
necessary.  The  agency  therefore  devised  five 
calibration  procedures  as  standards  for  the  eval- 
uation of  the  important  dynamic  dvunmy  response 
characteristics. 

Since  the  specifications  and  calibration  proce- 
dures were  established  in  August  1!*73,  a  substan- 
tial amomit  of  manufacturing  and  test  experience 
has  been  gained  in  the  Part  572  dununy.  The 
quality  of  the  dummy  as  manufactured  by  the 
three  available  domestic  commercial  sources  has 
improved  to  the  point  where  it  is  the  agency's 
judgment  that  the  device  is  as  repeatable  and 
reproducible  as  instrumentation  of  such  complex- 
ity can  be.  As  noted,  GM  and  Ford  disagree 
and  raised  three  issues  with  regard  to  dununy 
objectivity  in  their  petitions  for  reconsiileration. 

Lateral  responm  charactei'istics.  Recent  sled 
tests  of  the  Part  ^u'l  dununy  in  lateral  impacts 
show  a  high  level  of  repeatability  from  test  to 
test  and  reproducibility  from  one  dunnny  to  an- 
other ("Evaluation  of  Part  ^u2  Dummies  in  Side 
Impacts"— DOT  H8  020  858).  Further  modifi- 
cation of  the  lateral  and  rollover  passive  restraint 
requirements  into  an  option  that  can  be  met  by 
installation  of  a  lap  belt  makes  the  lateral  re- 
sponse characteristics  of  the  dunnny  largely 
academic.  As  noted  in  Notice  4  of  Docket  73-8 
(42  FR  7148;  February  7,  1977),  "Any  manu- 
facturer that  is  concerned  with  the  objectivity  of 
the  dummy  in  such  [lateral]  impacts  would  pro- 
vide lap  belts  at  the  front  seating  i)ositions  in 
lieu  of  conducting  the  lateral  or  rollover  tests." 

"While  the  frontal  crash  test  can  be  conducted 
at  any  angle  up  to  30  degrees  from  perpendicular 
to  the  barrier  face,  it  is  the  agency's  finding  that 


the  lateral  forces  acting  on  the  test  instrument 
are  secondary  to  forces  in  the  midsagittal  plane 
and  do  not  operate  as  a  constraint  on  vehicle  and 
restraint  design.  Compliance  tests  conducted  by 
XHTSA  to  date  in  the  30-degree  oblique  impact 
condition  have  consistently  generated  similar 
dunnny  readings.  In  addition,  they  are  consid- 
erably lower  than  in  perpendicular  barrier  im- 
pact tests,  which  renders  them  less  critical  for 
compliance  certification  purposes. 

Repeatahility  of  dummy  calihration.  Ford 
(juestioned  the  dununy's  repeatability,  based  on 
its  analysis  of  "round-robin"  testing  conducted 
in  1973  for  Ford  at  three  diti'ereent  test  labora- 
tories (Ford  Report  Xo.  ESRO  S-76-3  (1976)) 
and  on  analysis  of  XHTSA  calibration  testing 
of  seven  test  dunnnies  in  1974  (DOT-HS-801- 
861). 

In  its  petition  for  reconsideration,  Ford 
equated  dummy  ol)jectivity  with  repeatability  of 
the  calibration  test  results  and  concluded  "it  is 
impracticable  to  attempt  to  meet  the  Part  572 
component  calibration  requirements  with  test 
dunnnies  constructed  according  to  the  Part  572 
drawing  specifications." 

The  Ford  anal3"sis  of  XHTSA's  seven  dunnnies 
showed  only  56  of  100  instances  in  which  all  of 
the  dunnny  calibrations  satisfied  the  criteria. 
The  XHTSA's  attempts  to  reproduce  the  Ford 
calculations  to  reach  this  conclusion  were  unsuc- 
cessful, even  after  including  the  H03  dumni}' 
with  its  obvio)isly  defective  neck.  This  neck 
failed  badly  11  times  in  a  row,  and  yet  Ford 
apparently  used  these  tests  in  its  estimate  of 
56  percent  compliance.  This  is  the  equivalent  of 
concluding  that  the  specification  for  a  stop  watch 
is  inadequate  because  of  repeated  failui'e  in  a 
stop  watch  with  an  obviously  defective  part.  In 
this  case,  tiie  calibration  procedure  was  doing 
precisely  its  job  in  identifying  the  defective  part 
by  demonstrating  that  it  did  not  in  fact  meet  the 
specification. 

The  significance  of  the  "learning  curve"  for 
(piality  control  in  dummy  manufacture  is  best 
understood  by  comparison  of  tiiree  sets  of  elunnny 
calibration  results  in  chronological  order.  Ford 
in  earlier  connnents  relied  on  its  own  "I'ound- 
robin"  crash  testing,  involving  nine  test  dummies. 
Ford  stated  that  none  of  the  nine  dummies  could 
pass   all    of   tiie   component    calibration    ie(iniie- 
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meiits.  What  the  XIITSA  l(>ariipil  through 
follow-up  ((lU'stion.s  to  Ford  was  that  tlnop  of  the 
nine  duniniies  wore  not  linilt  oii<rinally  as  Part 
o7'2  (biinmies.  ami  that  the  othoi'  six  wcii'  not 
fully  certified  hv  their  manufacturers  as  qnalifv- 
inp-  as  Part  ■'>7-2  dununies.  Tn  addition.  Ford 
insti'ucted  its  contractors  to  use  the  dununies  as 
provided  whether  oi'  not  they  met  the  Part  .-)72 
specifications. 

In  contrast,  recent  XHTSA  testiuir  conducted 
by  Calspan  (DOT-HS-fi-Oir.l-f.  May  and  June 
1977  prop-ress  rei)orts)  and  the  results  of  tests 
conducted  by  (iM  (USG  ir.02.  Docket  7?,-S.  GR 
64)  demonstrate  pood  repeatability  and  reproduc- 
ibility of  dummies.  In  the  Calspan  testinp  a 
total  of  152  calibration  tests  weie  completed  on 
four  dununies  from  two  manufacturers.  The 
results  for  all  fi^'e  calibration  tests  wei-e  observed 
to  be  within  the  specified  performance  criteria 
of  Part  i)7'2.  The  apency  concludes  that  the 
learninp  curve  in  the  manufacturinp  process  has 
reached  the  point  where  repeatability  and  repro- 
ducibility of  the  dunmiy  has  been  fully  demon- 
strated. 

Interestinply.  Fold's  own  analysis  of  its  round- 
robin  testinp  concludes  that  variations  amonp  the 
nine  dununies  were  not  sipnificant  to  the  test 
results.  At  the  same  time,  the  ()\"eridl  accelera- 
tion and  force  readinps  did  vai-y  substantially. 
Ford  arpucil  that  this  showed  unarceptablc 
varialulity  of  the  test  as  a  whole,  because  they 
had  used  "identical"  vehicles  for  crash  testinp. 
Ford  attributed  the  variations  in  i-esvdts  to 
"chance  factors."  listinp  as  factors  placement  of 
the  dummy.  [)ostural  chanpes  durinp  the  ride  to 
the  liarrier.  speed  vai'iations.  uncertainty  as  to 
just  what  part  of  the  instiument  panel  or  other 
structure  would  be  impact  loaded,  instrumenta- 
tion, and  any  vai'iations  in  the  dynamics  of  air 
bap  deployment  from  one  vehicle  to  another. 

The  apency  does  not  consider  these  to  be  un- 
controlled factois  since  they  can  be  preatly  re- 
duced by  carefully  ccmtrollinp  test  procedures. 
In  addition,  they  are  not  considered  to  lie  un- 
acceptable ''chance  factoi's"  that  should  be  elim- 
inated from  the  test.  The  most  important 
advantape  of  the  l)arrier  impact  test  is  that  it 
sinnilates  with  some  realism  what  can  l)e  experi- 
enced by  a  Inuiian  occui)ant.  while  at  the  same 
time   liiiiitinp  \ariatiiiu   to  achie\c  repeataliility. 


.\s  discussed,  nominally  identical  vehicles  ai'e  not 
in  fact  identical,  the  dynamics  of  deployment 
will  \ai'v  from  vehicle  to  vehicle,  and  humans 
will  adopt  a  larpe  number  of  different  seated 
positions  in  the  real  world.  The  IiO-mph  barrier 
impact  re(|uires  the  manufacturer  to  take  these 
\ariables  into  account  Ijv  providinp  adequate 
protection  for  more  than  an  overly  structured 
test  situation.  .Vt  the  same  time,  dnminj'  posi- 
tioninp  is  specified  in  ade<[uate  detail  so  that  the 
manufacturer  knows  how  the  XIITSA  will  set 
up  a  vehicle  pi'ior  to  conduct  inp  compliance  test 
checks. 

"Who/c  si/sfe/D'i"  rah'hifift'on.  Ford  and  GM 
both  suppested  a  "whole  systems"  calibration  of 
of  the  dummy  as  a  necessary  additional  check 
on  dummy  repeatability.  The  apency  has  de- 
nied these  requests  previously,  because  the  dem- 
onstrated I'epeatability  and  reproducibility  of 
Part  '>7-2  dununies  based  on  current  si)ecification 
is  adefjuate.  The  use  of  whole  systems  calibra- 
tion tests  as  suppested  would  be  extremely  expen- 
sive and  would  unnecessarily  comi)licate  compli- 
ance testinp. 

It  is  instructive  that  neither  (General  Motors 
nor  Ford  has  been  specific  about  the  calibration 
tests  they  ha\e  in  miiul.  Because  of  the  variables 
inheient  in  a  hiph  enerpy  barrier  crash  test  at 
31)  mph.  the  apency  judpes  that  any  calibration 
readinps  taken  on  the  dmumy  would  he  over- 
whelmed by  the  other  inputs  actinp  on  the  dummy 
in  this  test  eiuironment.  The  Ford  conclusion 
from  its  I'ound-robin  testinp  aprees  that  dunnny 
\arial)ility  is  a  relatively  insipnificant  factor  in 
the  total  variability  experienced  in  this  type  of 
test. 

(iM  was  most  specific  about  its  concern  for 
rei)eatability  testinp  of  the  whole  dununy  in  its 
comments  in  response  to  Docket  74-14;  Xotice 
01: 

Dmumy  whole  body  response  requirements 
are  coTisidered  necessary  to  assure  that  a 
dmmuy.  assembled  from  certified  components, 
has  acceptable  response  as  a  completed  struc- 
ture. Interactions  between  coupled  components 
and  subsystems  nmst  not  be  assumed  acceptable 
simi)ly  because  the  components  themselves  have 
been  certified.  Variations  in  coupling  may 
lea<l  to  sipnificant  variation  in  dummy  response. 
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Tlipro  is  !i  far  siniplor,  luoi'o  coiit rolled  iiipans 
to  assui'e  oneself  of  coi'i-cct  foui)liii<:'  of  compo- 
nents than  by  means  of  a  'Svhole  systems"  cali- 
bration. If,  for  example,  a  laboiatory  wishes  to 
assure  itself  that  the  couplinfr  of  the  dummy 
neck  stiMictui'e  is  i)roperly  accomplislied,  a  simple 
static^illy  applied  input  may  be  made  to  the  neck 
prioi-  to  coupling  to  obtain  a  sample  readin<r,  and 
then  the  same  simple  statically  applied  input  may 
be  repeated  after  the  coupling-  has  been  com- 
pleted. This  is  a  commonly  accepted  means  to 
assure  that  "boltinfr  tojrether"  the  pieces  is  prop- 
erly accomplished. 

Lumbar  ftpine  f.exion.  The  flexibility  of  the 
dummy  spine  is  specified  by  means  of  a  calibra- 
tion procedure  that  involves  bending  the  spine 
throu<rh  a  forward  arc,  with  specified  resistance 
to  the  bendinfT  beino;  re<!:istered  at  specified  aniiles 
of  the  bendino:  arc.  The  dummy's  ability  to  flex 
is  partially  controlled  by  the  characteristics  of 
the  abdominal  insert.  In  Notice  04.  the  apency 
increased  the  level  of  resistance  that  must  be 
I'efcistered,  in  conjunction  with  a  decision  not  to 
specify  a  sealed  abdominal  sac  as  had  lieen  pro- 
posed. Either  of  these  dummy  characteristics 
could  ati'ect  the  lumbar  spine  flexion  i)erform- 
ance. 

Because  of  the  afrency's  incomplete  explanation 
for  its  actions.  Ford  and  General  Motors  peti- 
tioned for  reconsideration  of  the  decision  to  take 
one  action  without  the  other.  Both  companies 
sujjfjrested  that  the  specification  of  resistance 
levels  be  returned  to  that  which  had  existed 
previously.  The  a<>:ency  was  not  clear  that  it 
intended  to  <ro  forward  with  the  stifl'er  spine 
flexiotr  performance,  ((uite  apart  from  the  deci- 
sion to  not  specify  an  alxlomen  sealin<r  specifica- 
tion. The  ptirpose  for  the  "stiffer"  spine  is  to 
attain  more  consistent  toi'so  I'eturn  ani;le  and  to 
assure  bettei'  duimiiy  stability  duriiiii-  vehick'  ac- 
celeration to  impact  speed. 

To  assure  itself  of  the  wisdom  of  this  course  of 
action,  the  a<rencv  has  performed  dmiimy  cali- 
bration tests  demonstrating  that  the  amended 
spine  flexion  and  alxlominal  force  deflection 
chai'acteristics  can  be  consistently  achiexed  with 
both  \ented  and  uinented  abdominal  inserts 
(DOT  IIS-(>20S7r.  (1977)). 

Based  on  the  considered  amilysis  and  review 
sot  foith  al)o\-e.  the  XHTSA  denies  the  petitions 


of  (iciuTal  Motors  and  Ford  Mf)tor  ("ompaiiy  foi' 
further  iiiodilicat ion  of  the  test  dunmiy  specifica- 
tion and  calibration  procedures  for  reasons  of 
test  ihmnuy  objectivity. 

In  consideration  of  the  foreuoinu.  Standard 
Xo.  -iOS  (4!)  CFK  .'iTl.-iOS)  is  amended  as  pro- 
posed with  chan<;es  set  forth  below,  and  Part  572 
(49  CFK  Pai't  572)  is  amended  by  the  addition 
of  a  new  sentence  at  the  end  of  §  572.5,  General 
Dii{cr'ij)f')()ii.  that  states:  "A  specimen  of  the 
dummy  is  a\ailable  for  surface  measurements, 
and  access  caii  be  arraufred  throujih :  Office  of 
Crashwfjrthiness,  X^ational  Iliahway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration.  400  Seventh  Street.  S.W., 
Washiufiton,  D.C.  2059()."' 

In  accordance  with  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation policy  encourafrin<;'  adequate  analysis  of 
the  consecjuences  of  re<iulatory  action  (41  FK 
16200;  April  16.  1976).  the  Department  has  eval- 
uated the  economic  and  other  consequences  of  this 
amendment  on  the  public  and  private  sectors. 
The  modifications  of  an  existino'  option,  the 
simplification  and  clarification  of  test  procedures, 
and  the  increase  in  feuuir  force  loads  are  all 
judged  to  be  actions  that  simplify  testing  and 
make  it  less  expensive.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
"two  dummy"  positioning  procedure  may  occasion 
additional  testing  expense  in  some  lai-ger  vehicles, 
but  not  the  level  of  expense  that  would  have 
general  economic  efl'ects. 

Till'  etl'ecti\e  date  for  the  changes  has  been 
estalilished  as  one  yeai'  from  the  date  of  publica- 
tion to  permit  ^'olks\vagen.  the  only  manufac- 
turer presently  cei'tifying  compliance  of  vehicles 
using  thesi'  test  procedures,  sufficient  time  to 
evaluate  the  efl'ect  of  the  changes  on  the  com- 
|)liance  of  its  products. 

The  program  official  and  lawyei'  principally 
i-esponsible  for  the  development  of  this  amend- 
ment are  (iuy  Hunter  and  Tad  Ilerlihy.  respec- 
tively. 

(Sec.  103.  lli>.  Pub.  L.  S9-.-)63,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392.  1407);  delegation  of  authority 
at  4!»  CFK  1..V).) 

Issued  uu  .luue  ."lO.  1977. 

Joan    Claybiook 
Administratoi- 
42  F.R.  34299 
July  5,  1977 
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ACTION:    Final  rule. 


SUMMARY:  This  notice  is  issued  in  conjunction 
with  new  Standard  No.  213,  Child  Restraint 
Systems,  which  requires  child  restraint  systems  to 
be  dynamically  tested  using  anthropomorphic  test 
dummies  representing  6-month-old  and  3-year-old 
children.  This  notice  establishes  the  specifications 
for  the  dummies  to  be  used  in  the  child  restraint 
testing.  In  addition,  it  sets  performance  criteria  as 
calibration  checks  to  assure  the  repeatability  of  the 
dummy's  performance. 

DATES:  The  amendment  is  effective  upon  publica- 
tion in  the  Federal  Register.  December  27,  1979. 

ADDRESSES:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.   Vladislav   Radovich,    Office   of  Vehicle 
Safety  Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590 
(202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

This  notice  amends  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic 
Test  Dummies,  to  establish  specifications  and  per- 
formance requirements  for  two  test  dummies,  one 
representing  a  6-month-old  child  and  the  other 
representing  a  3-year-old  child.  This  final  rule  is 
issued  to  supplement  new  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Restraint  Systems,  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  for  December  13,  1979  (44  FR  72131). 
Standard  No.  213  evaluates  the  performance  of 
child  restraints  in  dynamic  sled  tests  using  the 
anthropomorphic  test  dummies  whose  specifica- 


tions are  established  in  this  final  rule.  Restraints 
recommended  for  children  weighing  20  pounds  or 
less  will  be  tested  with  an  anthropomorphic 
dummy  representing  a  6-month-old  child  and 
restraints  recommended  for  children  weighing 
more  than  20  pounds,  but  not  more  than  50  pounds 
will  be  tested  with  an  anthropomorphic  dummy 
representing  a  3-year-old  child. 

On  May  18,  1978,  NHTSA  published  a  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  for  the  anthropomorphic  test 
dummy  amendment  (43  FR  21490)  and  the  child 
restraint  standard  (43  FR  21470).  The  comment 
closing  date  for  both  notices  was  December  1, 
1978.  The  May  18,  1978,  proposal  on  the 
anthropomorphic  dummies  noted  that  the  calibra- 
tion requirements  proposed  for  the  3-year-old  child 
test  dummy  were  tentative.  The  agency  said  it 
would  continue  further  testing  on  the  calibrations 
and  the  results  of  that  work  would  be  placed  in  the 
public  docket  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  testing 
was  completed.  Based  on  the  testing,  NHTSA 
tentatively  decided  to  make  several  minor 
modifications  to  the  test  dummy  specifications  and 
calibration  requirements  to  improve  the  accuracy 
of  the  test  dummy  as  a  tool  for  measuring  the 
performance  of  child  restraints.  A  copy  of  the 
modifications  was  placed  in  the  public  docket  on 
September  27,  1978,  and  the  dummy  manufac- 
turers and  child  restraint  testing  facilities  were 
advised  of  the  modifications.  The  tentative 
modifications  were  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  November  16,  1978  (43  FR  53478). 

At  the  request  of  the  JuvenOe  Products  Manufac- 
turers Association,  the  agency  extended  the 
comment  closing  date  until  January  5,  1979,  for 
the  portions  of  the  child  restraint  and  test  dummy 
proposals  dealing  with  testing  with  the 
anthropomorphic  dummies.  NHTSA  granted  the 
extension  because  manufacturers  were  reportedly 
having    problems    obtaining    the    proposed    test 
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dummies  to  conduct  their  own  evaluations.  Based 
on  information  gathered  by  the  agency  about  the 
availabihty  of  testing  facihties  and  dummies,  the 
agency  concluded  that  manufacturers  could  con- 
duct the  necessary  testings  before  the  extended 
comment  closing  date. 

On  December  21,  1978,  NHTSA  made  available 
one  of  the  agency's  test  dummies  to  General 
Motors  Corp.  (GM)  for  the  purpose  of  resolving 
certain  calibration  problems  GM  reported  it  had 
experienced  with  its  own  test  dummy.  All  other 
interested  parties  also  were  advised  of  the 
availability  of  the  NHTSA  test  dummy  and  informed 
that  NHTSA  did  not  plan  to  issue  a  final  rule  on  the 
test  dummy  proposal  until  at  least  mid-summer. 
The  agency  said  it  would  review  additional  testing 
material  submitted  to  the  docket  before  issuance  of 
the  final  rule.  The  final  rule  issuance  date  was 
subsequently  rescheduled  for  October  1979  in  the 
Department's  March  1,  1979,  Semi-Annual 
Regulations  Agenda  (44  FR  Part  H,  38)  and  for 
November  1979  in  the  August  27, 1979  Agenda  (44 
FR  50195). 

Following  issuance  of  the  May  1978  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking,  NHTSA  conducted  addi- 
tional testing  of  the  test  dummies.  This  testing, 
completed  in  July  1979,  further  confirmed  the 
results  of  the  agency's  prior  testing  which  showed 
the  anthropomorphic  dummies  to  be  objective  test 
devices.  The  results  of  this  testing  were  periodically 
placed  in  the  public  docket  so  that  all  interested 
parties  could  comment  on  them. 

This  final  rule  is  based  on  the  data  obtained  in 
the  agency's  testing,  data  submitted  in  the  com- 
ments, and  data  obtained  from  other  pertinent 
documents  and  test  reports.  Significant  comments 
submitted  to  the  docket  are  addressed  below. 

Infant  Test  Dummy 

The  infant  test  dummy  is  based  on  a  simple 
design  representing  the  dimensions  and  mass 
distribution  characteristics  of  a  6-month-old  child. 
The  test  dummy  is  used  to  assess  the  ability  of 
infant  restraints  to  retain  their  occupants  and 
maintain  their  structural  integrity  during  dynamic 
testing.  Because  of  its  construction,  the  dummy 
cannot  be  instrumented  to  measure  the  forces  that 
would  be  exerted  upon  an  infant  in  a  crash. 
NHTSA's  tests  have  shown  the  infant  dummy  will 
reliably  and  consistently  represent  the  dynamics  of 
an  infant  during  simulated  impact  tests. 


GM,  the  only  party  to  comment  on  the  specifica- 
tion for  the  infant  test  dummy,  reported  that  it  had 
"no  significant  problem  in  building  or  verifying  the 
compliance  of  the  dummy  to  the  proposed 
specification."  To  improve  the  durability  of  the 
test  dummy,  GM  recommended  adding  a  wooden 
form  to  the  head  to  maintain  its  geometry  and 
using  steel  instead  of  lead  for  ballast  in  the  test 
dummy.  Since  these  recommendations  should  not 
affect  the  dummy's  performance  and  should 
increase  its  durability,  NHTSA  has  adopted  a 
modified  version  of  the  proposed  changes.  The 
changes  add  a  plastic  form  to  the  dummy's  head, 
since  a  plastic  form  is  easier  to  manufacture  and 
duplicate  than  a  wooden  form.  In  addition,  a  por- 
tion of  the  ballast  materials  are  now  required  to  be 
steel  and  aluminum. 

The  revised  design  drawings  and  a  construction 
manual  for  the  infant  dummy  are  available  for 
examination  in  the  NHTSA  docket  section,  which 
is  open  from  7:45  a.m.  to  4:15  p.m.,  Monday 
through  Friday.  Copies  of  these  documents  can  be 
obtained  from:  Keuffel  and  Esser  Co.,  1512  North 
Danville  Street,  Arlington,  Virginia  22201. 

3-Year-Old  Child  Test  Dummy 

The  test  dummy  representing  a  3-year-old  child 
is  based  on  the  Alderson  Model  VIP-3C  test 
dummy.  It  was  chosen  over  the  other  available  test 
dummies  representing  a  3-year-old  child,  such  as 
the  Sierra  492-03  test  dummy,  because  it  has  more 
complete  design  details,  can  adequately  withstand 
the  test  load  imposed  during  impact  testing,  has 
more  accurate  anthropometry  and  mass  distribu- 
tion, can  be  easily  instrumented  for  testing,  more 
closely  simulates  the  responses  of  a  child  during 
impact  testing  and  has  more  consistent  head  and 
chest  acceleration  measurements  during  impact 
testing. 

As  with  the  infant  test  dummy,  the  final  rule 
establishes  a  complete  set  of  design  specifications 
for  the  3-year-old  test  dummy.  For  the  3-year-old 
test  dummy,  NHTSA  has  provided:  a  drawing 
package  containing  all  of  the  technical  details  of 
the  dummy  parts  and  the  stages  of  dummy 
manufacture;  a  set  of  master  patterns  for  all  molded 
and  cast  parts  of  the  dummy;  and  a  maintenance 
manual  containing  instructions  for  the  assembly, 
disassembly,  use,  adjustment  and  maintenance  of 
the  dummy.  These  materials  will  ensure  that 
manufacturers  can  accurately  and  consistently 
produce  the  test  dummy. 
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The  drawings  and  the  maintenance  manual  for 
the  3-year-old  test  dummy  are  available  for 
examination  at  the  agency's  docket  section.  Copies 
of  these  drawings  and  the  maintenance  manual  can 
be  obtained  from  the  Keuffel  and  Esser  Co.,  1512 
North  Danville  Street,  Arlington,  Va.  22201.  In 
addition,  patterns  for  all  the  cast  and  molded  parts 
are  available  on  a  loan  basis  from  the  agency's 
Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  at  the  address 
given  at  the  beginning  of  this  notice. 

Calibration  Requirements 

Unlike  the  infant  test  dummy,  the  3-year-old 
child  test  dummy  can  be  instrumented  with 
accelerometers  to  measure  the  forces  imposed  on 
the  dummy  during  an  impact.  Thus,  in  Standard 
No.  213,  Child  Restraint  Systems,  the  3-year-old 
test  dummy  is  used  to  measure  the  amount  of  head 
and  knee  excursion  and  the  magnitude  of  head  and 
chest  acceleration  allowed  by  the  child  restraint. 

Since  a  test  dummy  is  a  complex  instrument 
required  to  measure  important  parameters,  it  is 
essential  that  the  test  dummy  be  properly 
calibrated  to  ensure  accurate  and  repeatable 
results.  NHTSA  has  developed  detailed  test 
dummy  specifications  and  instrumentation 
requirements  to  ensure  that  the  test  dummies  are 
as  much  as  possible  identically  constructed  and 
identically  instrumented.  The  agency  also 
developed  calibration  performance  requirements 
that  the  test  dummy  must  meet  in  dynamic  and 
static  tests.  The  calibration  tests  will  determine 
whether  the  test  dummies  are  uniformly 
constructed  and  properly  instrumented. 

In  its  comments,  GM  reported  that  it  was  unable 
to  calibrate  its  3-year-old  test  dummies.  As 
mentioned  previously,  NHTSA  loaned  GM  one  of 
the  agency's  test  dummies  for  the  purpose  of 
resolving  the  reported  calibration  problem.  Using 
the  NHTSA  test  dummy  equipped  with  NHTSA's 
accelerometers,  GM  was  able  to  meet  the  peak 
resultant  acceleration  requirements  set  for  the 
dummy's  head  in  specified  pendulum  impact  tests, 
but  was  not  able  to  meet  the  lateral  acceleration 
requirement.  When  the  same  dummy  was  tested 
with  GM's  accelerometers,  the  dummy  did  not 
meet  any  of  the  head  acceleration  performance 
requirements.  In  the  case  of  the  chest  calibration 
performance  requirements,  the  accelerations 
measured  by  GM  test  dummies  and  the  NHTSA 
test  dummy,  using  both  GM's  and  NHTSA's 
accelerometers,  were  within  the  range  set  for  peak 
resultant  and  lateral  acceleration. 


GM  also  said  that  because  the  agency  did  not 
define  the  term  "unimodal"  it  was  not  certain  that 
the  acceleration  measurements  that  it  made  com- 
plied with  the  requirement  that  the  acceleration- 
time  curves  for  the  head  and  chest  impacts  be 
unimodal.  To  clarify  the  requirement,  NHTSA  has 
defined  unimodal  in  the  final  rule  to  mean  an 
acceleration  curve  that  only  has  one  prominent 
peak  and  has  specified  that  the  measured 
acceleration-time  curve  during  the  head  and  chest 
impact  testing  need  only  be  unimodal  during  a 
short  time  period  when  the  accelerations  are  above 
a  specified  level. 

GM  attributed  the  calibration  problem  to 
resonances  in  the  head  and  chest  of  the  test 
dummies.  (A  resonance  is  a  vibrational  state  that 
can  magnify  the  accelerations  imposed  on  the  test 
dummy  and  thus  prevent  the  accurate  measure- 
ment of  those  accelerations.)  GM  said  that  because 
of  the  possible  inaccurate  measurements  caused  by 
the  resonances,  the  test  dummy  cannot  be  used  as 
an  objective  tool  for  assessing  the  performance  of 
child  restraint  systems. 

The  calibration  testing  done  for  the  agency 
indicates  that  the  acceleration  responses  for  the 
head  and  chest  pendulum  impacts  include  a  limited 
amount  of  vibration.  Such  responses  exist  to  some 
extent  in  any  acceleration  measuring  device  and 
are  also  found  in  similar  pendulum  impact  tests  of 
the  Part  572  adult  test  dummy.  However,  dynamic 
sled  tests  of  child  test  dummies  in  child  restraint 
systems  have  demonstrated  that  the  test  dummies 
produce  very  repeatable  results  and  do  not  show 
the  vibrations  found  in  the  more  severe  pendulum 
impact  tests.  The  agency's  calibration  tests  also 
show  that  the  test  dummies  produce  very 
repeatable  results.  Even  in  GM  tests  of  its  three 
test  dummies  equipped  with  GM's  instrumenta- 
tion, the  test  dummies  produced  repeatable 
results.  Such  repeatability  could  not  be  obtained 
with  resonating  systems.  Based  on  a  review  of  GM's 
and  the  agency's  test  data,  NHTSA  concludes  that 
the  GM  calibration  failures  are  not  attributable  to 
resonances,  but  are  very  likely  due  to  the 
differences,  discussed  below,  in  the  mounting  of 
the  accelerometers  in  the  GM  test  dummies. 

NHTSA  recognizes  that  because  of  different 
instrumentation  and  test  procedures,  different  test 
facilities  may  obtain  different  results  in  what  are 
essentially  the  same  tests.  To  reduce  such 
differences,  NHTSA  proposed  requirements  to 
standardize  the  test  and  instrumentation  pro- 
cedures. In  calibration  tests  conducted  at  Calspan 
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Corporation  the  measurements  of  the  peak  resultant 
head  accelerations  and  the  lateral  head  acceleration 
were  found  to  be  close  to  the  upper  limits  of  the  ten- 
tative head  calibration  requirements  (112  g  peak 
resultant  acceleration  and  5  g  lateral  acceleration) 
proposed  by  the  agency.  To  further  accommodate 
expected  differences  between  different  testing 
facilities,  NHTSA  has  decided  to  broaden  the  head 
acceleration  calibration  requirements  for  peak  re- 
sultant head  acceleration  to  115  g's  and  for  lateral 
acceleration  to  7  g's. 

Instrumentation 

Based  on  a  review  of  GM's  and  the  agency's  test 
data,  NHTSA  concludes  that  one  of  the  significant 
differences  between  NHTSA's  and  GM's  test 
dummy  is  the  manner  in  which  the  accelerometer 
mounting  plate  is  attached  to  the  head  of  the  test 
dummy.  Finding  what  it  thought  was  an  incom- 
patibility between  the  angle  of  the  accelerometer 
mounting  plate  bolt  and  the  angle  of  the  surface  of 
the  plate  that  attaches  to  the  dummy's  head,  GM 
changed  the  angle  of  the  surface  in  its  test 
dummies.  However,  NHTSA  specified  the 
difference  in  the  two  angles  for  an  important 
reason.  Having  a  difference  in  the  angles  allows 
for  a  firmer  attachment  of  the  accelerometer 
mounting  plate  to  the  dummy.  The  difference  in 
the  firmness  of  the  attachment  of  the 
accelerometer  mounting  plate  may  account  for  the 
additional  acceleration  that  occurred  in  the  head 
calibration  tests  of  the  GM  test  dummies. 

GM  also  asked  the  agency  to  set  a  torque 
specification  for  the  accelerometer  mounting  plate 
bolt.  In  response  to  GM's  request,  the  agency  has 
added  a  torque  specification  of  10  ft.  lbs.  to  the 
specifications  set  out  in  the  maintenance  manual 
for  the  test  dummy. 

GM  said  that  another  possible  source  of  the  dif- 
ference between  the  measurements  it  obtained 
with  its  own  test  dummies  and  the  measurements 
it  made  with  the  NHTSA  test  dummies  could  be 
due  to  differences  in  the  type  and  location  of  the 
accelerometers  in  the  test  dummies.  GM  noted  that 
the  specifications  proposed  in  the  rule  allow  the 
use  of  different  types  of  accelerometers  by  allow- 
ing a  number  of  different  accelerometer 
placements  within  the  test  dummy. 

As  explained  below,  testing  done  for  the  agency 
has  shown  that  the  use  of  different  types  of 
accelerometers  within  the  permissible  locations 
does  not  prevent  the  test  dummy  from  producing 
accurate   and    repeatable   results.    However,    to 


further  reduce  the  possibility  of  test  differences 
due  to  accelerometer  placement,  the  agency  has 
more  specifically  defined  several  of  the  permissible 
accelerometer  mounting  locations. 

Testing  done  for  the  agency  at  two  different 
facilities  to  develop  the  calibration  requirements 
used  two  types  of  accelerometers  and  different 
accelerometer  locations.  That  testing  produced  no 
appreciable  differences  in  test  results  and  showed 
that  different  facilities  could  obtain  repeatable 
results,  when  the  accelerometers  are  properly 
mounted. 

The  agency's  test  experience  with  the  adult  test 
dummy  also  shows  that  minor  differences  in 
accelerometer  mounting  locations  do  not  affect  the 
ability  of  the  test  dummy  to  produce  similar  and 
repeatable  results.  The  number  of  permissible 
accelerometer  locations  allowed  for  the  adult  test 
dummy  is  in  some  cases  larger  than  the  number 
permitted  in  the  child  test  dummy.  Yet  no  signifi- 
cant differences  in  test  results  for  the  adult  test 
dummy  have  been  encountered  due  to  accelerometer 
location. 

GM's  own  test  data  also  indicate  that  use  of  dif- 
ferent types  of  properly  mounted  accelerometers  and 
different  mounting  locations  produces  only  minor 
variations  in  the  measurements.  GM  tested 
NHTSA's  test  dummy  using  two  types  of 
accelerometers  mounted  at  different  locations  within 
the  prescribed  tolerances.  The  average  measured 
acceleration  in  the  chest  impact  tests  varied  by  only  4 
percent  between  the  two  types  of  accelerometers.  It 
was  only  when  GM  used  the  improperly  installed 
accelerometer  mounting  block  in  the  head  impact 
tests,  discussed  above,  that  GM  obtained  a  14  percent 
difference  in  measured  accelerations  within  the 
NHTSA  dummy  using  two  types  of  accelerometers. 

Calibration  Procedures 

GM  also  raised  questions  about  the  procedures 
for  conducting  the  chest  and  head  calibration  tests. 
GM  said  that  the  sequence  of  procedures  for  posi- 
tioning the  dummy  for  the  chest  pendulum  impact 
test  was  ambiguous  since  it  called  for  the  test 
dummy  to  be  adjusted  so  that  the  area  on  the  chest 
of  the  dummy  immediately  adjacent  to  the  impact 
point  is  vertical.  However,  that  surface  of  the 
dummy  is  curved  and  has  variable  radii.  GM  also 
pointed  out  that  when  the  dummy  is  moved  to  the 
more  vertical  position,  the  area  that  a  pendulum 
strikes  the  dummy  also  moves  so  that  the  portion 
of  the  test  dummy's  chest  which  is  too  rigid  might 
be  impacted.  NHTSA  has  changed  the  dummy's 
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positioning  procedures  so  that  a  plane  tangent  to 
the  surface  of  the  chest  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  designated  impact  area  is  vertical.  The  posi- 
tioning of  the  pendulum  is  also  changed  to  ensure 
that  the  pendulum  consistently  strikes  the  chest  at 
the  designated  point  on  the  chest. 

GM  also  raised  questions  about  the  positioning  of 
the  pendulum  for  the  head  calibration  impact  tests. 
The  proposed  requirement  specified  that  the 
impact  point  for  the  pendulum  was  to  be  measured 
relative  to  the  top  of  the  dummy's  head.  GM  said 
that  because  of  differences  in  the  thickness  and 
shape  of  the  dummy's  skin,  the  location  of  the 
impact  point  can  vary.  GM  recommended  deter- 
mining the  impact  point  relative  to  the  head  center 
of  gravity  reference  pins  which  protrude  through 
the  test  dummy's  skin. 

NHTSA  has  evaluated  GM's  proposed  head 
impact  positioning  procedure  and  decided  to  adopt 
a  modified  version  of  it.  A  measurement  made 
from  the  head  center  of  gravity  pins  will  be  used  to 
determine  the  head  impact  point  to  ensure  that  all 
test  dummies  will  be  struck  in  the  same  location 
during  the  head  impact  tests. 

GM  said  that  the  lumbar  spine  calibration  test 
was  ambiguous  because  it  did  not  specify  either  the 
direction  in  which  the  force  was  to  be  applied  to  the 
lumbar  spine  or  the  location  on  the  spine  which  is 
to  be  used  to  define  the  direction  of  force  applica- 
tion. GM  also  pointed  out  that  the  procedures 
erroneously  set  requirements  for  femur  friction 
plungers  which  are  not  included  in  the  3-year-old 
test  dummy.  NHTSA  has  corrected  the  test 
procedures  to  specify  the  direction  of  force 
application  and  deleted  the  reference  to  friction 
plungers. 

GM  also  criticized  ambiguities  in  the  specifica- 
tion for  the  amount  of  chest  deflection.  NHTSA 
has  reevaluated  the  need  for  a  chest  deflection 
specification  and  has  decided  to  eliminate  the 
requirement,  since  the  chest  acceleration  test 
should  serve  as  an  adequate  calibration  test  of  the 
dummy's  chest. 

Repeatability 

Ford,  GM  and  the  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers 
Association  (MVMA)  raised  questions  about  the 
ability  of  the  3-year-old  test  dummy  to  give 
repeatable  results  in  crash  testing.  MVMA  proposed 
that  the  agency  conduct  another  series  of  tests  to 
determine  the  amounts  of  variances  in  test  results 
between  the  same  dummy  in  several  tests  and 
between  different  dummies  in  the  same  tests. 


MVMA  and  Ford  also  recommended  that  the 
additional  testing  also  include  testing  of  the 
proposed  Economic  Commission  for  Europe  (ECE) 
test  dummy  to  determine  if  it  would  be  an  objective 
test  device.  The  agency  has  not  conducted  an 
evaluation  of  the  ECE  test  dummy  since  there  are 
no  calibration  requirements  for  that  test  dummy. 
Without  calibration  requirements,  there  is  no 
means  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  the  measurements 
obtained  by  the  test  dummy  and  therefore  it 
cannot  be  used  as  an  objective  test  device. 

The  agency  has  already  conducted  three 
separate  research  programs  to  evaluate  the  3-year- 
old  test  dummy  as  an  objective  test  device.  As 
explained  below,  those  programs  have  shown  that 
the  test  dummy  is  an  objective  device  that 
produces  repeatable  test  results. 

During  1977-78,  the  agency  had  simultaneous 
research  programs  conducted  at  the  University  of 
Michigan's  Highway  Safety  Research  Institute  and 
NHTSA's  Vehicle  Research  and  Test  Center  in 
East  Liberty,  Ohio  to  develop  and  evaluate  the 
calibration  performance  requirements  and  test 
procedures  for  the  3-year-old  test  dummy.  Four  of 
the  3-year-old  test  dummies  were  used  in  the 
testing  program.  Two  of  the  dummies  were  tested 
by  one  laboratory  and  the  other  two  were  tested  by 
the  other  laboratory.  Then  the  two  sets  of  test 
dummies  were  exchanged  by  the  laboratories  and 
subjected  to  the  same  calibration  tests.  By  setting 
up  the  research  program  in  this  manner,  the  agency 
was  able  to  determine  if  the  test  procedures  and 
calibration  performance  requirements  were 
repeatable  from  test  dummy  to  test  dummy  and 
from  test  laboratory  to  test  laboratory.  The  test 
results  from  both  research  programs  showed  that 
the  calibration  test  procedures  and  performance 
requirements  produced  repeatable  results. 

The  repeatability  of  the  test  dummy  was 
reaffirmed  in  further  testing  conducted  between 
June  1978  and  July  1979  at  Calspan  Corporation. 
In  that  research  program,  four  of  the  3-year-old 
test  dummies  were  used  with  two  different  types  of 
child  restraints— one  shield  type  (Chrysler  Mopar) 
and  one  plastic  shell  with  integral  harness  type 
(GM  Love  Seat).  Each  of  the  four  test  dummies 
was  subjected  to  six  sled  tests  at  30  mph  in  both 
types  of  child  restraints.  The  harness  type 
restraint  was  also  subjected  to  3  sled  tests  at  20 
mph  with  the  top  tether  strap  unattached. 

To  determine  the  repeatability  of  the  test 
dummies,  the  head  and  chest  accelerations  and  the 
amounts  of  head  and  knee  excursion  experienced 
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by  the  test  dummies  were  analyzed.  That  analysis 
showed  that  the  amount  of  deviation  measured  by 
the  same  dummy  in  the  different  tests  was  small 
and  similar  in  nature  to  the  results  obtained  with 
Part  572  test  dummies  representing  adults,  which 
have  been  established  as  objective  test  devices. 

In  addition  to  examining  the  results  obtained  for 
the  same  dummy  in  different  tests,  the  research 
program  also  examined  the  results  for  each  of  the 
four  3-year-old  dummies  in  the  same  test.  Based  on 
previous  testing  of  test  dummies  representing 
adults,  it  was  determined  that  if  the  absolute 
deviation  of  the  oberved  test  results  for  each  per- 
formance criteria,  such  as  head  acceleration,  was 
less  than  six  percent  from  the  mean  results,  then 
the  dummies  had  sufficient  repeatability.  In  all  but 
one  of  the  test  results,  the  deviation  from  the  mean 
was  less  than  six  percent.  The  single  exception 
involved  the  amount  of  chest  acceleration 
measurered  in  the  test  dummies  in  the  20  mph 
tests  of  an  untethered  harness-type  restraint.  In 
that  instance  the  deviation  was  only  7.7  percent. 
The  reason  for  the  variation  in  that  test  is  probably 
due  to  the  increased  movement  of  the  seat  because 
the  tether  strap  was  unattached,  rather  than  due 
to  any  variability  in  the  test  dummy. 

Costs 

The  agency  has  considered  the  economic  and 
other  impacts  of  this  final  rule  and  determined  that 
this  rule  is  not  significant  within  the  meaning  of 
Executive  Order  12044  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  policies  and  procedures  for 
implementing  that  order.  The  agency's  assessment 
of  the  benefits  and  economic  consequences  of  this 
final  rule  are  contained  in  a  regulatory  evaluation 
which  has  been  placed  in  the  docket.  Copies  of  that 
regulatory  evaluation  can  be  obtained  by  writing  to 
NHTSA's  docket  section  at  the  address  given  in 
the  beginning  of  this  notice. 

The  cost  of  the  infant  test  dummy  is  estimated  to 
be  approximately  $1,000.  The  3-year-old  test 
dummy  should  cost  approximately  $4,000.  The 
materials  used  in  the  dummies  are  commercially 
obtainable.  The  availability  of  the  test  dummy 
drawing  and  other  specifications  means  that  any 
manufacturer  can  produce  its  own  test  dummy  and 
does  not  have  to  purchase  the  test  dummy  from  an 
independent  test  dummy  manufacturer. 

Strollee,  a  child  restraint  manufacturer,  and  the 
Juvenile  Products  Manufacturers  Association 
asked  the  agency  to  reconsider  the  calibration 


requirements  set  for  the  3-year-old  dummy.  They 
argued  that  the  cost  of  calibrating  the  test  dummy 
is  approximately  $800  to  $1,100.  Combined  with 
the  cost  of  the  sled  testing,  each  test  of  a  car  seat 
could  cost  approximately  $2,000-$3,500.  Such 
costs  "would  certainly  discourage  a  manufacturer 
from  testing  frequently,"  Strollee  said. 

The  calibration  requirements  set  by  this  final 
rule  are  essential  to  ensure  that  the  test  dummy  is 
an  objective  test  device  that  will  produce 
repeatable  results  in  dynamic  sled  tests.  So  that 
the  requirements  would  be  practicable,  the  agency 
established  the  minimum  number  of  calibration 
tests  possible  which  would  still  ensure  that  the  test 
dummy  is  properly  constructed  and  properly  in- 
strumentated.  Each  manufacturer,  in  the  exercise 
of  due  care,  must  determine  how  frequently  it  will 
calibrate  its  test  dummy  and  how  frequently  it  will 
run  tests  to  determine  its  child  restraint's 
compliance  with  Standard  No.  213. 

In  its  own  testing,  the  agency  has  used  some  test 
dummies  in  as  many  as  15  tests  over  a  2-3  week 
period  without  recalibrating  them  and  has  not 
found  any  difference  in  their  performance.  With 
other  test  dummies,  the  agency  has  found  it 
necessary  to  recalibrate  them  after  several  tests. 
However,  in  its  compliance  testing  the  agency  will 
use  properly  calibrated  dummies. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Vladislav 
Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  and 
Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  572, 
AnthropomoTyhic  Test  Dummies,  of  Title  49  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended  as 
follows: 

1.  A  new  subsection  (c)  is  added  .  .  .  Subpart 
A-General,  Section  572.4  Terminology  (49  CFR 
572.4)  to  read  as  follows: 

(c)  The  term  "unimodal",  when  used  in 
Subpart  C,  refers  to  an  acceleration-time  curve 
which  has  only  one  prominent  peak. 

2.  A  new  Subpart  C-Three  Year  Old  Child,  is 
added  .... 

Issued  on  December  20,  1979. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

44  F.R.  76527 
December  27,  1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  572 

Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummies 
(Docltet  No.  78-9,  Notice  5;  Docket  No.  73-8,  Notice  9) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Part  572,  Anthro- 
pomorphic Test  Dummies,  to  allow  the  use  of  an 
alternative  chemical  foaming  agent  for  molding 
the  dummy's  flesh  parts.  In  response  to  a  Ford 
petition,  the  notice  also  makes  a  minor  technical 
amendment  to  modify  one  specification  in  the 
calibration  procedures  for  the  neck  of  the  test 
dummy  representing  a  50th  percentile  male.  The 
effect  of  the  latter  amendment  is  to  simplify  the 
calibration  test. 

DATES:  The  amendment  is  effective  on  June  16, 
1980. 

ADDRESSES:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  numbers  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Adminstration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington.  D.C.  20590.  (Docket  hours:  8:00 
a.m.  to  4:00  p.m.) 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Vladislav  Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle 
Standards,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration, 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  notice 
amends  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test  Dum- 
mies, to  modify  the  design  specification  for 
molding  the  test  dummy's  flesh  parts  to  allow  the 
use  of  an  alternative  chemical  foaming  agent, 
"OBSH/TBPP,"  to  the  currently  specified  "Ni- 
trosan."  In  response  to  a  petition  from  the  Ford 
Motor  Company,  the  agency  is  also  making  a  minor 
technical  amendment  to  simplify  the  calibration 
test  for  the  neck  used  in  the  50th  percentile  male 
test  dummy.  The  amendment  deletes  the  current 
specification  and  substitutes  the  specification  used 
in  the  calibration  testing  of  the  recently  issued 
three-year-old  child  test  dummy  (44  FR  76527, 


December  27,  1979). 

The  agency  published  the  proposed  changes  to 
the  flesh  molding  and  neck  calibration  specifica- 
tions in  the  Federal  Register  of  December  18, 1978 
(43  FR  58843).  Only  one  party,  Ford  Motor  Co., 
commented  on  the  proposed  changes  and  Ford  sup- 
ported the  adoption  of  both  proposed  changes. 

Molding  Specifications 

The  agency  proposed  the  changes  in  the  molding 
specification  because  the  sole  manufacturer  of 
"Nitrosan,"  the  currently  specified  chemical  foam- 
ing agent,  has  discontinued  its  production  due  to 
the  hazardous  propensities  of  the  compound  dur- 
ing its  manufacturing  process.  Based  on  an  exten- 
sive research  program  to  develop  and  test  new 
chemical  foaming  agents  (which  was  fully  de- 
scribed in  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking),  the 
agency  found  that  test  dummy  flesh  parts  made 
from  "OBSH/TBPP"  have  comparable  material 
properties  to  those  produced  with  "Nitrosan"  and 
are  superior  in  some  respects.  Based  on  an  evalua- 
tion of  the  research  results,  the  agency  concludes 
that  flesh  parts  produced  from  "OBSH/TBPP"  can 
be  used  for  all  purposes  for  which  test  dummies 
are  required  by  the  applicable  safety  standards 
and  the  dummy  performance  will  be  equivalent  to 
the  performance  of  dummies  produced  with 
"Nitrosan."  Therefore,  the  agency  is  amending  the 
regulation  to  allow  the  use  of  "OBSH/TBPP." 

Drawings  and  specifications  outlining  the  formu- 
lations for  molding  dummy  flesh  parts  with  the 
"OBSH/TBPP"  compound  are  available  for  exam- 
ination in  NHTSA  Docket  73-8  and  Docket  78-9, 
Room  5108,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20590.  Copies  of  these  drawings  may  also  be 
obtained  from  the  Keuffel  and  Esser  Company, 
1513  North  Danville  Street,  Arlington,  Virginia 
22201. 

Neck  Calibration  Requirements 

In  response  to  a  request  from  Ford,  the  agency 
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proposed  an  amendment  to  the  pendulum  impact 
test  specification  established  in  section  572.7(b)  for 
the  calibration  of  the  50th  percentile  male  test 
dummy.  The  amendment  would  have  replaced  the 
current  specification  with  the  specification  for 
calibration  testing  established  for  the  3-year  old 
child  test  dummy. 

The  pendulum  neck  test  found  in  Subpart  B  of 
the  standard  for  the  50th  percentile  male  dummy 
is  intended  to  measure  the  bending  properties  of 
the  dummy's  neck.  The  current  test  specifies  that, 
during  the  neck  bending  procedure,  the  pendulum 
shall  not  reverse  direction  until  "T  =  123  ms."  This 
means  that  from  the  time  the  pendulum  contacts 
the  arresting  material  which  it  must  strike,  the 
pendulum  cannot  reverse  direction  for  123  milli- 
seconds. The  original  intent  of  this  requirement 
was  to  negate  the  effects  of  arresting  material 
having  rebound  characteristics  that  could  force 
the  pendulum  to  reverse  its  motion  before  the 
bending  properties  of  the  neck  could  be  measured. 
Ford  requested  a  change  in  this  specification 
because  in  certain  instances  the  use  of  a  special 
apparatus  may  be  required  to  hold  the  pendulum 
arm  for  at  least  123  milliseconds  after  the  pen- 
dulum has  impacted  the  arresting  material. 

Research  by  NHTSA  and  the  industry  has 
shown  that  when  appropriate  crushable  materials 
are  used  in  pendulum  impact  tests,  the  pendulum 
does  not  reverse  its  motion  until  the  neck  has 
straightened  out  and  the  head's  center  of  gravity 
has  returned  to  its  original  zero-time  position 
relative  to  the  pendulum.  At  that  time,  all 
measurements  of  the  neck  bending  characteristics 
are  completed  and  the  pendulum's  motion  there- 
after is  inconsequential.  In  light  of  this  research, 
the  recent  addition  of  Subpart  C  to  Part  572, 
specifying  requirements  for  the  3-year-old  child 
dummy,  modified  the  language  concerning  rever- 
sal of  the  pendulum  arm  during  the  neck  impact 
test.  Section  572.17  of  that  subpart  specifies  that 
"the  pendulum  shall  not  reverse  direction  until 
the  head's  center  of  gravity  returns  to  the  original 
zero  time  position  relative  to  the  pendulum  arm." 
Under  this  requirement,  a  dummy  user  could  only 
use  an  arresting  material  for  the  impact  test 
whose  rebound  characteristics  would  not  over- 
come the  pendulum's  inertia  before  the  head  and 
neck  returned  to  the  zero  time  position. 

Since  the  specification  in  Subpart  C  of  Part  572 
represents    a    simplification    of    the    pendulum 


impact  test  specified  in  the  current  Subpart  B, 
without  any  degradation  of  performance 
characteristics,  the  agency  is  amending  section 
572.7(b)  of  Subpart  B  to  read  as  section  572.17(b)  of 
Subpart  C. 

Costs 

The  agency  has  considered  the  economic  and 
other  impacts  of  this  final  rule  and  determined 
that  this  rule  is  not  significant  within  the  meaning 
of  Executive  Order  12044  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  policies  and  procedures  for  im- 
plementing that  order.  Based  on  that  assessment, 
the  agency  has  concluded  also  that  the  economic 
and  other  consequences  of  this  proposal  are  so 
minimal  that  a  regulatory  evaluation  is  not 
necessary.  The  impact  is  minimal  since  there  is  no 
estimated  increase  in  the  cost  of  the  test  dummies 
due  to  the  change  in  the  foaming  agent  and  neck 
calibration  specification.  In  addition,  the  amend- 
ments would  have  no  adverse  environmental  ef- 
fects. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  this  notice  are  Vladislav  Radovich  and 
Stephen  Oesch,  respectively. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  572, 
Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummies,  of  Title  49  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended  as 
follows: 

1.  Technical  drawing  ATD-6070  incorporated 
by  reference  in  Section  572.15  of  Subpart 
C  — 3- Year-Old-Child  is  amended  to  add  the  for- 
mulation for  "OBSH/TBPP"  foaming  compound. 

2.  Technical  drawing  ATD-7151  incorporated 
by  reference  in  Section  572.5  of  Subpart  B  — 50th 
Percentile  Male  is  amended  to  add  the  formula- 
tion for  "OBSH/TBPP"  foaming  compound. 

3.  The  last  sentence  of  Section  572.7(b)  of  Sub- 
part B  — 50th  Percentile  Male  is  amended  to  read: 

"The  pendulum  shall  not  reverse  direction  until 
the  head's  center  of  gravity  returns  to  the 
original  zero  time  position  relative  to  the  pen- 
dulum arm." 

Issued  on  June  9,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  40595 
June  16,  1980 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  572 

Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummies  Representing  6-month-old  and 

3-year-old  Children 

(Docket  No.  78-09;  Notice  6) 


ACTION:  Response  to  petition  for  reconsideration. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  grants  in  part  and  denies  in 
part  a  General  Motors  (GM)  petition  for  recon- 
sideration of  the  3-year-old  test  dummy  require- 
ments set  in  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test 
Dummies.  GM  said  it  could  not  calibrate  its  test 
dummies  because  of  resonances  in  the  dummies, 
which  prevent  accurate  acceleration  measure- 
ments. NHTSA  found  that  GM's  calibration  prob- 
lems are  due  to  its  failure  to  comply  with  all  of  the 
design  specifications  set  for  the  dummy  and  its  use 
of  single  axis  rather  than  triaxial  accelerometers. 
In  another  notice  in  today's  Federal  Register  the 
agency  is  proposing  to  require  the  use  of  triaxial 
accelerometers.  This  notice  also  corrects  typo- 
graphical errors  in  the  final  rule. 

DATES:  The  amendments  are  effective  on  June  26, 
1980. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Vladislav  Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle 
Safety  Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  December 
27,  1979,  NHTSA  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  a  final  rule  amending  Part  572,  An- 
thropomorphic Test  Dummies,  to  establish 
specifications  and  performance  requirements  for 
two  test  dummies,  one  representing  a  6-month-old 
child  and  the  other  representing  a  3-year-old  child 
(44  FR  76527).  The  dummy  is  used  in  testing  child 
restraint  systems  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Restraint  Systems.  General  Motors  (GM)  timely 
filed  a  petition  for  reconsideration  concerning  the 
specifications  and  performance  requirements  set 


for  the  test  dummy  representing  a  3-year-old  child. 
No  other  petitions  were  filed  and  GM  raised  no 
issues  concerning  the  specifications  set  for  the  test 
dummy  representing  a  6-month-old  child. 

In  its  petition,  GM  again  argued  that  the  3-year- 
old  test  dummy  is  not  an  objective  test  device  for 
acceleration  measurement  because  of  resonances 
in  the  test  dummy.  GM  requested  the  agency  not 
to  use  the  dummy  as  an  acceleration  measurement 
device  until  the  resonances  are  eliminated. 

GM  also  asked  the  agency  to  revise  its  ac- 
celerometer  specifications  to  require  the  axes  of 
triaxial  accelerometers  to  intersect  at  a  single 
point.  GM  said  the  change  would  reduce  possible 
variability  between  different  types  of  accelerom- 
eters. In  addition,  GM  requested  a  further  change 
in  the  lumbar  spine  test  procedures  to  permit  the 
use  of  either  a  pull  or  a  push  force  during  the  spine 
calibration  tests. 

GM  also  raised  questions  about  the  possible  use 
of  different  signal  filtering  techniques  at  different 
test  laboratories.  GM  said  that  the  use  of  different 
filters  might  account  for  differences  between  its 
testing  and  testing  done  for  the  agency. 

NHTSA  has  evaluated  GM's  comments  and  the 
agency's  responses  to  GM's  petition  are  discussed 
below.  All  requests  that  are  not  specifically 
granted  below  are  denied. 

Signal  Filtering 

GM  argued  that  one  of  the  possible  reasons  for 
the  differences  between  the  test  dummy  head 
calibration  test  results  at  GM  and  other  labora- 
tories was  the  use  of  incorrect  filters  (devices  used 
in  the  electronic  processing  of  the  acceleration 
measurements)  by  some  laboratories.  Part  572  re- 
quires the  acceleration  measurements  to  be 
filtered  according  to  the  Society  of  Automotive 
Engineers  Recommended  Practice  J211a.  Both 
Calspan  Corporation  and  the  agency's  Vehicle 
Research   and   Test   Center   (VRTC),   which   did 
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testing  for  NHTSA,  used  the  required  filter  and 
instrumented  their  test  dummies  with  triaxial  ac- 
celerometers.  The  test  results  at  VRTC  were  all 
within  the  limits  set  by  the  agency. 

The  Calspan  test  results  originally  reported  to 
the  agency  were  also  within  the  limits.  In  recheck- 
ing  its  data,  however,  Calspan  determined  that  it 
had  made  an  error  in  calculating  the  peak  result- 
ant accelerations  in  the  head  calibration  test.  The 
corrected  data  showed  that  in  one  of  the  four  head 
calibration  tests  the  peak  resultant  acceleration 
was  116  g's,  which  exceeds  the  115  g  limit  set  in 
Part  572.  To  evaluate  possible  variability  in  the 
processing  of  the  data  by  different  laboratories, 
the  agency  also  had  HSRI  and  VRTC  process  the 
Calspan  data.  For  the  tests  which  exceeded  the 
calibration  limit,  there  was  little  variability  be- 
tween the  different  laboratories,  with  HSRI 
measuring  118  g's  and  VRTC  measuring  117.4  g's. 

The  dummies  Calspan  used  in  the  calibration 
testing  were  subsequently  used  in  sled  tests  of 
child  restraint  systems.  In  the  sled  tests,  the  dum- 
mies provided  consistent  and  repeatable  accelera- 
tion measurements.  Since  dummies  that  experi- 
ence 118  g's  in  the  head  calibration  test  can  pro- 
vide consistent  and  repeatable  acceleration 
measurements,  the  agency,  in  a  separate  notice 
appearing  in  today's  Federal  Register,  is  propos- 
ing to  increase  the  head  resultant  acceleration 
calibration  limit  from  115  to  118  g's. 

NHTSA  has  found  that  the  University  of  Michi- 
gan's Highway  Safety  Research  Institute  (HSRI), 
which  instrumented  its  dummies  with  single  axis 
accelerometers,  did  not  use  the  filter  required  by 
Part  572,  but  instead  used  a  filter  that  deviates 
from  the  required  filter.  To  determine  whether 
the  use  of  the  HSRI  filter  made  a  difference  in  the 
calibration  tests  conducted  by  that  laboratory,  the 
agency  had  HSRI  process  the  accelerations 
recorded  during  its  head  calibration  tests  with  the 
correct  filter.  Using  the  correct  filter,  HSRI  found 
that  in  five  of  the  eighteen  head  calibration  tests 
the  peak  resultant  acceleration  exceeded  the 
limits  set  in  Part  572.  In  those  five  tests,  the  peak 
resultant  acceleration  ranged  from  115.9  to  119.1 
g's. 

The  peak  resultant  accelerations  and  the  shape 
of  the  acceleration  pulses  in  the  HSRI  tests  that 
exceeded  the  calibration  limit  were  smaller  than 
and  not  the  same  shape  as  the  measurements 
made  by  GM  in  its  tests,  which  also  used  test 


dummies  instrumented  with  single  axis  acceler- 
ometers. In  the  two  sets  of  data  submitted  by  GM 
to  the  docket,  the  peak  resultant  accelerations 
ranged  from  119  to  130  g's.  In  addition,  the  shape 
of  the  GM  head  acceleration  pulse  was  different 
than  the  pulses  measured  in  all  the  testing  done 
for  the  agency.  In  the  GM  acceleration  pulse, 
there  is  a  brief  secondary  peak  after  initial  peak  is 
reached.  Based  on  the  agency's  testing  of  adult 
test  dummies,  such  secondary  peaks  are  usually 
indications  of  accelerometer  vibration  resulting 
from  improper  installation. 

The  differences  between  the  GM  testing  and 
the  testing  done  for  the  agency  is  not  attributable 
to  the  use  of  different  filters.  When  all  the  test 
data  is  filtered  as  specified  in  the  standard,  the 
peak  resultant  accelerations  measured  by  GM  are 
still  greater  than  those  obtained  at  the  other 
three  laboratories.  As  explained  below,  use  of 
triaxial  accelerometers,  rather  than  the  single 
axis  accelerometers  used  by  GM  and  HSRI,  will 
provide  repeatable,  complying  results  in  the  head 
calibration  test. 

Instrumentation 

Part  572  allows  the  use  of  two  different  types  of 
accelerometers  (single  axis  and  triaxial)  in  the  test 
dummy  and  sets  different  axis  intersection 
requirements  for  each  type  of  accelerometer.  GM 
asked  the  agency  to  apply  the  axis  intersection  re- 
quirements set  for  single  axis  accelerometers  to 
triaxial  accelerometers.  It  said  such  a  requirement 
would  reduce  the  variability  in  test  measurements 
resulting  from  use  of  different  types  of  accel- 
erometers. 

The  agency's  testing  has  demonstrated  that 
variability  can  be  sufficiently  controlled  by  use  of 
the  existing  specification  with  a  triaxial  ac- 
celerometer. Testing  done  by  GM  has  also  shown 
that  the  test  dummy  can  be  properly  calibrated 
with  triaxial  accelerometers.  When  GM  tested  one 
of  the  agency's  test  dummies  with  GM's  accel- 
erometer mounting  place  and  single  axis  acceler- 
ometers, the  peak  lateral  accelerations  measured 
in  the  test  dummy's  head  exceeded  the  limits  cur- 
rently set  in  the  regulation.  Yet  when  GM  tested 
the  same  test  dummy  equipped  with  triaxial  ac- 
celerometers placed  on  the  mounting  plate  re- 
quired by  the  design  specifications,  the  test  dum- 
my easily  met  the  calibration  requirements. 
Therefore,  rather  than  adopt  GM's  proposal,  the 
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agency  is  proposing,  elsewhere  in  today's  Federal 
Register,  to  require  the  use  of  only  triaxial  accel- 
erometers. 

Resonances 

GM  said  that  "the  consistent  lack  of  correlation 
between  dummy  tests  at  General  Motors  and  at 
other  laboratories"  was  attributable  to  resonances 
in  the  test  dummy.  It  said  the  dummy  could  not  be 
used  as  an  objective  test  device  until  the 
resonances  were  eliminated.  As  explained 
previously,  the  variability  between  different  test 
laboratories  can  be  controlled  by  the  use  of  triaxial 
accelerometers. 

One  reason  for  the  "resonances"  in  the  GM  test 
results  may  be  GM's  failure  to  use  dummies  that 
fully  comply  with  the  agency's  design  specifica- 
tions. The  agency's  review  of  some  of  the 
blueprints  used  in  the  construction  of  the  GM  test 
dummies  revealed  that  GM  did  not  use  the  ac- 
celerometer  mounting  plate  required  by  the 
NHTSA  design  specifications.  The  mounting  plate 
used  by  GM  was  smaller  and  presumably  lighter 
than  the  plate  specified  by  the  agency.  Use  of  a 
smaller  and  lighter  plate  may  have  also  con- 
tributed to  the  higher  acceleration  readings  ob- 
tained by  GM. 

Thus,  the  agency  denies  GM's  request  not  to  use 
the  dummy  for  acceleration  measurement  and  con- 
cludes that  the  3-year-old  test  dummy  in- 
strumented with  triaxial  accelerometers  is  an 
objective  test  device  for  measuring  accelerations 
in  child  restraints. 

Spine  Calibration 

The  calibration  requirements  for  the  lumbar 
spine  of  the  test  dummy  specify  the  amount  of  flex- 
ion the  spine  must  experience  when  force  is  ap- 
plied to  it.  The  calibration  procedures  specify  that 
the  applied  force  is  to  be  applied  as  a  pull  force. 
GM  requested  the  agency  to  permit  the  use  of  a 
"push"  force  saying  that  it  "is  more  convenient  to 
apply  in  some  test  set-ups." 

When  the  agency  developed  the  spine  calibra- 
tion tests,  both  pull  and  push  forces  were  used  to 
apply  force  to  the  spine.  However,  the  testing 
done  by  the  Highway  Safety  Research  Institute 
(HSRI)  found  that  use  of  a  push  force  "proved  to 
be  awkward  and  inconsistent."  HSRI  also  found 
that  use  of  a  pull  force  was  simpler  procedure  and 
provided   consistent   data.   Based   on   the   HSRI 


testing,  the  agency  has  decided  to  deny  GM's 
request  since  the  use  of  a  puU  force  provides  a  sim- 
ple, repeatable  method  to  measure  compliance. 

Corrections 

In  the  final  rule  issued  on  December  12,  1979, 
NHTSA  amended  the  instrumentation  require- 
ments for  the  chest  to  more  specifically  define 
several  of  the  accelerometers  mounting  locations. 
The  revised  specifications  inadvertently  reversed 
two  of  the  axis  mounting  locations  in  the  chest. 
The  specifications  have  been  amended  in  this 
notice  to  correct  that  error. 

The  test  procedure  for  conducting  the  head  im- 
pact test  set  forth  in  the  final  rule  contained  a 
typographical  error.  The  tolerance  for  positioning 
the  test  probe  was  listed  as  ±  1.1  inches.  The 
regulation  has  been  amended  in  this  notice  to 
specify  the  correct  tolerance  of  ±  0.1  inches. 

The  performance  requirement  for  the  neck 
calibration  test  was  incorrectly  listed  as  84 
degrees  ±  18  degrees  rather  than  the  correct 
figure  of  84  degrees  ±  8  degrees.  The  necessary 
corrections  have  been  made  in  this  notice  to  the 
regulation. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Vlad- 
islav Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards, 
and  Stephen  Oesch,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Subpart 
C-3-Year-Old  Child  of  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic 
Test  Dummies,  of  Title  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  is  amended  as  follows: 

1.  Section  §572.1(c)(2)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

(2)  Adjust  the  test  probe  so  that  its  longitudinal 
centerline  is  at  the  forehead  at  the  point  of  or- 
thogonal intersection  of  the  head  midsagittal  plane 
and  the  transverse  plane  which  is  perpendicular  to 
the  "Z"  axis  of  the  head  (longitudinal  centerline  of 
the  skull  anchor)  and  is  located  0.6  ±  0.1  inches 
above  the  centers  of  the  head  center  of  gravity 
reference  pins  and  coincides  within  2  degrees  with 
the  line  made  by  the  intersection  of  horizontal  and 
midsagittal  planes  passing  through  this  point. 

2.  The  first  sentence  of  section  §572.17(b)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(b)  When  the  head-neck  assembly  is  tested  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  the 
head  shall  rotate  in  reference  to  the  pendulum's 
longitudinal  centerline  a  total  of  84  degrees  ±  8 
degrees  about  its  center  of  gravity,  rotating  to  the 
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extent  specified  in  the  following  table  at  each  in- 
dicated point  in  time,  measured  from  impact,  with 
the  chordal  displacement  measured  at  its  center  of 
gravity. 

3.  Section  §572.21(c)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

(c)  Accelerometers  are  mounted  in  the  thorax 
on  the  mounting  plate  attached  to  the  vertical 
transverse  bulkhead  shown  in  the  drawing 
subreferenced  under  assembly  No.  SA  103C  030  in 
drawing  SA  103C  001  so  that  their  sensitive  axes 
are  orthogonal  and  their  seismic  masses  are  posi- 
tioned relative  to  the  axial  intersection  point 
located  in  the  midsagittal  plane  3  inches  above  the 
top  surface  of  the  lumbar  spine  and  0.3  inches  dor- 
sal to  the  accelerometer  mounting  plate  surface. 
Except  in  the  case  of  triaxial  accelerometers,  the 
sensitive  axes  shall  intersect  at  the  axial  intersec- 
tion point.  One  accelerometer  is  aligned  with  its 
sensitive  axis  parallel  to  the  vertical  bulkhead  and 
midsagittal  planes,  and  with  its  seismic  mass 
center  at  any  distance  up  to  0.2  inches  to  the  left, 
0.1  inches  inferior  and  0.2  inches  ventral  of  the 
axial  intersection  point.  Another  accelerometer  is 
aligned  with  its  sensitive  axis  in  the  transverse 


horizontal  plane  and  perpendicular  to  the  mid- 
sagittal plane  and  with  its  seismic  mass  center  at 
any  distance  up  to  0.2  inches  to  the  right,  0.1  inches 
inferior  and  0.2  inches  ventral  to  the  axial  intersec- 
tion point.  A  third  accelerometer  is  aligned  with 
its  sensitive  axis  parallel  to  the  midsagittal  and 
transverse  horizontal  planes  and  with  its  seismic 
mass  center  at  any  distance  up  to  0.2  inches  supe- 
rior, 0.5  inches  to  the  right  and  0.1  inches  ventral 
to  the  axial  intersection  point.  In  the  case  of  a 
triaxial  accelerometer,  its  axes  are  ahgned  in  the 
same  way  that  the  axes  of  three  separate  accel- 
erometers are  aligned. 

Issued  on  June  17,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  43352 
June  17,  1980 


PART  572 -PRE  34 


PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  572 

Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummies 
(Docket  No.  78-09;  Notice  8) 


ACTION:  Response  to  petitions  for  reconsidera- 
tion, final  rule  and  correction. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  Subpart  C  of  Part 
572,  Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummies,  to  specify 
the  use  of  a  triaxial  accelerometer  in  the  test  dum- 
my representing  a  3-year-old  child.  The  use  of  a 
triaxial  accelerometer  will  eliminate  calibration 
problems  associated  with  single  axis  accel- 
erometers.  The  notice  also  denies  petitions  filed  by 
Ford  Motor  Company  and  General  Motors  Cor- 
poration seeking  reconsideration  of  the  agency's 
June  26, 1980  notice  responding  to  a  prior  General 
Motors  Corporation  petition  for  reconsideration. 
Finally,  the  notice  corrects  a  typographical  error 
in  the  agency's  June  26,  1980  final  rule. 

DATES:  The  amendments  are  effective  on 
December  15,  1980. 

ADDRESSES:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Docket  Section,  Room  5108,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Vladislav  Radovich,  Office  of  Vehicle 
Safety  Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590 
(202-426-2264) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  notice 
amends  Subpart  C  of  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic 
Test  Dummies,  to  change  several  of  the  re- 
quirements for  the  test  dummy  representing  a 
3-year-old  child.  The  test  dummy  is  used  in  testing 
child  restraint  systems  in  accordance  with  Federal 


Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Restraint  Systems. 

The  notice  amends  Subpart  C  of  Part  572  to 
specify  the  use  of  triaxial  accelerometers,  instead 
of  single  axis  accelerometers,  in  the  head  and  chest 
of  the  test  dummy.  In  addition  the  notice  increases 
the  upper  limit  for  permissible  resultant  accelera- 
tion in  the  head  calibration  test  from  115  g's  to  118 
g's.  The  agency  published  a  notice  proposing  these 
changes  in  the  Federal  Register  for  June  26,  1980 
(45  FR  43355).  Only  two  parties,  Ford  Motor  Com- 
pany (Ford)  and  General  Motors  Corporation  (GM), 
submitted  comments  on  the  proposal.  The  final 
rule  is  based  on  the  data  submitted  in  those  com- 
ments, data  obtained  in  the  agency's  testing  and 
data  obtained  from  other  pertinent  documents. 
Significant  comments  submitted  to  the  docket  are 
addressed  below. 

This  notice  also  denies  petitions  filed  by  Ford 
and  GM  seeking  reconsideration  of  the  agency's 
June  26,  1980  notice  (45  FR  43352)  that  granted  in 
part  and  denied  in  part  a  prior  GM  petition  for 
reconsideration. 

Finally,  this  notice  corrects  a  typographical  er- 
ror in  an  amendment  made  in  the  agency's  June  26, 
1980  notice  (45  FR  43352)  responding  to  a  prior  GM 
petition  for  reconsideration. 

Resonances 

Ford  and  GM  both  agree  with  the  agency  that 
the  test  dummy  representing  a  3-year-old  child  is 
an  objective  test  device  for  measuring  the  amount 
of  head  and  knee  excursion  that  occurs  in  child 
restraint  system  testing  using  the  test  dummy. 
The  fundamental  disagreement  stated  in  the  Ford 
and  GM  comments  and  petitions  for  reconsidera- 
tion is  whether  the  test  dummy  is  an  objective  test 
device  for  measuring  accelerations  in  the  dummy's 
head  and  chest  during  child  restraint  testing.  GM 
argues  that  the  test  dummy  is  not  an  objective 
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device  because  of  the  presence  of  resonances  in 
the  head  and  chest  of  the  test  dummy.  Ford  says 
that  the  test  dummy  "may  be  a  suitable  measuring 
device,  when  there  is  no  head  impact  (such  as  in  a 
shoulder  harness  type  of  child  restraint)"  during 
child  restraint  testing.  It,  however,  argues  that  if 
there  is  a  head  impact  in  the  child  restraint 
testing,  then  the  test  dummy's  head  will  resonate. 

Ford  and  GM  both  argue  that  the  resonances 
can  reinforce  or  attenuate  the  measurement  of  im- 
pact forces  on  the  test  dummy.  Thus,  if  the  test 
dummy  does  resonate,  the  acceleration  measured 
in  the  test  dummy  may  not  represent  the  actual 
forces  experienced  by  the  test  dummy. 

Ford  argues  that  the  source  of  the  resonance  is 
an  oscillation  of  the  urethane  skull  of  the  test  dum- 
my. Ford  included  with  its  petition  and  comments 
on  the  June  26, 1980  proposal  the  results  of  several 
tests  in  which  it  struck  the  head  of  the  test  dummy 
with  a  rubber  mallet.  Ford  said  that  regardless  of 
the  direction  of  the  impact,  the  head  resonated 
with  a  frequency  of  approximately  200  Hertz  (Hz) 
when  it  was  struck. 

The  agency  has  reviewed  the  Ford  and  other 
test  data  and  concluded  that  the  test  dummy  is  an 
objective  test  device  that  can  be  used  for  measur- 
ing accelerations.  As  explained  below,  the 
agency's  conclusion  is  based  on  an  analysis  of  the 
structure  of  the  test  dummy's  head  and  chest  and 
the  relationship  between  that  structure  and  the 
impact  response  of  the  test  dummy. 

Many  physical  structures,  such  as  the  test  dum- 
my's head,  have  a  natural  or  resonating  frequency 
at  which  they  will  vibrate  when  they  are  driven  by 
a  force  of  the  same  frequency.  When  resonance 
occurs,  small  variations  in  the  applied  force  can 
produce  large  variations  in  the  measured  accelera- 
tion, thus  preventing  accurate  measurement  of  the 
acceleration.  The  resonance,  however,  will  not 
occur  if  the  driving  force  is  of  a  frequency  that  is 
below  the  natural  or  resonating  frequency  of  the 
object  being  struck. 

Analysis  of  the  test  dummy  shows  that  the 
natural  or  resonating  frequency  of  the  head  is  ap- 
proximately 128  Hz,  while  the  natural  frequency  of 
the  accelerometer  attachment  in  the  test  dummy's 
head  is  approximately  255  Hz.  The  natural 
resonating  frequencies  of  the  test  dummy's  chest 
and  chest  accelerometer  attachment  are  approx- 
imately 85  Hz  and  185  Hz. 

Impacts  with  hard  and  unyielding  objects,  such 


as  the  unpadded  portion  of  a  car's  instrument 
panel,  can  create  high  frequencies,  generally  up  to 
1,000  Hz.  Impacts  with  soft  and  yielding  surfaces, 
such  as  a  padded  child  restraint,  create  low  fre- 
quencies, generally  less  than  50  Hz. 

The  test  used  in  Standard  No.  213  to  evaluate 
child  restraints  does  not  include  impacts  with  hard 
and  unyielding  surfaces.  In  Standard  No.  213 
testing,  the  child  restraint  is  placed  on  a  vehicle 
seat  and  attached  by  a  lap  belt.  There  is  no  portion 
of  a  vehicle's  interior,  such  as  an  instrument  panel, 
placed  in  front  of  or  to  the  side  of  the  vehicle  seat. 
Thus,  during  the  testing,  the  dummy  will  contact 
the  belts  or  padded  surfaces  of  the  child  restraint. 
Since  the  belts  and  padded  surfaces  are  yielding 
and  energy-absorbing,  contact  with  them  will  in- 
volve impacts  where  the  frequencies  are  well 
below  the  natural  or  resonating  frequency  of  the 
test  dummy's  head  and  chest. 

Ford  raised  the  issue  of  whether  contact  be- 
tween the  head  and  arms  of  the  dummy  during  the 
testing  might  produce  frequencies  that  will  cause 
the  test  dummy's  head  to  resonate.  Ford  said  that 
it  had  experienced  dummy  head  and  arm  contact  in 
some  of  its  tests  and  resonance  occurred. 

The  agency  has  conducted  more  than  150  tests 
of  child  restraint  systems.  There  have  only  been 
2  tests  in  which  the  head  of  the  test  dummy  struck 
the  toes  and  resonances  occurred.  The  head-limb 
contact  occurred  in  those  tests  because  of  massive 
structural  failures  in  the  child  restraint  system. 

Although  resonances  did  occur  when  the  head 
struck  the  toes,  the  validity  of  the  acceleration 
measurement  in  those  tests  is  irrelevant  for  deter- 
mining if  the  child  restraint  complied  with  Stand- 
ard No.  213,  Child  Restraint  Systems.  The  struc- 
tural failure  is,  by  itself,  a  violation  of  the  stand- 
ard. The  agency  had  not  found  head  and  limb 
contact  affecting  acceleration  measurements  in 
any  child  restraint  that  maintained  its  structural 
integrity  during  the  testing. 

In  the  past  several  years,  the  agency  has  con- 
ducted 10  tests  of  the  Ford  TOT  GUARD.  In  one  of 
those  tests,  the  arm  briefly  touched  the  head, 
but  there  was  no  effect  on  the  acceleration 
measurement.  The  dummy  in  those  tests  was  posi- 
tioned in  accordance  with  the  test  procedure  set 
out  in  Standard  No.  213.  Since  the  test  procedure 
permits  the  limbs  to  be  positioned  so  that  they  will 
not  inhibit  the  movement  of  the  head  or  torso  the 
agency  looked  at  the  effect  of  positioning  the  dum- 
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my's  arm  in  different  locations  on  the  shield  or  the 
side  of  the  TOT  GUARD.  None  of  the  different 
arm  positions  resulted  in  head  to  arm  contact  af- 
fecting acceleration  measurement. 

Triaxial  Accelerometers 

Part  572  currently  allows  the  use  of  either  triax- 
ial accelerometers  or  single  axis  accelerometers  to 
measure  accelerations  in  the  head  and  chest  of  the 
3-year-old  child  test  dummy.  The  June  26,  1980 
notice  (45  FR  43355)  proposed  specifying  the  use  of 
only  triaxial  accelerometers  in  the  test  dummy  to 
eliminate  calibration  problems  caused  by  single 
axis  accelerometers.  The  agency  proposed  only  us- 
ing triaxial  accelerometers  after  GM  was  unable  to 
calibrate  its  test  dummies  with  single  axis  ac- 
celerometers. In  GM's  head  calibration  tests,  the 
peak  resultant  acceleration  exceeded  the  upper 
limit  set  by  the  regulation. 

GM  agreed  that  use  of  a  triaxial  accelerometer 
"may  reduce  the  possibility  of  exceeding  the  peak 
acceleration  in  the  dummy  calibration  test."  It, 
however,  argued  that  the  use  of  triaxial  ac- 
celerometers will  not  solve  the  problem  of 
resonance.  As  previously  explained,  the  types  of 
impacts  experienced  in  child  restraint  testing  will 
not  produce  resonances.  The  purpose  of  requiring 
the  use  of  triaxial  accelerometers  is  to  enable 
manufacturers  to  calibrate  consistently  their  test 
dummies  within  the  acceleration  limits  set  in  the 
regulation. 

Ford  argued  that  single  axis  accelerometers  are 
easier  to  work  with,  more  reliable  and  more  easily 
repaired  than  triaxial  accelerometers.  The  agency 
is  not  aware  of  any  data,  and  Ford  supplied  none, 
indicating  that  triaxial  accelerometers  are  less 
reliable  than  single  axis  accelerometers.  Contrary 
to  Ford's  assertion,  a  triaxial  accelerometer  should 
be  easier  to  use.  The  axes  and  seismic  mass  center 
of  the  triaxial  acceleromter  (Endevco  model 
7267C-750)  currently  used  in  dummy  testing  are 
permanently  fixed  in  a  mounting  block.  With 
single  axis  accelerometers,  three  separate  ac- 
celerometers must  be  positioned  by  each  user  on  a 
mounting  block  in  order  to  instrument  the  dummy. 
Thus  the  possibility  of  variation  in  mounting  loca- 
tion between  different  users  is  increased  by  the 
use  of  single  axis  accelerometers. 

Single  axis  accelerometers  are  more  readily 
repairable  than  triaxial  accelerometers.  The  agen- 
cy, however,  has  used  triaxial  accelerometers  in 


numerous  dummy  tests  for  several  years  and  has 
found  that  their  repair  experience  is  comparable 
to  single  axis  accelerometers. 

Based  on  all  these  considerations,  the  agency 
has  decided  to  adopt  the  triaxial  accelerometer  re- 
quirement as  proposed. 

Calibration  Limit 

To  accommodate  minor  variation  in  test  meas- 
urements between  different  test  laboratories,  the 
agency's  June  26,  1980  notice  (45  Fr  43355)  pro- 
posed to  slightly  increase  the  permissible  result- 
ant acceleration  limit  for  the  head  calibration  test 
from  115  g's  to  118  g's.  Neither  Ford  nor  GM  op- 
posed this  change,  so  the  agency  is  adopting  it  as 
proposed.  Although  the  agency  is  expanding  the 
upper  limit  of  the  calibration  range,  experience 
with  the  Part  572  adult  test  dummy  has  shown 
that  manufacturers  will  develop  production  tech- 
niques to  produce  test  dummies  that  have  accel- 
eration responses  that  fall  within  the  middle  of  the 
specified  calibration  range. 

Correction 

The  final  rule  established  by  the  agency's  June 
26,  1980  notice  (45  FR  43352)  amended  the  head 
calibration  head  test  procedures.  The  notice  in- 
advertently made  the  amendment  to  section 
572.1(c)(2)  of  Part  572  instead  of  to  section 
572.16(c)(2).  This  notice  corrects  that  typograph- 
ical error  and  makes  the  amendment  to  section 
572.16(c)(2). 

Costs 

The  agency  has  considered  the  economic  and 
other  impacts  of  this  final  rule  and  determined 
that  this  rule  is  not  significant  within  the  meaning 
of  Executive  Order  12221  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  policies  and  procedures  imple- 
menting that  order.  Based  on  that  assessment,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  the  economic  and  other 
consequences  of  this  rule  are  so  minimal  that  a 
regulatory  evaluation  is  not  necessary.  The  impact 
is  minimal  since  the  primary  effect  of  this  rule  is  to 
bind  the  agency  to  using  one  of  the  two  types  of 
accelerometers  formerly  permitted  by  the  regula- 
tion. The  economic  impact  on  manufacturers  choos- 
ing to  purchase  triaxial  accelerometers  needed  to 
instrument  the  dummy  is  approximately  $2,500. 

The  agency  finds,  for  good  cause  shown,  that  it 
is  in  the  public  interest  that  the  amendments  made 
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by  this  notice  have  an  immediate  effective  date. 
The  immediate  effective  date  is  needed  since  the 
test  dummy  will  be  used  in  conducting  compliance 
tests  for  Standard  No.  213,  Child  Restraint  Sys- 
tems, which  goes  into  effect  on  January  1,  1981. 

The  engineer  and  lawyer  primarily  responsible 
for  this  notice  are  Vladislav  Radovich  and  Stephen 
Oesch,  respectively. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Subpart  C  of 
Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test  Dummies,  of  Ti- 
tle 49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  revised 
to  read  as  follows: 

1.  The  first  sentence  of  section  572.16(b)  is  re- 
vised to  read  as  follows: 

(b)  When  the  head  is  impacted  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  by  a  test  probe 
conforming  to  §572.21(a)  at  7  fps.,  the  peak  result- 
ant acceleration  measured  at  the  location  of  the 
accelerometer  mounted  in  the  headform  in  accord- 
ance with  §572.21(b)  shall  be  not  less  than  95g  and 
not  more  than  118g. 

2.  Section  572.21(b)  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 
(b)  A  triaxial  accelerometer  is  mounted  in  the 

head  on  the  mounting  block  (A/310)  located  on  the 
horizontal  transverse  bulkhead  as  shown  in  the 
drawings  subreferenced  under  assembly  SA  103C 
010  so  that  its  seismic  mass  centers  are  positioned 
as  specified  in  this  paragraph  relative  to  the  head 
accelerometer  reference  point  located  at  the  in- 
tersection of  a  line  connecting  the  longitudinal 
centerlines  of  the  transfer  pins  in  the  sides  of  the 
dummy  head  with  the  midsagittal  plane  of  the 
dummy  head.  The  triaxial  accelerometer  is  aligned 
with  one  sensitive  axis  parallel  to  the  vertical 
bulkhead  and  midsagittal  plane  and  its  seismic 
mass  center  is  located  0.2  inches  dorsal  to  and  0.1 
inches  inferior  to  the  head  accelerometer  ref- 
erence point.  Another  sensitive  axis  of  the  triaxial 
accelerometer  is  aligned  with  the  horizontal  plane 
and  is  perpendicular  to  the  midsagittal  plane  and 
its  seismic  mass  center  is  located  0.1  inch  inferior 
to,  0.4  inches  to  the  right  of  and  0.9  inch  dorsal 
to  the  head  accelerometer  reference  point.  The 
third  sensitive  axis  of  the  triaxial  accelerometer  is 
aligned  so  that  it  is  parallel  to  the  midsagittal  and 
horizontal  planes  and  its  seismic  mass  center  is 
located  0.1  inches  inferior  to,  0.6  inches  dorsal  to 
and  0.4  inches  to  the  right  of  the  head  accelerome- 
ter reference  point.  All  seismic  mass  centers  shall 
be  positioned  within  ±  0.05  inches  of  the  specified 
locations. 


3.  Section  572.21(c)  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 
(c)  A  triaxial  accelerometer  is  mounted  in  the 

thorax  on  the  mounting  plate  attached  to  the  ver- 
tical transverse  bulkhead  shown  in  the  drawing 
subreferenced  under  assembly  No.  SA  103C  030  in 
drawing  SA  103C  001  so  that  its  seismic  mass 
centers  are  positioned  as  specified  in  this 
paragraph  relative  to  the  thorax  accelerometer 
reference  point  located  in  the  midsagittal  plane  3 
inches  above  the  top  surface  of  the  lumbar  spine 
and  0.3  inches  dorsal  to  the  accelerometer  mount- 
ing plate  surface.  The  triaxial  accelerometer  is 
aligned  so  that  one  sensitive  axis  is  parallel  to  the 
vertical  bulkhead  and  midsagittal  planes  and  its 
seismic  mass  center  is  located  0.2  inches  to  the  left 
of,  0.1  inches  inferior  to  and  0.2  inches  ventral  to 
the  thorax  accelerometer  reference  point.  Another 
sensitive  axis  of  the  triaxial  accelerometer  is 
aligned  so  that  it  is  in  the  horizontal  transverse 
plane  and  perpendicular  to  the  midsagittal  plane 
and  its  seismic  mass  center  is  located  0.2  inches  to 
the  right  of,  0.1  inches  inferior  to  and  0.2  inches 
ventral  to  the  thorax  accelerometer  reference 
point.  The  third  sensitive  axis  of  the  triaxial  ac- 
celerometer is  aligned  so  that  it  is  parallel  to  the 
midsagittal  and  horizontal  planes  and  its  seismic 
mass  center  is  located  0.2  inches  superior  to,  0.5 
inches  to  the  right  of  and  0.1  inches  ventral  to  the 
thorax  accelerometer  reference  point.  All  seismic 
mass  centers  shall  be  positioned  within  ±  0.05 
inches  of  the  specified  locations. 

4.  The  document  amending  Subpart  C  — Three- 
Year-Old  Child  of  Part  572,  Anthropomorphic  Test 
Dummies,  of  Title  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
June  26,  1980  as  45  FR  43352  is  corrected  by 
changing  the  reference  to  "Section  571.1(c)(2)" 
made  in  the  first  amendment  to  the  regulation  set 
out  on  page  43353  to  read  "572.16(c)(2)." 

Issued  on  December  8,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  82265 
December  15,  1980 
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PART  572— ANTHROPOMORPHIC  TEST  DUMMIES 


Subpart  A— General 

§  572.1  Scope.  This  part  describes  the 
anthropomorphic  test  dummies  that  are  to  be  used 
for  compliance  testing  of  motor  vehicles  and  motor 
vehicle  equipment  with  motor  vehicle  safety 
standards. 

§  572.2  Purpose.  The  design  and  performance 
criteria  specified  in  this  part  are  intended  to 
describe  measuring  tools  with  sufficient  precision 
to  give  repetitive  and  correlative  results  under 
similar  test  conditions  and  to  reflect  adequately 
the  protective  performance  of  a  vehicle,  or  item  or 
motor  vehicle  equipment,  with  respect  to  human 
occupants. 

§  572.3  Application.  This  part  does  not  in 
itself  impose  duties  or  liabilities  on  any  person.  It  is 
a  description  of  tools  that  measure  the  perform- 
ance of  occupant  protection  systems  required  by 
the  safety  standards  that  incorporate  it.  It  is 
designed  to  be  referenced  by,  and  become  a  part 
of,  the  test  procedures  specified  in  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards  such  as  Standard  No.  208,  Occu- 
pant Crash  Protection. 


§  572.4    Terminology. 

(a)  The  term  "dummy,"  when  used  in  this 
Subpart  A,  refers  to  any  test  device  described  by 
this  part.  The  term  "dummy,"  when  used  in  any 
other  subpart  of  this  part,  refers  to  the  particular 
dummy  described  in  that  part. 

(b)  Terms  describing  parts  of  the  dummy,  such 
as  "head,"  are  the  same  as  names  for  correspond- 
ing parts  of  the  human  body. 

(c)  The  term  "upright  position"  means  the  posi- 
tion of  the  dummy  when  it  is  seated  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  of  572.11(i). 


Subpart  B— 50th  Percentile  Mate 
§  572.5     General  description. 

(a)  The  dummy  consists  of  the  component 
assemblies  specified  in  Figure  1,  which  are  described 
in  their  entirety  by  means  of  approximately  250 
drawings  and  specifications  that  are  grouped  by 
component  assembly  under  the  following  nine 
headings: 


SA 

150  M070 

right  arm  assembly 

SA 

150  M071 

left  arm  assembly 

SA 

150  M050 

lumbar  spine  assembly 

SA 

150  M060 

pelvis  and  abdomen  assembly 

SA 

150  M080 

right  leg  assembly 

SA 

150  M081 

left  leg  assembly 

SA 

150  MOlO 

head  assembly 

SA 

150  M020 

neck  assembly 

SA 

150  M030 

shoulder-thorax  assembly 

The  drawings  and  specifications  are  incorporated  in 
this  Part  by  reference  to  the  nine  headings,  and  are 
available  for  examination  in  Docket  73-8,  Room 
5108,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C. 
Copies  may  be  obtained  from  Keuffel  and  Esser 
Company,  1521  North  Danville  Street,  Arlington, 
Virginia  22201.  The  drawings  and  specifications  are 
subject  to  change,  but  any  amendment  will  be 
accomplished  by  appropriate  administrative  pro- 
cedures and  noted  by  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register,  and  be  available  for  examination  and  copy- 
ing as  noted  in  this  paragraph. 

The  drawings  and  specifications  are  on  file  in  the 
reference  library  of  the  Federal  Register,  National 
Archives  and  Records  Service,  General  Services 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C. 

(b)  Adjacent  segments  are  joined  in  a  manner 
such  that  throughout  the  range  of  motion  and  also 
under  crash-impact  conditions  there  is  no  contact 
between  metallic  elements  except  for  contacts  that 
exist  under  static  conditions. 
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(c)  The  structural  properties  of  the  dummy  are 
such  that  the  dummy  conforms  to  this  part  in  every 
respect  both  before  and  after  being  used  in  vehicle 
tests  specified  in  Standard  No.  208  (§  571.208). 

A  specimen  of  the  dummy  is  available  for  surface 
measurements,  and  access  can  be  arranged 
through:  Office  of  Crash  worthiness,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400 
Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

§  572.6     Head. 

(a)  The  head  consists  of  the  assembly  shown  as 
number  SA  150  MOlO  in  Figure  1  and  conforms  to 
each  of  the  drawings  subtended  by  number  SA  150 
MOIO. 

(b)  When  the  head  is  dropped  from  a  height  of  10 
inches  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  peak  resultant  accelerations  at  the 
location  of  the  accelerometers  mounted  in  the  head 
form  in  accordance  with  §  572.11(b)  shall  be  not 
less  than  210g,  and  not  more  than  260g.  The 
acceleration/time  curve  for  the  test  shall  be 
unimodal  and  shall  lie  at  or  above  the  lOOg  level  for 
an  interval  not  less  than  0.9  milliseconds  and  not 
more  than  1.5  milliseconds.  The  lateral  accelera- 
tion vector  shall  not  exceed  lOg. 

(c)  Test  procedure: 

(1)  Suspend  the  head  as  shown  in  Figure  2,  so 
that  the  lowest  point  on  the  forehead  is  0.5  inches 
below  the  lowest  point  on  the  dummy's  nose  when 
the  midsagittal  plane  is  vertical. 

(2)  Drop  the  head  from  the  specified  height  by  a 
means  that  ensures  instant  release  onto  a  rigidly 
supported  flat  horizontal  steel  plate,  2  inches  thick 
and  2  feet  square,  which  has  a  clean,  dry  surface  and 
any  microfinish  of  not  less  than  8  microinches  (rms) 
and  not  more  than  80  microinches  (rms). 

(3)  Allow  a  time  period  of  at  least  2  hours 
between  successive  tests  on  the  same  head. 

§  572.7     Neck. 

(a)  The  neck  consists  of  the  assembly  shown  as 
number  SA  150  M020  in  Figure  1  and  conforms  to 
each  of  the  drawings  subtended  by  number  SA  150 
M020. 

(b)  When  the  neck  is  tested  with  the  head  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  the 


head  shall  rotate  in  reference  to  the  pendulum's 
longitudinal  centerline  a  total  of  68°  ±  5°  about  its 
center  of  gravity,  rotating  to  the  extent  specified 
in  the  following  table  at  each  indicated  point  in 
time,  measured  from  impact,  with  a  chordal 
displacement  measured  at  its  center  of  gravity  that 
is  within  the  limits  specified.  The  chordal  displace- 
ment at  time  T  is  defined  as  the  straight  line 
distance  between  (1)  the  position  relative  to  the 
pendulum  arm  of  the  head  center  of  gravity  at  time 
zero,  and  (2)  the  position  relative  to  the  pendulum 
arm  of  the  head  center  of  gravity  at  time  T  as  il- 
lustrated by  Figure  3.  The  peak  resultant  accelera- 
tion recorded  at  the  location  of  the  accelerometers 
mounted  in  the  head  form  in  accordance  with 
§  572.11(b)  shall  not  exceed  26g.  The  pendulum 
shall  not  reverse  direction  until  T  =  123  ms. 

Chordal 
Time  (ms)  Displacement 

Rotation  (degrees)  ±  (2  +  .08T)  (inches  ±  0.5) 


0 

0 

0.0 

30 

30 

2.6 

60 

46 

4.8 

Maximum 

60 

5.5 

60 

75 

4.8 

30 

95 

2.6 

0 

112 

0.0 

(c)  Test  procedure: 

(1)  Mount  the  head  and  neck  on  a  rigid 
pendulum  as  specified  in  Figure  4,  so  that  the 
head's  midsagittal  plane  is  vertical  and  coincides 
with  the  plane  of  motion  of  the  pendulum's 
longitudinal  centerline.  Mount  the  neck  directly 
to  the  pendulum  as  shown  in  Figure  4. 

(2)  Release  the  pendulum  and  allow  it  to  fall 
freely  from  a  height  such  that  the  velocity  at 
impact  is  23.5  ±2.0  feet  per  second  (fps), 
measured  at  the  center  of  the  accelerometer 
specified  in  Figure  4. 

(3)  Decelerate  the  pendulum  to  a  stop  with  an 
acceleration-time  pulse  described  as  follows: 

(i)  Establish  5g  and  20g  levels  on  the  a-t 
curve. 

(ii)  Establish  t^  at  the  point  where  the  rising 
a-t  curve  first  crosses  the  5g  level,  t,  at  the 
point  where  the  rising  a-t  curve  first  crosses 
the  20g  level,  t^  at  the  point  where  the  decajdng 
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a  - 1  curve  last  crosses  the  20g  level,  and  t^  at  the 
point  where  the  decaying  a  - 1  curve  first  crosses 
the  5g  level. 

(iii)  t^-tj  shall  be  not  more  than  3 
milliseconds. 

(iv)  tg  - 1,  shall  be  not  less  than  25  milliseconds 
and  not  more  than  30  milliseconds. 

(v)  t,-t,  shall  be  not  more  than  10 
milliseconds. 

(vi)  The  average  deceleration  between  t^  and 
tg  shall  be  not  less  than  20g  and  not  more  than 
24g. 

(vii)  Allow  the  neck  to  flex  without  impact  of 
the  head  or  neck  with  any  object  other  than  the 
pendulum  arm. 

§  572.8    Thorax. 

(a)  The  thorax  consists  of  the  assembly  shown  as 
number  SA  150  M030  in  Figure  1,  and  conforms  to 
each  of  the  drawings  subtended  by  number  SA  150 
M030. 

(b)  The  thorax  contains  enough  unobstructed 
interior  space  behind  the  rib  cage  to  permit  the 
midpoint  of  the  sternum  to  be  depressed  2  inches 
without  contact  between  the  rib  cage  and  other 
parts  of  the  dummy  or  its  instrumentation,  except 
for  instruments  specified  in  subparagraph  (d)  (7)  of 
this  section. 

(c)  When  impacted  by  a  test  probe  conforming  to 
§  572.11(a)  at  14  fps  and  at  22  fps  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section,  the  thorax  shall 
resist  with  forces  measured  by  the  test  probe  of  not 
more  than  1450  pounds  and  2250  pounds,  respec- 
tively, and  shall  deflect  by  amounts  not  greater 
than  1.1  inches  and  1.7  inches,  respectively.  The  in- 
ternal hysteresis  in  each  impact  shall  not  be  less 
than  50  percent  and  not  more  than  70  percent. 

(d)  Test  Procedure: 

(1)  With  the  dummy  seated  without  back 
support  on  a  surface  as  specified  in  §  572.11(i) 
and  in  the  orientation  specified  in  §  572.11(i), 
adjust  the  dummy  arms  and  legs  until  they  are 
extended  horizontally  forward  parallel  to  the 
midsagittal  plane. 

(2)  Place  the  longitudinal  center  line  of  the 
test  probe  so  that  it  is  17.7  ±0.1  inches  above  the 
seating  surface  at  impact. 

(3)  Align  the  test  probe  specified  in  §  572.11 
(a)  so  that  at  impact  its  longitudinal  centerline 


coincides  within  2  degrees  of  a  horizontal  line  in 
the  dummy's  midsagittal  plane. 

(4)  Adjust  the  dummy  so  that  the  surface  area 
on  the  thorax  immediately  adjacent  to  the  pro- 
jected longitudinal  center  line  of  the  test  probe  is 
vertical.  Limb  support,  as  needed  to  achieve  and 
maintain  this  orientation,  may  be  provided  by 
placement  of  a  steel  rod  of  any  diameter  not  less 
than  one-quarter  of  an  inch  and  not  more  than 
three-eighths  of  an  inch,  with  hemispherical 
ends,  vertically  under  the  limb  at  its  projected 
geometric  center. 

(5)  Impact  the  thorax  with  the  test  probe  so 
that  its  longitudinal  centerline  falls  within  2 
degrees  of  a  horizontal  line  in  the  dummy's 
midsagittal  plane  at  the  moment  of  impact. 

(6)  Guide  the  probe  during  impact  so  that  it 
moves  with  no  significant  lateral,  vertical,  or 
rotational  movement. 

(7)  Measure  the  horizontal  deflection  of  the 
sternum  relative  to  the  thoracic  spine  along  the 
line  established  by  the  longitudinal  centerline  of 
the  probe  at  the  moment  of  impact,  using  a 
potentiometer  mounted  inside  the  sternum. 

(8)  Measure  hysteresis  by  determining  the 
ratio  of  the  area  between  the  loading  and 
unloading  portions  of  the  force  deflection  curve 
to  the  area  under  the  loading  portion  of  the 
curve. 

§  572.9     Lumbar  spine,  abdomen,  and  pelvis. 

(a)  The  lumbar  spine,  abdomen,  and  pelvis 
consist  of  the  assemblies  designated  as  numbers 
SA  150  M050  and  SA  150  M060  in  Figure  1  and 
conform  to  the  drawings  subtended  by  these 
numbers. 

(b)  When  subjected  to  continuously  applied  force 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section, 
the  lumbar  spine  assembly  shall  flex  by  an  amount 
that  permits  the  rigid  thoracic  spine  to  rotate  from 
its  initial  position  in  accordance  with  Figure  1 1  by 
the  number  of  degrees  shown  below  at  each 
specified  force  level,  and  straighten  upon  removal 
of  the  force  to  within  12  degrees  of  its  initial  posi- 
tion in  accordance  with  Figure  11. 

Flexion  Force  (±6 

(degrees)  pounds) 

0 0 

20 28 

30 40 

40 52 
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(c)  Test  procedure: 

(1)  Assemble  the  thorax,  lumbar  spine,  pelvic, 
and  upper  leg  assemblies  (above  the  femur  force 
transducers),  ensuring  that  all  component 
surfaces  are  clean,  dry,  and  untreated  unless 
otherwise  specified,  and  attach  them  to  the 
horizontal  fixture  shown  in  Figure  5  at  the  two 
link  rod  pins  and  with  the  mounting  brackets  for 
the  lumbar  test  fixtures  illustrated  in  Figure  6  to 
9. 

(2)  Attach  the  rear  mounting  of  the  pelvis  to 
the  pelvic  instrument  cavity  rear  face  at  the  four 
V4"  cap  screw  holes  and  attach  the  front  mount- 
ing at  the  femur  axial  rotation  joint.  Tighten  the 
mountings  so  that  the  pelvic-lumbar  adapter  is 
horizontal  and  adjust  the  femur  friction  plungers 
at  each  hip  socket  joint  to  240  inch-pounds 
torque. 

(3)  Flex  the  thorax  forward  50°  and  then 
rearward  as  necessary  to  return  it  to  its  initial 
position  in  accordance  with  Figure  11  unsup- 
ported by  external  means. 

(4)  Apply  a  forward  force  perpendicular  to 
the  thorax  instrument  cavity  rear  face  in  the 
midsagittal  plane  15  inches  above  the  top  sur- 
face of  the  pelvic-lumbar  adapter.  Apply  the 
force  at  any  torso  deflection  rate  between  .5 
and  1.5  degrees  per  second  up  to  40°  of  flexion 
but  no  further,  continue  to  apply  for  10  sec- 
onds that  force  necessary  to  maintain  40°  of 
flexion,  and  record  the  force  with  an  instrument 
mounted  to  the  thorax  as  shown  in  Figure  5. 
Release  all  force  as  rapidly  as  possible  and 
measure  the  return  angle  3  minutes  after  the 
release. 

(d)  When  the  abdomen  is  subjected  to  con- 
tinuously applied  force  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (e)  of  this  section,  the  abdominal  force- 
deflection  curve  shall  be  within  the  two  curves 
plotted  in  Figure  10. 

(e)  Test  procedure: 

(1)  Place  the  assembled  thorax,  lumbar 
spine,  and  pelvic  assemblies  in  a  supine  position 
on  a  flat,  rigid,  smooth,  dry,  clean  horizontal 
surface,  ensuring  that  all  component  surfaces 
are  clean,  dry,  and  untreated  unless  otherwise 
specified. 

(2)  Place  a  rigid  cylinder  6  inches  in  diam- 
eter and  18  inches  long  transversely  across  the 
abdomen,  so  that  the  cyHnder  is  symmetrical 
about  the   midsagittal   plane,   with   its   longi- 


tudinal centerline  horizontal  and  perpendicular 
to  the  midsagittal  plane  at  a  point  9.2  inches 
above  the  bottom  line  of  the  buttocks,  measured 
with  the  dummy  positioned  in  accordance  with 
Figure  11. 

(3)  Establish  the  zero  deflection  point  as 
the  point  at  which  a  force  of  10  pounds  has 
been  reached. 

(4)  Apply  a  vertical  downward  force  through 
the  cylinder  at  any  rate  between  0.25  and  0.35 
inches  per  second. 

(5)  Guide  the  cylinder  so  that  it  moves  without 
significant  lateral  or  rotational  movement. 

§  572.10     Limbs. 

(a)  The  limbs  consist  of  the  assemblies  shown  as 
numbers  SA  150  M070,  SA  150  M071,  SA  150 
M080,  and  SA  150  M081  in  Figure  1  and  conform 
to  the  drawings  subtended  by  these  numbers. 

(b)  When  each  knee  is  impacted  at  6.9  ft/ sec.  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  the 
maximum  force  on  the  femur  shall  be  not  more 
than  2500  pounds  and  not  less  than  1850  pounds, 
with  a  duration  above  1000  pounds  of  not  less  than 
1.7  milliseconds. 

(c)  Test  procedure: 

(1)  Seat  the  dummy  without  back  support  on  a 
surface  as  specified  in  §  572.11(i)  that  is 
17.3  ±0.2  inches  above  a  horizontal  surface, 
oriented  as  specified  in  §  572.11(i),  and  with  the 
hip  joint  adjustment  at  any  setting  between  Ig 
and  2g.  Place  the  dummy  legs  in  planes  parallel 
to  its  midsagittal  plane  (knee  pivot  centerline 
perpendicular  to  the  midsagittal  plane)  and  with 
the  feet  flat  on  the  horizontal  surface.  Adjust  the 
feet  and  lower  legs  until  the  lines  between  the 
midpoints  of  the  knee  pivots  and  the  ankle  pivots 
are  at  any  angle  not  less  than  2  degrees  and  not 
more  than  4  degrees  rear  of  the  vertical, 
measured  at  the  centerline  of  the  knee  pivots. 

(2)  Reposition  the  dummy  if  necessary  so  that 
the  rearmost  point  of  the  lower  legs  at  the  level 
one  inch  below  the  seating  surface  remains  at 
any  distance  not  less  than  5  inches  and  not  more 
than  6  inches  forward  of  the  forward  edge  of  the 
seat. 
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(3)  Align  the  test  probe  specified  in 
§  572.11(a)  so  that  at  impact  its  longitudinal 
centerline  coincides  within  ±2°  with  the 
longitudinal  centerline  of  the  femur. 

(4)  Impact  the  knee  with  the  test  probe 
moving  horizontally  and  parallel  to  the  midsagit- 
tal  plane  at  the  specified  velocity. 

(5)  Guide  the  probe  during  impact  so  that  it 
moves  with  no  significant  lateral,  vertical,  or 
rotational  movement. 

§  572.11     Test  conditions  and  instrumentation. 

(a)  The  test  probe  used  for  thoracic  and  knee 
impact  tests  is  a  cylinder  6  inches  in  diameter  that 
weighs  51.5  pounds  including  instrumentation.  Its 
impacting  end  has  a  flat  right  face  that  is  rigid  and 
that  has  an  edge  radius  of  0.5  inches. 

(b)  Accelerometers  are  mounted  in  the  head  on 
the  horizontal  transverse  bulkhead  shown  in  the 
drawings  subreferenced  under  assembly  No.  SA 
150  MOlO  in  Figure  1,  so  that  their  sensitive  axes 
intersect  at  a  point  in  the  midsagittal  plane  0.5 
inches  above  the  horizontal  bulkhead  and  1.9 
inches  ventral  of  the  vertical  mating  surface  of  the 
skull  with  the  skull  cover.  One  accelerometer  is 
aligned  with  its  sensitive  axis  perpendicular  to  the 
horizonal  bulkhead  in  the  midsagittal  plane  and 
with  its  seismic  mass  center  at  any  distance  up  to 
0.3  inches  superior  to  the  axial  intersection 
point.  Another  accelerometer  is  aligned  with  its 
sensitive  axis  parallel  to  the  horizontal  bulkhead 
and  perpendicular  to  the  midsagittal  plane,  and 
with  its  seismic  mass  center  at  any  distance  up  to 
1.3  inches  to  the  left  of  the  axial  intersection  point 
(left  side  of  dummy  is  the  same  as  that  of  man).  A 
third  accelerometer  is  aligned  with  its  sensitive 
axis  parallel  to  the  horizontal  bulkhead  in  the  mid- 
sagittal plane,  and  with  its  seismic  mass  center  at 
any  distance  up  to  1.3  inches  dorsal  to  the  axial 
intersection  point. 

(c)  Accelerometers  are  mounted  in  the  thorax  by 
means  of  a  bracket  attached  to  the  rear  vertical 
surface  (hereafter  "attachment  surface")  of  the 
thoracic  spine  so  that  their  sensitive  axes  intersect 
at  a  point  in  the  midsagittal  plane  0.8  inches  below 
the  upper  surface  of  the  plate  to  which  the  neck 
mounting  bracket  is  attached  and  3.2  inches 
perpendicularly  forward  of  the  surface  to  which 


the  accelerometer  bracket  is  attached.  One 
accelerometer  has  its  sensitive  axis  oriented 
parallel  to  the  attachment  surface  in  the  midsagit- 
tal plane,  with  its  seismic  mass  center  at  any 
distance  up  to  1.3  inches  inferior  to  the  inter- 
section of  the  sensitive  axes  specified  above. 
Another  accelerometer  has  its  sensitive  axis 
oriented  parallel  to  the  attachment  surface  and 
perpendicular  to  the  midsagittal  plane,  with  its 
seismic  mass  center  at  any  distance  up  to  0.2 
inches  to  the  right  of  the  intersection  of  the  sen- 
sitive axes  specified  above.  A  third  accelerometer 
has  its  sensitive  axis  oriented  perpendicular  to  the 
attachment  surface  in  the  midsagittal  plane,  with 
its  seismic  mass  center  at  any  distance  up  to  1.3 
inches  dorsal  to  the  intersection  of  the  sensitive 
axes  specified  above.  Accelerometers  are  oriented 
with  the  dummy  in  the  position  specified  in 
§  572.11(1). 

(d)  A  force-sensing  device  is  mounted  axially  in 
each  femur  shaft  so  that  the  transverse  centerline 
of  the  sensing  element  is  4.25  inches  from  the 
knee's  center  of  rotation. 

(e)  The  outputs  of  acceleration  and  forcesensing 
devices  installed  in  the  dummy  and  in  the  test 
apparatus  specified  by  this  Part  are  recorded  in 
individual  data  channels  that  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  SAE  Recommended  Practice 
J211a,  December  1971,  with  channel  classes  as 
follows: 

(1)  Head  acceleration— Class  1000. 

(2)  Pendulum  acceleration— Class  60. 

(3)  Thorax  acceleration— Class  180. 

(4)  Thorax  compression— Class  180. 

(5)  Femur  force-Class  600. 

(f)  The  mountings  for  sensing  devices  have  no 
resonance  frequency  within  a  range  of  3  times  the 
frequency  range  of  the  applicable  channel  class. 

(g)  Limb  joints  are  set  at  Ig,  barely  restraining 
the  weight  of  the  limb  when  it  is  extended  horizon- 
tally. The  force  required  to  move  a  limb  segment 
does  not  exceed  2g  throughout  the  range  of  limb 
motion. 

(h)  Performance  tests  are  conducted  at  any 
temperature  from  66°  F  to  78°  F  and  at  any 
relative  humidity  from  10  percent  to  70  percent 
after  exposure  of  the  dummy  to  these  conditions 
for  a  period  of  not  less  than  4  hours. 
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(i)  For  the  performances  tests  specified  in 
§§  572.8,  572.9,  and  572.10,  tiie  dummy  is  posi- 
tioned in  accordance  with  Figure  11  as  follows: 

(1)  The  dummy  is  placed  on  a  flat,  rigid, 
smooth,  clean,  dry,  horizontal,  steel  test  surface 
whose  length  and  width  dimensions  are  not  less 
than  16  inches,  so  that  the  dummy's  midsagittal 
plane  is  vertical  and  centered  on  the  test  surface 
and  the  rearmost  points  on  its  lower  legs  at  the 
level  of  the  test  surface  are  at  any  distance  not 
less  than  5  inches  and  not  more  than  6  inches 
forward  of  the  forward  edge  of  the  test  surface. 

(2)  The  pelvis  is  adjusted  so  that  the  upper  sur- 
face of  the  lumbar-pelvic  adapter  is  horizontal. 

(3)  The  shoulder  yokes  are  adjusted  so  that 
they  are  at  the  midpoint  of  their  anterior 
posterior  travel  with  their  upper  surfaces 
horizontal. 

(4)  The  dummy  is  adjusted  so  that  the  rear  sur- 
faces of  the  shoulders  and  buttocks  are  tangent 
to  a  transverse  vertical  plane. 

(5)  The  upper  legs  are  positioned  symmetrically 
about  the  midsagittal  plane  so  that  the  distance 
between  the  knee  pivot  bolt  heads  is  11.6  inches. 

(6)  The  lower  legs  are  positioned  in  planes 
parallel  to  the  midsagittal  plane  so  that  the  lines 
between  the  midpoint  of  the  knee  pivots  and  the 
ankle  pivots  are  vertical. 

(j)  The  dummy's  dimensions,  as  specified  in 
drawing  number  SA  150  M002,  are  determined  as 
follows: 

(1)  With  the  dummy  seated  as  specified  in 
paragraph  (i),  the  head  is  adjusted  and  secured  so 
that  its  occiput  is  1.7  inches  forward  of  the 
transverse  vertical  plane  with  the  vertical 
mating  surface  of  the  skull  with  its  cover  parallel 
to  the  transverse  vertical  plane. 

(2)  The  thorax  is  adjusted  and  secured  so  that 
the  rear  surface  of  the  chest  accelerometer 
mounting  cavity  is  inclined  3°  forward  of 
vertical. 

(3)  Chest  and  waist  circumference  and  chest 
depth  measurements  are  taken  with  the  dummy 
positioned  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (i),  (1) 
and  (2)  of  this  section. 

(4)  The  chest  skin  and  abdominal  sac  are 
removed  and  all  following  measurements  are 
made  without  them. 


(5)  Seated  height  is  measured  from  the  seating 
surface  to  the  uppermost  point  on  the  head-skin 
surface. 

(6)  Shoulder  pivot  height  is  measured  from  the 
seating  surface  to  the  center  of  the  arm  elevation 
pivot. 

(7)  H-point  locations  are  measured  from  the 
seating  surface  to  the  center  of  the  holes  in  the 
pelvis  flesh  covering  in  line  with  the  hip  motion 
ball. 

(8)  Knee  pivot  distance  from  the  backline  is 
measured  to  the  center  of  the  knee  pivot  bolt 
head. 

(9)  Knee  pivot  distance  from  floor  is  measured 
from  the  center  of  the  knee  pivot  bolt  head  to  the 
bottom  of  the  heel  when  the  foot  is  horizontal 
and  pointing  forward. 

(10)  Shoulder  width  measurement  is  taken  at 
arm  elevation  pivot  center  height  with  the 
centerlines  between  the  elbow  pivots  and  the 
shoulder  pivots  vertical. 

(11)  Hip  width  measurement  is  taken  at  widest 
point  of  pelvic  section. 

(k)  Performance  tests  of  the  same  component, 
segment,  assembly,  or  fully  assembled  dummy  are 
separated  in  time  by  a  period  of  not  less  than  30 
minutes  unless  otherwise  noted. 

(1)  Surfaces  of  dummy  components  are  not 
painted  except  as  specified  in  this  part  or  in  draw- 
ings subtended  by  this  part. 
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Subpart  C— Three  Year  Old  Child 

§  572.15     General  description. 

(a)(1)  The  dummy  consists  of  the  component 
assemblies  specified  in  drawing  SA  103C  001, 
which  are  described  in  their  entirety  by  means  of 
approximately  122  drawings  and  specifications 
grouped  by  component  assemblies  under  the 
following  headings: 


PART  572-6 


SA  103C  010  Head  Assembly 

SA  103C  020  Neck  Assembly 

SA  103C  030  Torso  Assembly 

SA  103C  041  Upper  Arm  Assembly  Left 

SA  103C  042  Upper  Arm  Assembly  Right 

SA  103C  051  Forearm  Hand  Assembly  Left 

SA  103C  052  Forearm  Hand  Assembly  Right 

SA  103C  061  Upper  Leg  Assembly  Left 

SA  103C  062  Upper  Leg  Assembly  Right 

SA  103C  071  Lower  Leg  Assembly  Left 

SA  103C  072  Lower  Leg  Assembly  Right 

SA  103C  081  Foot  Assembly  Left 

SA  103C  082  Foot  Assembly  Right 

The  drawings  and  specifications  are  incorporated 
in  this  part  by  reference  to  the  thirteen  headings 
and  are  available  for  examination  in  Docket  78-09, 
Room  5108,  400  Seventh  Street  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590.  Copies  may  be  obtained 
from  Keuffel  &  Esser  Co.,  1521  North  Danville 
Street,  Arlington,  Va.  22201. 

(2)  The  patterns  of  all  cast  and  molded  parts  for 
reproduction  of  the  molds  needed  in  manufactur- 
ing of  the  dummies  are  incorporated  in  this  part  by 
reference.  A  set  of  the  patterns  can  be  obtained  on 
a  loan  basis  by  manufacturers  of  the  test  dummies, 
or  others  if  need  is  shown,  from  the  Office  of 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards,  NHTSA,  400  Seventh 
Street  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

(3)  An  Operation  and  Maintenance  Manual  with 
instructions  for  the  use  and  maintenance  of  the 
test  dummies  dated  May  28,  1976,  Contract  No. 
DOT-HS-6-01294  is  incorporated  in  the  part  by 
reference.  Copies  of  the  manual  can  be  obtained 
from  the  Keuffel  &  Esser  Co.  All  provisions  of  this 
manual  are  valid  unless  modified  by  this  regula- 
tion. This  document  is  available  for  examination  in 
Docket  78-09. 

(4)  The  drawings,  specifications  and  the  manual 
are  subject  to  changes,  but  any  change  will  be 
accomplished  by  appropriate  administrative  pro- 
cedures and  announced  by  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  be  available  for  examination 
and  copying  as  indicated  in  this  paragraph. 

(5)  The  drawings,  specifications,  patterns,  and 
manual  are  on  file  in  the  reference  library  of  the 
Federal  Register,  National  Archives  and  Records 
Service,  General  Services  Administration, 
Washington,  D.C. 


(b)  Adjacent  segments  are  joined  in  a  manner 
such  that  throughout  the  range  of  motion  and 
also  under  simulated  crash-impact  conditions, 
there  is  no  contact  between  metallic  elements  ex- 
cept for  contacts  that  exist  under  static  condi- 
tions. 

(c)  The  structural  properties  of  the  dummy  are 
such  that  the  dummy  conforms  to  this  part  in 
every  respect  both  before  and  after  being  used  in 
tests  specified  by  Standard  No.  213,  Child 
Restraint  Systems  (§  571.213). 

§  572.16     Head. 

(a)  The  head  consists  of  the  assembly  shown  in 
drawing  SA  103C  001  by  number  SA  103C  010, 
and  conforms  to  each  of  the  drawings  listed 
under  this  number  on  drawing  SA  103C  002, 
sheet  8. 

(b)  When  the  head  is  impacted  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  by  a  test  probe 
conforming  to  §  572.21(a)  at  7  fps.,  the  peak 
resultant  accelerations  measured  at  the  location 
of  the  accelerometers  mounted  in  the  headform 
in  accordance  with  §  572.21(b)  shall  be  not  less 
than  95g,  and  not  more  than  115g.  The  recorded 
acceleration-time  curve  for  this  test  shall  be 
unimodal  at,  or  above  the  50g  level  and  shall  lie 
at,  or  above  that  level  for  an  interval  not  less 
than  2.0  and  not  more  than  3.0  milliseconds.  The 
lateral  acceleration  vector  shall  not  exceed  7g. 

(c)  Test  Procedure: 

(1)  Seat  the  dummy  on  a  seating  surface  hav- 
ing a  back  support  as  specified  in  §  572.21(h)  and 
orient  the  dummy  in  accordance  with  §  572.21(h) 
and  adjust  the  joints  of  the  limbs  at  any  setting 
between  Ig  and  2g,  which  just  supports  the 
limbs'  weight  when  the  limbs  are  extended 
horizontally  forward. 

(2)  Adjust  the  test  probe  so  that  its 
longitudinal  centerline  is  at  the  forehead  at  the 
point  of  orthogonal  intersection  of  the  head  mid- 
sagittal  plane  and  the  transverse  plane  which  is 
perpendicular  to  the  "Z"  axis  of  the  head 
(longitudinal  centerline  of  the  skull  anchor)  and 
is  located  0.6  ±  .1  inches  above  the  centers  of  the 
head  center  of  gravity  reference  pins  and  coin- 
cides within  2  degrees  with  the  line  made  by  the 
intersection  of  horizontal  and  midsagittal  planes 
passing  through  this  point. 

(3)  Adjust  the  dummy  so  that  the  surface  area 
on  the  forehead  immediately  adjacent  to  the  pro- 
jected longitudinal  centerline  of  the  test  probe  is 
vertical. 
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(4)  Impact  the  head  with  the  test  probe  so  that  at 
the  moment  of  impact  the  probe's  longitudinal 
centerline  falls  within  2  degrees  of  a  horizontal  line 
in  the  dummy's  midsagittal  plane. 

(5)  Guide  the  probe  during  impact  so  that  it 
moves  with  no  significant  lateral,  vertical,  or  rota- 
tional movement. 

(6)  Allow  a  time  period  of  at  least  20  minutes 
between  successive  tests  of  the  head. 

§  572.17     Neck. 

(a)  The  neck  consists  of  the  assembly  shown  in 
drawing  SA  103C  001  as  number  SA  103C  020,  and 
conforms  to  each  of  the  drawings  listed  under  this 
number  on  drawing  SA  103C  002,  sheet  9. 

(b)  When  the  head-neck  assembly  is  tested  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  the 
head  shall  rotate  in  reference  to  the  pendulum's 
longitudinal  centerline  a  total  of  84  degrees  ±  8 
degrees  about  its  center  of  gravity,  rotating  to  the 
extent  specified  in  the  following  table  at  each 
indicated  point  in  time,  measured  from  impact, 
with  the  chordal  displacement  measured  at  its 
center  of  gravity.  The  chordal  displacement  at 
time  T  is  defined  as  the  straight  line  distance 
between  (1)  the  position  relative  to  the  pendulum 
arm  of  the  head  center  of  gravity  at  time  zero,  and 
(2)  the  position  relative  to  the  pendulum  arm  of  the 
head  center  of  gravity  at  time  T  as  illustrated  by 
Figure  3.  The  peak  resultant  acceleration  recorded 
at  the  location  of  the  accelerometers  mounted  in 
the  headform  in  accordance  with  §  572.21(b)  shall 
not  exceed  30g.  The  pendulum  shall  not  reverse 
direction  until  the  head's  center  of  gravity  returns 
to  the  original  zero  time  position  relative  to  the 
pendulum  arm. 


Rotation 
(degrees) 

0 

30 

60 

Maximum  . . . 

60 

30 

0 


(c)  Test  Procedure: 

(1)  Mount  the  head  and  neck  on  a  rigid  pendulum 
as   specified    in    Figure    4,    so   that   the   head's 


Chordal 

Time  (ms) 

Displacement 

±  (2  +  .08T) 

(inches  ±0.8) 

0 

0 

21 

2.2 

36 

4.3 

62 

5.8 

91 

4.3 

108 

2.2 

123 

0 

midsagittal  plane  is  vertical  and  coincides  with  the 
plane  of  motion  of  the  pendulum's  longitudinal 
centerline.  Mount  the  neck  directly  to  the 
pendulum  as  shown  in  Figure  15. 

(2)  Release  the  pendulum  and  allow  it  to  fall 
freely  from  a  height  such  that  the  velocity  at  im- 
pact is  17.00  ±1.0  feet  per  second  (fps),  measured 
at  the  center  of  the  accelerometer  specified  in 
Figure  4. 

(3)  Decelerate  the  pendulum  to  a  stop  with  an 
acceleration-time  pulse  described  as  follows: 

(i)  Establish  5g  and  20g  levels  on  the  a-t  curve. 

(ii)  Establish  ti  at  the  point  where  the  a-t 
curve  first  crosses  the  5g  level,  tz  at  the  point 
where  the  rising  a-t  curve  first  crosses  the  20g 
level,  ta  at  the  point  where  the  decaying  a-t  curve 
last  crosses  the  20g  level,  and  t4  at  the  point  where 
the  decaying  a-t  curve  first  crosses  the  5g  level. 

(iii)  t2-ti,  shall  be  not  more  than  4 
milliseconds. 

(iv)  ts-tz,  shall  be  not  less  than  18  and  not 
more  than  21  milliseconds. 

(v)  t4-t3,  shall  be  not  more  than  5  milliseconds. 

(vi)  The  average  deceleration  between  tz  and 
ts  shall  be  not  less  than  20g  and  not  more  than  34g. 

(4)  Allow  the  neck  to  flex  without  contact  of  the 
head  or  neck  with  any  object  other  than  the 
pendulum  arm. 

(5)  Allow  a  time  period  of  at  least  1  hour 
between  successive  tests  of  the  head  and  neck. 

§  572.18     Thorax. 

(a)  The  thorax  consists  of  the  part  of  the  torso 
shown  in  assembly  drawing  SA  103C  001  by 
number  SA  103C  030  and  conforms  to  each  of  the 
applicable  drawings  listed  under  this  number  on 
drawings  SA  103C  002,  sheets  10  and  11. 

(b)  When  impacted  by  a  test  probe  conforming 
to  §  572.21(a)  at  13  fps.  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  the  peak  resultant  ac- 
celerations at  the  location  of  the  accelerometers 
mounted  in  the  chest  cavity  in  accordance  with 
§  572.21(c)  shall  be  not  less  than  50g  and  not  more 
than  70g.  The  acceleration-time  curve  for  the  test 
shall  be  unimodal  at  or  above  the  30g  level  and 
shall  lie  at  or  above  the  30g  level  for  an  interval  not 
less  than  2.5  milliseconds  and  not  more  than  4.0 
milliseconds.  The  lateral  acceleration  shall  not 
exceed  5g. 

(c)  Test  Procedure: 

(1)  With  the  dummy  seated  without  back  sup- 
port on  a  surface  as  specified  in  §  572.21(h)  and 
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oriented  as  specified  in  §  572.21(h),  adjust  the 
dummy  arms  and  legs  until  they  are  extended 
horizontally  forward  parallel  to  the  midsagittal 
plane,  the  joints  of  the  limbs  are  adjusted  at  any 
setting  between  Ig  and  2g,  which  just  supports  the 
limbs'  weight  when  the  limbs  are  extended 
horizontally  forward. 

(2)  Establish  the  impact  point  at  the  chest  mid- 
sagittal  plane  so  that  it  is  1.5  inches  below  the 
longitudinal  centerline  of  the  bolt  that  attaches  the 
top  of  the  ribcage  sternum  to  the  thoracic  spine 
box. 

(3)  Adjust  the  dummy  so  that  the  tangent  plane 
at  the  surface  on  the  thorax  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  designated  impact  point  is  vertical  and 
parallel  to  the  face  of  the  test  probe. 

(4)  Place  the  longitudinal  centerline  of  the  test 
probe  to  coincide  with  the  designated  impact  point 
and  align  the  test  probe  so  that  at  impact  its 
longitudinal  centerline  coincides  within  2  degrees 
with  the  line  formed  by  intersection  of  the  horizon- 
tal and  midsagittal  planes  passing  through  the 
designated  impact  point. 

(5)  Impact  the  thorax  with  the  test  probe  so  that 
at  the  moment  of  impact  the  probe's  longitudinal 
centerline  falls  within  2  degrees  of  a  horizontal  line 
in  the  dummy  midsagittal  plane. 

(6)  Guide  the  probe  during  impact  so  that  it 
moves  with  no  significant  lateral,  vertical  or  rota- 
tional movement. 

(7)  Allow  a  time  period  of  at  least  20  minutes 
between  successive  tests  of  the  chest. 


§  572.19  Lumbar  spine,  abdomen  and  pelvis. 

(a)  The  lumbar  spine,  abdomen,  and  pelvis  con- 
sist of  the  part  of  the  torso  assembly  shown  by 
number  SA  103C  030  on  drawing  SA  103C  001  and 
conform  to  each  of  the  applicable  drawings  listed 
under  this  number  on  drawing  SA  103C  002, 
sheets  10  and  11. 

(b)  When  subjected  to  continuously  applied  force 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section, 
the  lumbar  spine  assembly  shall  flex  by  an  amount 
that  permits  the  rigid  thoracic  spine  to  rotate  from 
its  initial  position  in  accordance  with  Figure  18  of 
this  subpart  by  40  degrees  at  a  force  level  of  not 
less  than  34  pounds  and  not  more  than  47  pounds, 
and  straighten  upon  removal  of  the  force  to  within 
5  degrees  of  its  initial  position. 


(c)  Test  Procedure:  (1)  The  dummy  with  lower 
legs  removed  is  positioned  in  an  upright  seated 
position  on  a  seat  as  indicated  in  Figure  18,  ensur- 
ing that  all  dummy  component  surfaces  are  clean, 
dry  and  untreated  unless  otherwise  specified. 

(2)  Attach  the  pelvis  to  the  seating  surface  by  a 
bolt  C/328,  modified  as  shown  in  Figure  18,  and 
the  upper  legs  at  the  knee  axial  rotation  joints  by 
the  attachments  shown  in  Figure  18.  Tighten  the 
mountings  so  that  the  pelvis-lumbar  joining  sur- 
face is  horizontal  and  adjust  the  femur  ball-flange 
screws  at  each  hip  socket  joint  to  50  inch  pounds 
torque.  Remove  the  head  and  the  neck  and  install  a 
cylindrical  aluminum  adapter  2.0  inches  in 
diameter  and  2.80  inches  long  in  place  of  the  neck. 

(3)  Flex  the  thorax  forward  50  degrees  and  then 
rearward  as  necessary  to  return  to  its  initial  posi- 
tion in  accordance  with  Figure  18  unsupported  by 
external  means. 

(4)  Apply  a  forward  pull  force  in  the  midsagittal 
plane  at  the  top  of  the  neck  adapter,  so  that  at  40 
degrees  of  the  lumbar  spine  flexion  the  applied 
force  is  perpendicular  to  the  thoracic  spine  box. 
Apply  the  force  at  any  torso  deflection  rate 
between  0.5  and  1.5  degrees  per  second  up  to  40 
degrees  of  flexion  but  no  further;  continue  to  apply 
for  10  seconds  the  force  necessary  to  maintain  40 
degrees  of  flexion,  and  record  the  highest  applied 
force  at  that  time.  Release  all  force  as  rapidly  as 
possible  and  measure  the  return  angle  3  minutes 
after  the  release. 

§  572.20     Limbs. 

The  limbs  consist  of  the  assemblies  shown  on 
drawing  SA  103C  001  as  Nos.  SA  103C  041,  SA 
103C  042,  SA  103C  051,  SA  103C  052,  SA  103C 
061,  SA  103C  062,  SA  103C  071,  SA  103C  072,  SA 
103C  081,  SA  103C  082,  and  conform  to  each  of  the 
applicable  drawings  listed  under  their  respective 
numbers  of  the  drawing  SA  103C  002,  sheets  12 
through  21. 

§  572.21     Test  conditions  and  instrumentation. 

(a)  The  test  probe  used  for  head  and  thoracic  im- 
pact tests  is  a  cylinder  3  inches  in  diameter,  13.8 
inches  long  and  weighs  10  lbs.,  6  ozs.  Its  impacting 
end  has  a  flat  right  face  that  is  rigid  and  that  has 
an  edge  radius  of  0.5  inches. 

(b)  Accelerometers  are  mounted  in  the  head  on 
the  mounting  block  (A/310)  located  on  the  horizon- 
tal transverse  bulkhead  shown  in  the  drawings 
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subreferenced  under  assembly  SA  103C  010  so  that 
their  sensitive  axes  are  orthogonal  and  their  seismic 
masses  are  positioned  relative  to  the  axial  intersec- 
tion point.  Except  in  the  case  of  tri-axial 
accelerometers,  the  sensitive  axes  shall  intersect  at 
the  axial  intersection  point  located  at  the  intersection 
of  a  line  connecting  the  longitudinal  centerlines  of 
the  transfer  pins  in  the  sides  of  the  dummy  head  with 
the  midsagittal  plane  of  the  dummy  head.  One 
accelerometer  is  aligned  with  its  sensitive  axis 
paraOel  to  the  vertical  bulkhead  and  midsagittal 
plane,  and  with  its  seismic  mass  center  at  the  mid- 
sagittal plane  at  any  distance  up  to  0.3  inches  dorsal 
and  0.1  inches  inferior  to  the  axial  intersection  point. 
Another  accelerometer  is  aligned  with  its  sensitive 
axis  in  the  horizontal  plane  and  perpendicular  to  the 
midsagittal  plane,  and  with  its  seismic  mass  center  at 
any  distance  up  to  0.2  inches  inferior  to,  0.4  inches  to 
the  right  of,  and  1  inch  dorsal  to  the  axial  intersection 
point  (right  side  of  dummy  is  the  same  as  that  of 
child).  A  third  accelerometer  is  aligned  with  its  sen- 
sitive axis  parallel  to  the  midsagittal  and  horizontal 
planes,  and  with  its  seismic  mass  center  at  any 
distance  up  to  0.2  inches  inferior  to,  0.6  inches  dorsal 
to,  and  0.4  inches  to  the  right  of  the  axial  intersection 
point.  In  the  case  of  a  tri-axial  accelerometer,  its  axes 
are  aligned  in  the  same  way  that  the  axes  of  three 
separate  accelerometers  are  aligned. 

(c)  Accelerometers  are  mounted  in  the  thorax  on 
the  mounting  plate  attached  to  the  vertical 
transverse  bulkhead  shown  in  the  drawings 
subreferenced  under  assembly  No.  SA  103C  030  in 
drawing  SA  103C  001  so  that  their  sensitive  axes 
are  orthogonal  and  their  seismic  masses  are  posi- 
tioned relative  to  the  axial  intersection  point 
located  in  the  midsagittal  plane  3  inches  above  the 
top  surface  of  the  lumbar  spine  and  0.3  inches 
dorsal  to  the  accelerometer  mounting  plate  sur- 
face. Except  in  the  case  of  tri-axial  accelerometers, 
the  sensitive  axes  shall  intersect  at  the  axial  in- 
tersection point.  One  accelerometer  is  aligned  with 
its  sensitive  axis  parallel  to  the  vertical  bulkhead 
and  midsagittal  planes,  and  with  its  seismic  mass 
center  at  any  distance  up  to  0.2  inches  to  the  right, 
0.2  inches  inferior  and  0.1  inches  ventral  of  the 
axial  intersection  point.  Another  accelerometer  is 
aligned  with  its  sensitive  axis  in  the  horizontal 
transverse  plane  and  perpendicular  to  the  mid- 
sagittal plane  and  with  its  seismic  mass  center  at 
any  distance  up  to  0.3  inches  to  the  left,  0.2  inches 


inferior  and  0.2  inches  ventral  to  the  axial  intersec- 
tion point.  A  third  accelerometer  is  aligned  with  its 
sensitive  axis  parallel  to  the  midsagittal  and 
horizontal  planes  and  with  its  seismic  mass  center 
at  any  distance  up  to  0.3  inches  superior,  0.6  inches 
to  the  right  and  0.1  inches  ventral  to  the  axial 
intersection  point.  In  the  case  of  a  tri-axial 
accelerometer,  its  axes  are  aligned  in  the  same 
way  that  the  axes  of  three  separate  accelerometers 
are  aligned. 

(d)  The  outputs  of  accelerometers  installed  in  the 
dummy,  and  of  test  apparatus  specified  by  this  part, 
are  recorded  in  individual  data  channels  that  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  SAE  Recommended 
Practice  J211a,  December  1971,  with  channel 
classes  as  follows: 

(1)  Head  acceleration— Class  1,000. 

(2)  Pendulum  acceleration— Class  60. 

(3)  Thorax  acceleration— Class  180. 

(e)  The  mountings  for  accelerometers  have  no 
resonance  frequency  less  than  3  times  the  cut-off 
frequency  of  the  applicable  channel  class. 

(f)  Limb  joints  are  set  at  the  force  between  l-2g, 
which  just  supports  the  limbs'  weight  when  the 
limbs  are  extended  horizontally  forward.  The  force 
required  to  move  a  limb  segment  does  not  exceeed 
2g  throughout  the  range  of  limb  motion. 

(g)  Performance  tests  are  conducted  at  any 
temperature  from  66°  F  to  78°  F  and  at  any 
relative  humidity  from  10  percent  to  70  percent 
after  exposure  of  the  dummy  to  these  conditions 
for  a  period  of  not  less  than  4  hours. 

(h)  For  the  performance  tests  specified 
§§  572.16,  572.18,  and  572.19,  the  dummy  is 
positioned  in  accordance  with  Figures  16,  17,  and 
18  as  follows: 

(1)  The  dummy  is  placed  on  a  flat,  rigid,  clean, 
dry,  horizontal  surface  of  teflon  sheeting  with  a 
smoothness  of  40  microinches  and  whose  length 
and  width  dimensions  are  not  less  than  16  inches, 
so  that  the  dummy's  midsagittal  plane  is  vertical 
and  centered  on  the  test  surface.  For  head  tests, 
the  seat  has  a  vertical  back  support  whose  top  is 
12.4  ±0.2  inches  above  the  seating  surface.  The 
rear  surfaces  of  the  dummy's  shoulders  and  but- 
tocks are  touching  the  back  support  as  shown  in 
Figure  16.  For  thorax  and  lumbar  spine  tests,  the 
seating  surface  is  without  the  back  support  as 
shown  in  Figures  17  and  18  respectively. 
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(2)  The  shoulder  yokes  are  adjusted  so  that 
they  are  at  the  midpoint  of  their  anterior-posterior 
travel  with  their  upper  surfaces  horizontal. 

(3)  The  dummy  is  adjusted  for  head  impact  and 
lumbar  flexion  tests  so  that  the  rear  surfaces  of  the 
shoulders  and  buttocks  are  tangent  to  a  transverse 
vertical  plane. 

(4)  The  arms  and  legs  are  positioned  so  that 
their  centerlines  are  in  planes  parallel  to  the  mid- 
sagittal  plane. 

(i)  The  dummy's  dimensions  are  specified  in 
drawings  No.  SA  103C  002,  sheets  22  through  26. 

(j)  Performance  tests  of  the  same  component, 
segment,  assembly  or  fully  assembled  dummy  are 
separated  in  time  by  a  period  of  not  less  than  20 
minutes  unless  otherwise  specified. 

(k)  Surfaces  of  the  dummy  components  are  not 
painted  except  as  specified  in  this  part  or  in  draw- 
ings subtended  by  this  part. 

3.    A  new  Subpart  D— Six  Month  Old  Infant  is 
added  to  Part  572  (49  CFR  572)  to  read  as  follows: 

Subpart  D— Six  Month  Old  Infant 

Sec. 

572.25    General  description. 


Subpart  D— Six  Month  Old  Infant 
§  572.25    General  Description. 

(a)  The  infant  dummy  is  specified  in  its  entirety 
by  means  of  5  drawings  (No.  SA  1001  001)  and  a 
construction  manual  which  describes  in  detail  the 
materials  and  the  procedures  involved  in  the 
manufacturing  of  this  dummy.  The  drawings  and 
the  manual  are  incorporated  in  this  part  by 
reference  and  are  available  for  examination  in 
Docket  78-09,  Room  5108,  400  Seventh  Street 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  Copies  may  be  obtained 
from  Keuffel  &  Esser  Co.,  1512  North  Danville 
Street,  Arlington,  Va.  22201.  The  drawings  and 
the  manual  are  subject  to  changes,  but  any  change 
will  be  accomplished  by  appropriate  administrative 
procedures  and  announced  by  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  be  available  for  examination 
and  copying  as  indicated  in  this  paragraph.  The 
drawings  and  manual  are  on  file  in  the  reference 
library  of  the  Federal  Register,  National  Archives 
and  Records  Services,  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration, Washington,  D.C. 

(b)  The  structural  properties  and  dimensions  of 
the  dummy  are  such  that  the  dummy  conforms  to 
this  part  in  every  respect,  both  before  and  after 
being  used  in  tests  specified  by  Standard  No.  213 
(571.213). 

38  F.R.  20449 
August  1,  1973 
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Space  for  figures  12  thru  14 
reserved  for  future  use. 
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FIGURE  NO.  16 
HEAD  IMPACT  TEST 
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IMPACTOR  FACE  TO  BE  VERTICAL^  2° 
AT  CONTACT  OF  CHEST 


IMPACTOR  SUPPORT  WIRE 


FIGURE  NO.  17 
CHEST  IMPACT  TEST 
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1.00"  RADIUS 


DRILL  .53   THRU 


DRILL  .25 


.125 


2.70 


'/!-20  SOC.  HD.  SCR.  WELDED 
TO  C 328  SCR. BOLTED 
THROUGH  TABLE 


PULL  FORCE  IN  THE  MID-SAGITTAL 
PLANE  PERPENDICULAR  TO  THE  CHEST 
INSTRUMENT  CAVITY  REAR  FACE. 


UPPER  LEGS 
SECURED  BY 
BOLT 
THROUGH  TABLE 


METAL  TABLE 


FIGURE  NO.  18 
LUMBAR-SPINE  FLEXION  TEST 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  573— DEFECT  REPORTS 


(Docket  No.  69-31;  Notice  No.  2) 


On  December  24,  1969,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  entitled,  "Defect  Reports",  was  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  (34  F.R.  20212). 
The  notice  proposed  requirements  for  reports 
and  information  regarding  defects  in  motor 
vehicles,  to  be  submitted  to  the  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  by  manufac- 
turers of  motor  vehicles  pursuant  to  sections  112, 
113,  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1401,  1402,  and 
1407). 

The  notice  requested  comments  on  the  pro- 
posed requirements.  All  comments  received  have 
been  considered  and  some  are  discussed  below. 

Several  comments  asked  whether  both  the 
fabricating  manufacturer  and  the  importer  of 
imported  vehicles  were  required  to  comply  with 
all  the  proposed  requirements.  A  similar  ques- 
tion was  asked  in  regard  to  manufacturers  of 
incomplete  vehicles  and  subsequent  manufac- 
turers of  the  same  vehicles.  In  response  to  the 
comments,  §  573.3  provides  that  in  the  case  of 
imported  vehicles,  compliance  by  either  the 
fabricating  manufacturer  or  the  importer  of  the 
imported  vehicle  with  §§  573.4  and  573.5  of  this 
part,  with  respect  to  a  particular  defect,  shall  be 
considered  compliance  by  both.  In  the  case  of 
vehicles  manufactured  in  two  or  more  stages, 
compliance  by  either  the  manufacturer  of  the  in- 
complete vehicle  or  one  of  the  subsequent  manu- 
facturers of  the  vehicle  with  §§  573.4  and  573.5 
of  this  part,  with  respect  to  a  particular  defect, 
shall  be  considered  compliance  by  both  the  in- 
complete vehicle  manufacturer  and  the  subse- 
quent manufacturers. 

Many  comments  requested  that  the  time  for 
the  initial  filing  of  the  direct  information  report 
be  increased  to  allow  opportunity  for  the  exten- 
sive and  complex  testing  often  necessary  to  deter- 
mine   whether   a    defect   is   safety-related.     As 


proposed,  the  time  for  initially  filing  the  report 
was  within  5  days  after  the  discovery  of  a  defect 
that  the  manufacturer  subsequently  determined 
to  be  safety-related.  In  response  to  these  com- 
ments, §  573.4(b)  provides  that  the  report  shall 
be  submitted  by  the  manufacturer  not  more  than 
5  days  after  he  or  the  Administrator  has  deter- 
mined that  a  defect  in  the  manufacturer's  ve- 
hicles relates  to  motor  vehicle  safety. 

Several  comments  requested  the  deletion  of  one 
or  more  items  of  information  proposed  for  inclu- 
sion in  the  defect  information  report.  Objec- 
tions to  providing  an  evaluation  of  the  risk  of 
accident  due  to  the  defect,  a  list  of  all  incidents 
related  to  the  defect,  and  an  analysis  of  the 
cause  of  the  defect  were  based  on  the  ground  that 
the  information  would  be  inherently  speculative. 
The  proposed  requirements  for  these  three  items 
of  information  have  been  deleted.  In  place  of 
the  list  of  incidents,  §  573.4(c)  (6)  requires  a 
chronology  of  all  principal  events  that  were  the 
basis  for  the  determination  of  the  existence  of 
a  safety-related  defect.  In  accordance  with  the 
deletion  of  the  list  of  incidents,  the  provision  in 
the  proposal  requiring  quarterly  reports  to  con- 
tain information  concerning  previously  unre- 
ported incidents  has  also  been  deleted. 

Several  comments  stated  that  the  requirement 
in  the  proposal  for  the  submission  of  a  copy  of 
all  communications  sent  to  dealers  and  pur- 
chasers concerning  a  safety-related  defect  would 
create  an  unreasonable  burden  on  the  manufac- 
turers. The  comments  reported  that  the  manu- 
facturers would  be  required  to  submit  to  the 
Administration  a  large  volume  of  useless  cor- 
respondence between  the  manufacturers  and  in- 
dividual dealers  or  purchasers.  To  mitigate  this 
problem,  §  573.4(c)  (8)  provides  that  the  manu- 
facturers shall  submit  to  the  Administration 
onlv  those  communications  that  are  sent  to  more 
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than  one  dealer  or  purchaser.  For  the  same  rea- 
son, the  requirement  in  §  573.7  that  a  manufac- 
turer submit  a  copy  of  all  communications,  other 
than  those  required  under  §  573.4(c)  (8),  regard- 
ing any  defect,  whether  or  not  safety-related,  in 
his  vehicles,  is  also  limited  to  communications 
sent  to  more  than  one  person. 

Many  comments  requested  that  a  regular 
schedule  for  submitting  quarterly  reports  be  es- 
tablished. They  suggested  that  this  be  accom- 
plished by  requiring  that  the  first  quarter  for 
submitting  a  quarterly  report  with  respect  to  a 
particular  defect  be  the  calendar  quarter  in 
which  the  defect  information  report  for  the 
defect  is  initially  submitted.  As  proposed,  the 
first  quarter  began  on  the  date  on  which  the  de- 
fect information  report  was  initially  submitted. 
Several  of  these  comments  also  objected  to  the 
proposed  requirements  for  submitting  both 
quarterly  reports  and  annual  defect  summaries 
on  the  ground  that  the  latter  would  be  partially 
redundant.  In  response  to  these  comments,  the 
proposed  requirement  for  filing  a  separate  series 
of  quarterly  reports  for  each  defect  notification 
campaign  has  been  deleted.  Instead,  §  573.5(a) 
requires  that  each  manufacturer  submit  a 
quarterly  report  not  more  than  25  working  days 
after  the  close  of  each  calendar  quarter.  The  in- 
formation specified  in  §  573.5(c)  is  required  to  be 
provided  with  respect  to  each  notification 
campaign,  beginning  with  the  quarter  in  which 
the  campaign  was  initiated.  Unless  otherwise 
directed  by  the  Administration,  the  information 
for  each  campaign  is  to  be  included  in  the 
quarterly  reports  for  six  consecutive  quarters  or 
imtil  corrective  action  has  been  completed  on  all 


defective  vehicles  involved  in  the  campaign, 
whichever  occurs  sooner. 

The  proposed  requirement  for  filing  annual 
summaries  has  been  deleted.  Instead,  §  573.5 
(d)  requires  that  the  figures  provided  in  the 
quarterly  reports  under  paragraph  (c)  (5),  (6), 
(7),  and  (8)  of  §  573.5  be  cumulative.  In  addi- 
tion, §  573.5(b)  requires  that  each  quarterly  re- 
port contain  the  total  number  of  vehicles  pro- 
duced during  the  quarter  for  which  the  report  is 
submitted. 

Several  changes  have  been  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  clarification,  §  573.4(c)  (8)  requires 
that  manufacturers  submit  three  copies  of  the 
communications  specified  in  that  section.  In 
response  to  questions  concerning  the  use  of  com- 
puters for  maintaining  owner  lists,  a  reference  to 
computer  information  storage  devices  and  card 
files  has  been  added  to  §  573.6  to  indicate  that 
they  are  suitable.  A  reference  to  first  purchasers 
and  subsequent  purchasers  to  whom  a  warranty 
has  been  transferred,  and  any  other  owners 
known  to  the  manufacturer,  has  been  added  to 
the  same  section  to  make  clear  that  the  owner 
list  is  required  to  include  both  types  of  pur- 
chasers as  well  as  other  known  owners. 

Effective  date:  October  1,  1971. 
Issued  on  February  10,  1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 

Acting  Administrator,  National  High- 
way   Traffic    Safety    Administration. 

36  F.R.  3064 
February    17,    1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  573— DEFECT  REPORTS 

(Docket  No.  69-31;  Notice  5) 


This  notice  amends  the  Defect  Reports  regula- 
tion (49  CFR  Part  573)  to  require  manufactur- 
ers to  submit  vehicle  identification  numbers  as 
part  of  the  information  furnished  by  them  to  the 
NHTSA.  A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  re- 
garding this  subject  was  published  November  7, 
1972  (37  F.R.  23650). 

The  purpose  of  including  VIN's  in  defect  re- 
ports would  be  to  improve  the  notification  of 
owners  of  vehicles  involved  in  safety  defect  noti- 
fication campaigns.  The  State  Farm  Insurance 
Company  had  suggested,  for  example,  that  in'- 
surance  companies  could  use  VIX's  to  identify 
vehicles  which  they  insure,  and  to  themselves 
notify  owners  of  record.  The  Center  for  Auto 
Safety  also  requested  the  inclusion  of  VIX's  in 
defect  reports,  so  it  could  more  readily  inform 
persons  who  inquire  whether  particular  vehicles 
were  subject  to  campaigns.  Other  possible  uses, 
it  was  noted,  would  be  that  State  and  local  in- 
spection facilities  could  determine,  as  part  of 
inspection  programs,  whether  particular  vehicles 
had  been  subjected  to  campaigns,  and  if  so, 
whether  they  had  been  repaired. 

The  proposal  would  have  required  the  submis- 
sion in  the  "defect  information  report"  (§  573.4), 
within  five  days  of  the  defect  determination,  of 
the  vehicle  identification  number  for  each  vehicle 
potentially  affected  by  the  defect.  It  also  pro- 
posed to  substitute  "line"  for  "model"  as  one  of 
the  identifying  classifications  describing  poten- 
tially affected  vehicles. 

The  comments  demonstrated  that  the  vehicle 
identification  number  is  a  useful  tool  for  locating 
second  and  later  owners  of  vehicles.  In  a  study 
conducted  by  the  Ford  Motor  Company  and  the 
State  Farm  Insurance  Company,  a  fairly  signifi- 
cant percentage  of  owners  who  either  had  not 
received  or  responded  to  the  initial  notification 


mailed  by  the  manufacturer  did  respond  to  sub- 
sequent letters  sent  on  the  basis  of  the  VIN. 

As  a  result  of  comments  received,  however,  the 
NHTSA  has  decided  that  vehicle  identification 
numbers  should  only  be  required  to  be  supplied 
in  the  second  "quarterly  report",  approximately 
six  months  after  a  campaign  is  initiated,  rather 
than  in  the  defect  information  report  as  pro- 
posed. Only  the  VIX's  for  vehicles  not  repaired 
by  that  date  are  required  to  be  provided.  The 
XHTSA  believes  this  approach  will  provide  the 
safety  benefits  to  be  derived  from  having  pub- 
licly available  lists  of  defective  vehicle  VIX's 
and  will  also  reduce  duplication  and  facilitate 
the  agency's  efforts  to  compile  and  report  the 
information. 

The  XHTSA  requests  that  vehicle  identifica- 
tion numbers  be  submitted  in  a  form  suitable  for 
automatic  data  processing  (magnetic  tape,  discs, 
punched  cards,  etc.)  when  more  than  500  num- 
bers are  reported  for  any  single  campaign.  While 
not  required  by  this  notice,  the  use  of  automatic 
data  processing  for  large  campaigns  will  facili- 
tate the  dissemination  of  the  information  for  the 
agency.  The  agency  may  include  specific  re- 
quirements in  this  regard  at  a  later  time. 

The  comments  argued  that  the  benefits  of  hav- 
ing VIN's  available  during  the  initial  stages  of 
a  campaign  are  limited,  and  that  the  compilation 
of  identification  numbers  for  every  vehicle  in  a 
campaign  would  create  significant  problems  for 
manufacturers  related  to  conducting  campaigns. 
The  NHTSA  believes  these  comments  to  have 
merit.  It  is  clear  that  the  chief  use  of  VIN's 
will  be  to  notify  other  than  first  purchasers, 
i.e..  owners  of  older  vehicles,  as  the  names  of 
these  owners  will  not  be  available  to  manufac- 
turers. By  delaying  the  furnishing  of  VIN's 
until  the  filing  of  the  second  quarterly  report, 
the  VIX's  reported  will  represent  to  a  greater 
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degree  the  names  and  addresses  of  second  and 
later  owners.  The  later  reporting  will  also  re- 
duce the  possibility  that  first  purchasers  will 
receive  duplicate  notices. 

Many  comments  challenged  generally  the  util- 
ity of  the  VIN  in  notification  campaigns.  Other 
comments  complained  that  insurance  companies 
might  abuse  the  information;  for  example,  by 
cancelling  policies  on  defective  vehicles.  Still 
others  believed  VIN's  to  be  privileged  proprie- 
tary information,  both  taken  separately  and 
when  combined  with  other  information  submit- 
ted pursuant  to  Part  573. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  effectiveness  of  the 
requirement  will  depend  to  an  extent  upon  the 
voluntary  activities  of  third  parties,  the  NHTSA 
does  not  view  this  as  a  reason  not  to  issue  the 
requirement.  The  offers  of  insurance  companies 
and  other  groups  to  participate  in  notification 
campaigns  appear  to  be  reasonable  and  properly 
motivated.  There  has  been  no  evidence  brought 
to  the  NHTSA's  attention  to  support  the  allega- 
tions of  possible  misuse  of  the  information  by 
insurance  companies. 

The  agency  also  cannot  agree  that  information 
identifying  defective  vehicles  is  or  relates  to  pro- 
prietary information.  The  comments  on  this 
point  seem  to  equate  what  may  be  embarrassing 
information     with     notions     of    confidentiality. 


There  is  no  basis  under  existing  statutory  defini- 
tions of  confidentiality  for  including  within 
them  VIN's  or  other  information  identifying 
defective  vehicles. 

The  proposed  substitution  of  'iine"  for 
"model"  in  the  descriptive  information  for  ve- 
hicles was  opposed  in  one  comment  because  the 
term  "line"  is  apparently  more  suited  for  pas- 
senger cars  than  other  vehicle  types.  The  com- 
ment indicated  that  "model"  is  a  more  appro- 
priate term  for  trucks.  In  light  of  this  comment, 
the  terms  are  specified  as  alternatives  in  the 
regulation. 

In  light  of  the  above.  Part  573  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  "Defect  Reports," 
is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date :  May  6, 1974. 

(Sections  103,  112,  113,  and  119,  Pub.  L.  89- 
563,  80  Stat.  718;  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402, 
1407,  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR 
1.51  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Approved 
04-R5628.) 


Issued  on  January  30,  1974. 


James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  4578 
February  5,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   PART  573— DEFECT   REPORTS 
(Docket  No.  69-31;   Notice  6) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsid- 
eration of  the  amendment  of  49  CFR  Part  573, 
"Defect  Reports,"  requiring  the  submission  to 
NHTSA  of  the  veliicle  identification  numbers 
(VIN)  of  motor  vehicles  found  to  contain  safety 
related  defects.  The  amendment  was  published 
February  5,  197-i  (39  F.R.  4578).  E.xcept  inso- 
far as  granted  by  this  notice,  the  requests  of  the 
petitioners  are  denied. 

Two  petitions  for  reconsideration,  one  from 
General  Motors  Corporation  and  the  other  from 
Chrysler  Corj^oration,  were  received.  Both  pe- 
titions objected  to  the  requirement  that  VIX's 
be  reported  in  the  second  quarterly  report  filed 
subsequent  to  the  initiation  of  the  defect  notifi- 
cation cam|>aign.  Both  pointed  out  that  the 
NHTSA  had  stated  in  the  amendment  published 
February  5,  1974,  that  it  was  desirable  to  defer 
reporting  VIN's  until  six  months  had  passed 
from  the  time  a  notiiication  campaign  had  begmi. 
Both  petitioners  argued  that  the  time  for  filing 
the  second  quarterly  report  is  frequently  less 
than  six  months,  and  suggested  that  the  third 
quarterly  report  rather  than  the  second  was  the 
more  appropriate  quarterly  report  to  contain 
vehicle  identification  numbers.  General  Motors 
indicated  that  the  average  elapsed  time  from  the 
initiation  of  a  notification  campaign  to  tJie  filing 
of  the  second  quarterly  report  is  four  and  one- 
half  months,  while  the  elaiised  time  until  the 
filing  of  the  third  quarterly  report  is,  on  the 
average,  seven  and  one-half  months.  The 
NHTSA  still  believes  it  reasonable  to  allow  a 
six-month  period  from  tlie  iriitiation  of  the  cam- 
paign to  elapse  before  VIN's  are  submitted. 
Accordingly,  the  NHTSA  has  granted  the  peti- 
tions insofar  as  they  request  that  VIN's  be  re- 
ported in  the  third  quarterly  report  submitted 
to  NHTSA  by  the  manufacturer. 


Chrysler  objected  to  the  VIN  reporting  re- 
quirement generally,  on  the  basis  that  it  is  un- 
necessary and  will  not  produce  the  desired 
results.  It  is  requested  that  an  evaluation  of  the 
usefulness  of  the  requirement  be  conducted  after 
it  is  in  effect,  and  that  appropriate  modifications 
be  made  if  the  requirement  fails  to  achieve  the 
desired  results.  General  Motors  requested  that 
NHTSA  maintain  a  public  record  of  requests  for 
VIN's  so  that  future  consideration  can  be  given 
to  the  extent  that  the  data  is  useful,  and  to  whom 
it  is  useful.  The  NHTSA  believes  that  public 
availability  of  VIN's  will  facilitate  locating  and 
repairing  defective  vehicles  no  longer  in  the 
hands  of  first  purchasers.  At  the  same  time  it 
agrees  to  conduct  an  evaluation  of  the  efficacy  of 
the  requirement  once  it  is  in  effect.  The  extent 
of  usage  is  a  relevant  aspect  of  an  evaluation  of 
this  type,  and  the  NHTSA  sees  no  prohibition 
against  maintaining  a  public  record  of  requests 
for  the  information. 

The  amended  regulation  will  be  effective 
August  6,  1974,  and  as  such  will  require  all  third 
quarterly  reports  submitted  to  NHTSA  on  or 
after  that  date  to  contain  appropriate  vehicle 
identification  numbers.  The  effective  date  has 
been  changed  from  ^lay  6,  1974,  as  a  result  of 
the  change  requiring  the  third  rather  than  the 
second  quarterly  report  to  contain  VIN's.  As  a 
practical  matter,  VIN's  will  be  required  to  be 
reported  in  the  third  quarterly  report  for  all 
defect  notification  campaigns  initiated  on  or 
after  January  1,  1974  (NHTSA  campaign  num- 
bers 74-0001  and  subsequent  campaigns). 

In  light  of  the  above,  49  CFR  Part  573,  Defect 
Reports,  is  amended  by  revising  §  573.5(e)  .  .  .  . 
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Effective  date :  August  6,  1974.  Issued  on  May  6,  1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  and  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  ^^^^^^^^ 

80  Stat.  718;   15  U.S.C.   1392,  1401,  1402,  1407,  ^^^.       Administrator 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51 ; 

Office    of    Management    and    Budget    approved  39  F.R.  16469 

04-R5628.)  May  9,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  573— DEFECT  REPORTS 


(Docket  No.   74-7;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  amends  Part  573 — "Defect  Re- 
ports" by  revoking  the  i-eqiiirement  that  mann- 
factvirers  of  motor  vehicles  report  quarterly  to 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion production  figures  for  vehicles  manufactured 
or  imported  during  the  calendar  quarter.  A 
notice  of  projjosed  rulemaking  in  which  this 
amendment  was  proposed  was  jjuhlislied  Jainiary 
15,  1974  (39  FR  1863). 

The  NHTSA  is  revoking  the  requirement  for 
the  reporting  of  quarterly  production  figures  be- 
cause it  has  found  that  the  value  of  the  informa- 
tion has  not  justified  the  burden  on  manufac- 
turers of  providing  it.  This  amendment  will 
eliminate  the  need  for  manufacturers  to  file 
quarterly  reports  unless  thej'  are  conducting  no- 
tification campaigns  during  the  calendar  quarter. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  of  January 
15,  1974,  proposed  to  extend  the  applicability  of 
the  Defect  Reports  regulations  to  include  manu- 
facturers of  motor  vehicle  equipment,  and  to 
modify  the  information  required  to  be  reported. 
Since  the  issuance  of  this  proposal.  Congress  has 
amended  sections  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  which  deal  with  manu- 
facturers' responsibilities  for  safety  related  de- 
fects in  motor  vehicles  and  motor  vehicle 
equipment.  (Pub.  L.  93-492,  Oct.  27,  1974) 
These  amendments  to  the  Safety  Act  in  part 
enlarge  the  responsibilities  of  manufacturers  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  for  safety  related  de- 
fects. Ultimately  the  Defect  Reports  regulations 
will  reflect  completely  the  expanded  scope  of  the 
statutory  amendments.     While  the  language  of 


the  proposed  rule  of  January  15,  1974,  is  in  most 
cases  sufficiently  ])road  to  reflect  these  statutory 
changes,  the  scope  of  the  proijosal  under  the 
pre\'ious  language  of  the  Safety  Act  is  materially 
diffei-ent.  Consequently,  the  NHTSA  has  decided 
to  issue  a  further  notice,  with  opportunity  for 
public  comment,  that  specifically  reflects  the  ex- 
panded scope  of  the  statutory  amendments.  This 
notice  will  be  issued  at  some  time  following  the 
effective  date  (December  26,  1974)  of  the  statu- 
tory amendments. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined,  however,  that 
relief  from  the  production-figures  reporting  re- 
quirements should  not  be  further  deferred,  and 
by  this  notice  deletes  those  requirements  from 
the  Defect  Reports  regulation. 

In  light  of  the  above,  49  CFR  Part  573,  Defect 
Reports,  is  amended  by  revoking  and  reserving 
paragraph  (b)  of  section  573.5  ("Quarterly  re- 
poi'ts"). 

Effective  date:  December  10,  1974.  This 
amendment  relieves  a  restriction  and  imposes  no 
additional  burden  on  any  person.  Consequently 
good  cause  exists  and  is  hereby  found  for  an 
effective  date  less  than  30  days  from  publication. 

(Sees.  108,  112,  113,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1402,  1408;  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51) 

Issued  on  December  4,  1974. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  43075 
December   10,   1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  573— DEFECT  AND  NONCOMPLIANCE  REPORTS 

(Docket  No.  74-7;   Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Part  573,  Deject  and  Non- 
compliance Reports^  by  adding  reporting  require- 
ments for  equipment  manufacturers  and  altering 
somewhat  the  requirements  for  vehicle  manufac- 
turers as  autliorized  by  the  1974  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments.  The  amended 
regulation  requires  the  submission  of  reports  to 
the  agency  concerning  defects  and  noncompliance 
with  safety  standards  and  specifies  the  informa- 
tion to  be  included  in  those  reports. 

Effective  date :  January  25.  1979. 

Addresses :  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Room  5108,  Nassif  Building,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh 
Street,  S.W.,  "Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

For  further  information  contact : 

Mr.  James  Murray,  Office  of  Defects  Investi- 
gation,   Xational    Highway    Traffic    Safety 
Administration,   400    Seventh    Street,   S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-2840) 
(S*   .ni^wewtevy  information: 

This  notice  amends  Part  573,  Defect  and  Non- 
compliance Reports.  A  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making was  published  on  September  19,  1975  (40 
F.R.  43227),  proposing  new  requirements  for  ve- 
hicle and  equipment  manufacturers  regarding 
submittal  to  the  NHTSA  of  defect  and  noncom- 
pliance reports  as  autliorized  by  tiie  ^lotor  Ve- 
hicle and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  of  1974 
(the  Amendments)   (Pub.  L.  93-492). 

Sections  151  to  160,  or  Part  B  of  the  Amend- 
ments alter  the  defect  notitication  requirements 
of  the  Xational  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  of  1966  ("the  Act")  (15  U.S.C.  1381  et  seg.). 
These  Amendments  require  manufacturers  of  mo- 
tor vehicle  replacement  equipment  to  notify 
purchasers  and  to  remedy  any  defects  or  non- 
compliances following  the  manufacturer's  or  the 


Administrator's  determination  that  the  equipment 
contains  either  a  defect  which  relates  to  motor 
vehicle  safety  or  a  noncompliance  with  an  ap- 
plicable Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard. 
Prior  to  the  enactment  of  these  provisions,  manu- 
facturers of  motor  vehicle  equipment  were  re- 
sponsible under  the  Act  for  notification  of  defects 
or  noncompliances  only  following  a  determination 
by  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istrator that  the  item  of  equipment  contained  a 
safety-related  defect  or  failed  to  comply  (Sec. 
113(e),  Pub.  L.  89-563,  15  U.S.C.  1402). 

Comments  on  the  proposal  were  received  from 
manufacturers,  safety  organizations,  and  manu- 
facturer representatives.  The  Vehicle  Equipment 
Safety  Commission  did  not  submit  comments. 
All  comments  were  considered  and  the  most  sig- 
nificant ones  are  discussed  below. 

I.     Scope. 

Several  manufacturers  objected  to  the  scope  of 
the  regulation  indicating  that  it  exceeded  the 
agency's  authority  to  regulate  vehicle  and  equip- 
ment manufacturers.  For  example,  manufactur- 
ers alleged  that  the  agency  only  has  authority 
over  safety-related  defects  and  accordingly 
should  restrict  the  defects  mentioned  in  this  sec- 
tion to  safety-related  defects.  Further,  many 
equipment  manufacturers  apparently  thought 
that  they  would  be  required  to  retain  purchaser 
and  owner  lists  of  all  vehicles  containing  items 
of  their  equipment. 

The  intent  of  this  regiilation  is  not  to  impose 
upon  equipment  manufacturers  recordkeeping  re- 
quirements for  all  equipment  that  they  manufac- 
ture. This  regulation  merely  imposes  limited 
recordkeeping  requirements  for  tliat  equipment 
which  is  determined  to  be  defective  or  in 
noncompliance.  In  otiier  words,  an  equipment 
manufacturer,    after    discovery    of    a    defect    or 
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noncompliance,  would  ascertain  from  a  vehicle 
manufacturer  the  identity  of  the  vehicles  and 
vehicle  owners  possessing  the  affected  equipment. 
Notification  would  then  be  sent  to  those  owners. 
The  NHTSA  would  require  that  the  equipment 
manufacturer  retain  the  records  of  those  sent 
notice  of  the  defect. 

Several  manufacturers  requested  tliat  the 
agency  limit  the  applicability  of  this  regulation 
to  safety-related  defects.  They  argued  that  the 
NHTSA  has  no  authority  to  require  information 
pertaining  to  non-safety-related  defects.  Section 
158  of  the  Act  specifically  authorizes  the  agency 
to  require  information  on  any  defect,  whether  or 
not  safety-related,  in  order  to  enable  it  to  under- 
take defect  investigations  which  permit  a  deter- 
mination regarding  the  safety-related  nature  of 
the  defect.  Much  of  this  regulation  pertains  only 
to  safety-related  defects  and  each  section  indi- 
cates whether  it  applies  to  all  defects  or  only 
those  that  are  safety  related. 

II.     Application. 

Many  manufacturers  complained  about  the  use 
of  the  term  "direct  control"  in  Section  573.3(a). 
Some  manufacturers  contended  that  the  use  of  the 
term  was  unnecessary.  Importers  contended  that 
they  should  not  be  required  to  submit  reports 
where  a  defect  is  identified  before  the  vehicles 
leave  their  direct  control  since  the  Act  considers 
them  to  be  manufacturers  and  they  would  be  in 
direct  control  of  vehicles  being  imported.  The 
Center  for  Auto  Safety  would  have  the  agency 
drop  the  term  and  replace  it  with  "beyond  their 
place  of  final  manufacture." 

In  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  the 
NHTSA  indicated  the  reasoning  for  excluding 
vehicles  and  equipment  within  the  "direct  con- 
trol" of  the  manufacturer  from  the  reporting  re- 
quirements. Vehicles  and  equipment  within  the 
direct  control  of  manufacturers  are  virtually  as- 
sured of  remedy  of  any  defect  or  noncompliance, 
because  they  are  still  within  the  physical  posses- 
sion of  the  manufacturer.  In  the  XPRM  it  was 
noted  that  direct  control  does  not  include  in  the 
possession  of  a  dealer  or  distributor.  For  vehicles 
and  equipment  possessed  by  those  entities,  reports 
concerning  defects  or  noncompliance  would  be 
required  to  be  submitted  to  the  agency.  The 
agency  declines  to  adopt  the  suggestion  of  the 


Center  for  Auto  Safety  for  reasons  explained  in 
the  NPRM.  The  phrase  "beyond  the  place  of 
final  manufacture"  is  not  broad  enough  to  handle 
all  instances  where  vehicles  are  still  within  the 
direct  control  of  the  manufacturer.  For  example, 
vehicles  might  be  stored  on  a  manufacturer's  lot 
far  removed  from  the  place  of  manufacture. 
Nonetheless,  these  vehicles  are  still  within  the 
direct  control  of  the  manufacturer.  Therefore, 
the  agency  concludes  that  the  term  "direct  con- 
trol" best  accomplishes  the  objective  of  providing 
a  limited  exclusion  from  the  reporting  require- 
ments. The  agency  agrees  with  importers  that 
since  they  are  considered  manufacturers  under 
the  Act,  vehicles  that  manifest  defects  while  they 
are  within  their  direct  control  are  excluded  from 
the  reporting  requirements. 

Some  manufacturers  apparently  misunderstood 
the  requirements  of  Section  573.3(d).  Manufac- 
turers indicated  that  reports  should  be  required 
to  be  filed  either  by  the  brand  name  owner  or  the 
manufacturer,  not  by  both.  The  section  as  writ- 
ten pennits  this.  Compliance  with  the  reporting 
requirements  by  the  brand  name  owner  shall  be 
considered  compliance  by  the  manufacturer. 
Either  one  is  permitted  to  submit  the  required 
reports.  The  Act  treats  tire  brand  name  owners 
as  manufacturers.  Therefore,  the  wording  of  this 
section  has  been  changed  to  reflect  the  responsi- 
bility of  tire  brand  name  owners. 

Several  commenters  requested  that  the  name  of 
fabricating  manufacturers  not  be  submitted  since 
this  might  cause  competitive  disadvantage  to  the 
brand  name  or  trademark  owner.  The  NHTSA 
finds  it  a  legitimate  need  to  know  the  actual 
manufacturer  of  a  product.  That  manufacturer 
could,  for  example,  be  manufacturing  the  same  or 
similar  components  for  other  brand  name  or 
trademark  owners.  The  agency  would  need  this 
information  to  ensure  that  all  potentially  defec- 
tive or  noncomplying  equipment  is  remedied. 

Many  manufacturers  complained  of  the  re- 
quirements in  Section  573.3(f)  that  reports  be 
filed  both  by  the  equipment  manufacturer  and  the 
vehicle  manufacturer  where  an  equipment  manu- 
facturer's equipment  has  been  used  by  more  than 
one  vehicle  manufacturer.  Manufacturers  stated 
that  this  requirement  is  duplicative  and  costly, 
providing     identical     information     from     both 
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sources.  The  XHTSA  stated  in  the  XPRM  that 
this  issue  had  been  thoroughly  considered  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  the  NPRM.  It  has  again  been 
explored  by  the  agency  in  response  to  these  com- 
ments and  the  agency  concludes  that  the  dual 
reporting  requirement  for  the  573.5  report  is  nec- 
essary. Reports  submitted  by  equipment  and 
vehicle  manufacturers  will  have  different  infor- 
mation in  them.  In  both  cases,  the  information 
is  of  importance  to  the  agency  in  pursuing  its 
defects  and  noncompliance  obligations.  There- 
fore, this  requirement  has  been  retained.  It 
should  be  reaffirmed  for  clarity  that  where  an 
equipment  manufacturer's  equipment  is  used  in 
vehicles  of  only  one  vehicle  manufactiiiTr,  reports 
need  only  be  submitted  by  that  vehicle  manu- 
facturer. 

On  a  related  matter,  the  NHTSA  agrees  that 
reports  required  under  Section  573.6  need  not  be 
filed  by  both  vehicle  and  equipment  manufactur- 
ers. These  reports  need  only  be  filed  by  the 
manufacturer  undertaking  the  recall.  Section 
573.3(f)  has  been  amended  to  reflect  this  change. 

Other  commenters  on  this  section  indicated 
their  disapproval  of  the  shared  responsibility  for 
remedying  defects  and  noncompliance  between 
vehicle  and  equipment  manufacturers.  Section 
573.3  places  certain  reporting  responsibilities 
upon  both  equipment  and  veliicle  manufacturers, 
depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  defect.  For 
the  most  part,  vehicle  manufacturers  are  respon- 
sible for  reports  relating  to  defects  or  noncom- 
pliance in  their  vehicles  while  equipment 
manufacturers  are  responsible  for  reports  on  their 
defective  or  noncomplying  equipment.  In  those 
instances  where  a  defect  or  noncompliance  is  dis- 
covered in  equipment  installed  in  the  vehicles  of 
more  than  one  vehicle  manufacturer,  both  the 
equipment  and  vehicle  manufacturers  must  re- 
port. Equipment  manufacturers  suggested  that 
vehicle  manufacturers  should  be  responsible  for 
defects  and  noncompliance  reports  wliile  vehicle 
manufacturers  want  to  place  the  burdens  upon 
equipment  manufacturei's.  The  XIITSA  adopted 
the  present  sclieme  of  shared  responsiliility  be- 
tween vehicle  and  equipment  manufactui'ers  for 
compliance  witli  agency  regulations  in  response 
to  the  1974  Amendments.  Congress  indicated  in 
those  amendments  that  equipment  and  vehicle 
manufacturers  should  share  the  burden  of  rem- 


edying defects  in  their  equipment  and  vehicles. 
The  XHTSA  concludes  that  the  reporting  re- 
quirements outlined  in  this  regulation  implement 
the  basic  intent  of  those  Amendments. 

III.      Definitions. 

Many  commenters  objected  to  the  definitions  of 
original  and  replacement  equipment.  Further, 
some  of  these  commenters  indicated  that  the 
XHTSA  had  little,  if  any,  authority  to  place 
responsibility  on  an  original  equipment  manufac- 
turer, since  Section  159  of  the  Act  makes  the 
vehicle  manufacturers  responsible  for  original 
equipment.  The  XHTSA  has  deleted  the  defini- 
tions of  original  and  replacement  equipment  from 
Part  573  since  both  terms  are  defined  in  Part  579. 
The  XHTSA  notes  that  with  respect  to  the 
authority  to  place  responsibility  for  defects  or 
noncompliance  upon  original  equipment  manu- 
facturers rather  than  the  vehicle  manufacturer. 
Section  159  states  that  the  Act's  defect  and  non- 
compliance scheme  of  responsibility  shall  be  con- 
trolling unless  otherwise  provided  by  regulation. 
Therefore,  the  XHTSA  does  have  the  authority 
to  shift  the  responsibility  from  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer to  the  equipment  manufacturer  if  it 
determines  that  such  alteration  will  advance  the 
efficiency  of  enforcement  actions.  Part  579, 
Defect  and  Noncompliance  Responsihility,  out- 
lines the  responsibilities  of  the  various  manufac- 
turers and  defines  "replacement"  and  "original" 
equipment. 

Commenters  also  requested  that  the  agency  de- 
fine the  term  "safety-related  defect"  so  as  to 
clarify  the  agency's  intent  in  this  area.  The 
XHTSA  has  in  the  past  rejected  requests  to  es- 
tablish a  specific  definition  of  safety-related 
defect.  Whether  or  not  a  defect  is  safety-related 
depends  upon  a  variety  of  factors  and  must  be 
ascertained  based  upon  the  circumstances  of  each 
separate  case.  Thus,  a  specific  definition  cannot 
feasibly  be  created. 

Ford  Motor  Company  argued  that  the  agency's 
preambular  discussion  tended  to  indicate  that  the 
definition  of  "first  purchaser  for  purposes  other 
than  resale"  would  include  the  dealer  or  distrib- 
utor. This  was  not  the  intent  of  the  regulation. 
"P'irst  purchaser"  is  based  on  a  similar  statutory 
term  and  has  been  used  by  the  agency  for  years 
with  a  specific  meaning.     The  first  purchase  oc- 
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curs  where  the  purchaser  does  not  buy  the  vehicle 
with  the  purpose  of  reselling  it.  Obviously,  sale 
of  a  vehicle  to  a  dealer  presupposes  that  the 
dealer  intends  to  resell  the  vehicle  to  the  ultimate 
consumer  or  purchaser.  Thei'efore,  sale  to  a 
dealer  would  not  constitute  the  sale  to  the  first 
purchaser  for  purposes  other  than  resale.  The 
use  of  the  term  first -purchaser  list  in  the  pre- 
amble of  the  proposal  in  reference  to  the  lists 
required  to  be  retained  by  equipment  manufac- 
turers was  a  colloquial  use  of  the  term  rather 
than  its  more  precise  meanin":  under  the  Act. 

IV.    Defect  and  noncompliance  information  reports. 

Prestolite  Company  interpreted  the  i-equire- 
ments  of  Section  573.5(a)  to  mean  that  they 
would  be  requii-ed  to  file  a  report  with  the 
XHTSA  every  time  a  defective  piece  of  equip- 
ment was  brought  to  their  attention,  since  there 
is  no  specific  definition  of  safety-related  defect. 
This  they  suggested  would  be  a  burdensome  re- 
quirement. Such  a  requirement  is  not  the  intent 
of  this  regulation.  A  manufacturer  submits  a 
report,  to  the  NHTSA  when  either  it  or  the 
agency  makes  a  determination  under  Section  151 
or  152  of  the  Act  that  a  defect  related  to  motor 
vehicle  safety  in  fact  exists.  A  failure  of  a  single 
piece  of  equipment  may  not  occasion  the  finding 
of  a  safety-related  defect.  Further,  some  equip- 
ment failures  might  have  no  adverse  safety 
effects.  Therefore,  every  failure  of  equipment  will 
not  necessarily  require  a  report  to  the  NHTSA. 
It  is  incumbent  upon  the  agency  and  each  manu- 
facturer to  make  a  good  faith  determination  con- 
cerning tlie  safety  relatedness  of  any  defect  before 
a  report  under  this  paragraph  is  filed. 

International  Harvester  (IH)  suggested  that  a 
manufacturer  should  not  have  to  file  a  report  if 
it  intends  to  file  a  petition  for  inconsetjuentiality. 
The  XHTSA  does  not  agree  with  this  position. 
The  agency  needs  to  know  of  potential  safety- 
related  defects  or  noncompliances  at  tlie  earliest 
possible  time.  If  a  manufacturer  intends  to  file  a 
petition  for  inconsequentiality,  it  should  indicate 
such  in  the  report  as  part  of  the  infoi'mation 
supplied  in  accordance  with  subparagraph  (c) 
(8). 

Many  manufactui'crs  objected  to  the  5-day  re- 
quirement in  Secti(m  57:5.5 (b)  under  which  infor- 
mation must  be  submitted  witliin  5  woiking  days 


after  a  safety-related  defect  or  noncompliance 
has  been  discovered.  Manufacturers  suggested 
increasing  the  number  of  working  days  and 
changing  the  word  "submitted"  to  "mailed." 
Ford  requested  that  the  5-day  period  not  begin 
until  written  notification  is  received  from  the 
X'HTSA  for  agency-initiated  determinations. 

The  agency  does  not  find  persuasive  arguments 
for  altering  the  existing  5-working  day  require- 
ment. The  NHTSA  needs  this  information  as 
rapidly  as  possible  to  aid  expeditious  notification 
and  recall.  Not  all  information  need  be  supplied 
within  the  5  working  days  if  some  of  it  is  un- 
available. The  regulation  clearly  states  that  any 
unavailable  information  would  be  submitted  later 
as  it  becomes  available.  The  NHTSA  also  con- 
siders it  imnecessary  to  change  the  word  "sub- 
mitted" to  "mailed."  The  term  "submitted"  is 
broader  than  "mailed."  Information  may  be  sub- 
mitted by  mailing  it  or  delivering  it  to  tlie  agency 
in  person.  If  mailed,  it  must  be  mailed  within 
5  working  days. 

With  respect  to  the  alleged  insufficient  time  to 
prepare  information  in  5  working  days,  the 
NHTSA  notes  that  this  requirement  has  existed 
in  Part  573  for  several  years.  Since  the  require- 
ment has  operated  smoothly  for  that  period  of 
time,  the  agency  declines  to  adopt  recommenda- 
tions that  would  change  it. 

The  NHTSA  declines  to  adopt  Ford's 
recommendation  concerning  agency-initiated  de- 
terminations. Agency  initiated  defect  or  non- 
compliance determinations  are  made  after 
thorough  investigations  conducted  by  the 
NHTSA.  A  manufacturer  is  aware  of  these  on- 
going investigations,  and  therefore,  it  should  not 
be  unnecessarily  burdened  or  surprised  when  the 
NHTSA  makes  a  determination.  Since  the  need 
for  expeditious  action  exists  after  an  agency  de- 
termination and  the  manufacturer  is  aware  of  a 
pending  agency  decision,  the  NHTSA  considers 
it  adequate  that  a  manufacturer  submit  the  report 
in  5  working  days  after  receipt  of  either  written 
or  oral  agency  notification. 

Several  equipment  manufacturers  contended 
that  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (c)  (2)  would 
impose  additional  burdens  upon  tliem  to  mark  the 
equipment  tliat  they  manufacture.  Paragraph 
(c)  (2)  requires  defect  and  noncompliance  reports 
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to  contain  certain  information  tliat  identifies  the 
defective  or  noncoinplyinjj^  equipment.  For  ex- 
ample, they  argued  that  the  requirements  for  the 
date  of  manufacture  of  the  alfected  equipment 
would  be  burdensome  since  mucii  of  tlieir  equip- 
ment is  not  dated  according  to  time  of  manufac- 
ture. Therefore,  they  suggested  that  the  XHTSA 
only  require  date  of  manufacture  information 
wlien  it  is  Ivnown. 

It  is  important  to  remember  that  Part  573  is 
for  the  most  part  a  reporting  regulation.  It  is 
not  a  recordkeeping  or  labeling  regulation.  A 
manufacturer,  under  the  regulation,  only  sup- 
plies to  tlie  NHT8A  that  information  wliich  is 
available  to  it.  In  the  case  of  date  of  manufac- 
ture of  equipment,  the  equipment  manufacturer 
in  most  instances  need  not  label  its  equipment  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  identify  its  date  of  manu- 
facture. The  regulation  merely  directs  a  manu- 
facturer to  supply  such  information  to  the 
XHTSA  in  its  reports.  Obviously,  if  a  manu- 
facturer does  not  know  the  dates  of  manufacture, 
it  would  be  unable  to  supply  them  to  the  agency. 
However,  a  manufacturer  must  supply  the  ap- 
proximate dates  of  manufacture  if  that  informa- 
tion is  available. 

Manufacturers  should  note  that  the  manufac- 
turing date  requirement  is  included  in  the  regu- 
lation for  tlie  benefit  of  the  ccjuipment 
manufacturer.  If  that  manufacturer  knows  the 
approximate  dates  when  a  defective  piece  of 
equipment  was  produced,  then  its  recall  can  be 
limited  to  equipment  manufactured  during  those 
dates.  On  the  other  hand,  a  manufacturer  with- 
out such  information  might  be  required  to  under- 
take a  more  extensive  recall  of  its  equipment  to 
ensure  that  all  defective  products  are  recalled. 

The  Center  for  Auto  Safety-  requested  that  the 
XHTSA  require  motor  vehicle  manufacturers  to 
submit  the  vehicle  identification  numbers  (VIX) 
of  vehicles  involved  in  any  recall  activity.  The 
XHTSA  does  not  re(|uire  tliis  information  in  the 
Part  573.5  reports  because  the  agency  normally 
has  no  need  at  the  time  of  the  reports  issuance 
for  such  information.  The  agency  does  require 
the  VIX's  to  be  submitted  in  tlu>  Part  573.fi  re- 
ports for  tliose  vcliicles  tluit  are  imcorrected  in  a 
manufacturer's  recall.  In  these  instances,  the 
agency    uses    the    information    to    supplement    a 


manufacturer's  recall  efforts.  Until  such  time  as 
a  manufacturer  determines  that  some  vehicles  are 
imcorrected  however,  the  agency  usually  has  little 
use  for  VIX  information  on  all  recalled  vehicles. 
In  those  limited  instances  when  VIX  information 
is  necessary  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the  Part 
573.5  report,  the  agency  has  tiie  ability  to  request 
it  from  a  manufacturer. 

In  regard  to  paragraph  (c)  (3),  several  manu- 
facturers objected  to  the  requirement  that  the 
precise  nuniber  of  vehicles  or  equipment  in  each 
category  be  reported.  These  manufacturers 
stated  that  often  this  information  is  not  known. 
The  XHTSA  agrees  and  therefore  modifies  the 
section  to  require  the  submittal  of  this  informa- 
tion when  it  is  known.  Chrysler  suggested  that 
the  agency  require  the  numbers  of  affected  ve- 
iiicles  to  be  submitted  by  GVWR  breakdown 
rather  than  by  model.  The  agency  disagrees  with 
this  recommendation  since  it  usually  undertakes 
recalls  based  upon  model  classification,  not  upon 
GVWR  categories.  Therefore,  the  submission  of 
infoi'ination  based  upon  a  GVWR  classification 
would  not  be  as  useful  as  a  classification  based 
upon  vehicle  model. 

Atlas  Supply  Company  suggested  that  the 
agency  not  require  the  information  specified  in 
paragraph  (c)  (4)  since,  for  tire  manufacturers, 
tires  are  destroyed,  making  the  required  calcula- 
tions difficult.  Paragraph  (c)  (4)  requires  the 
provision  of  information  that  estimates  the  per- 
centage of  defective  or  noncomplying  equipment 
on  vehicles.  The  XHTSA  considers  estimates  of 
the  amount  of  affected  vehicles  or  equipment  to 
be  necessary  to  obtain  an  idea  of  the  scope  of  the 
defect  or  noncompliance  problem.  Since  the  sec- 
tion merely  requires  an  estimate,  the  agency  does 
not  consider  this  to  place  a  difficult  burden  upon 
manufacturers. 

Many  manufacturers  complained  about  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (c)  (6)  wliich  requires 
tlie  submission  of  information  upon  which  the 
determination  was  made  that  a  safety-related  de- 
fect exists.  These  manufacturers  indicated  that 
it  would  impose  unreasonable  buidens  upon 
manufacturers  by  requiring  them  to  retrieve  a 
large  amount  of  information  in  a  short  period  of 
time  and  to  retain  vast  amounts  of  data.  The 
intent  of  this  section  is  to  provide  a  summary  to 
the  XHTSA  of  the  information  upon  which  a 
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manufacturer  based  his  defect  determination. 
Tliis  information,  since  it  has  been  used  by  a 
manufacturer  for  its  determination  of  a  defect, 
should  be  readily  available  to  it.  The  NHTSA 
notes  that  the  submission  of  summary  infonna- 
tion  is  intended  to  reduce  a  manufacturer's  bur- 
dens. However,  the  specificity  aiul  clarity  of 
information  must  be  maintained,  and  the  agency 
might  require  further  information  if  the  sum- 
mary information  is  inadequate.  The  NHTSA 
has  reworded  the  paragraph  somewhat  to  indicate 
that  it  is  only  necessary  to  submit  a  summary  of 
the  information  upon  which  the  determination 
was  based. 

Several  manufacturers  suggested  that  the  re- 
quirement for  submission  of  noncompliance  test 
data  in  paragraph  (c)  (7)  would  require  them  to 
conduct  tests  and  submit  details  of  test  proce- 
dures to  the  agency.  This  paragraph  requires 
only  that  manufacturers  supply  the  results  and 
data  of  tests,  if  any  are  conducted,  upon  which  a 
noncompliance  determination  was  based.  Test 
procedures  need  not  be  submitted.  If  a  noncom- 
pliance determination  is  made  on  information 
other  than  tests,  then  that  information  would  be 
submitted. 

Manufacturers  claimed  that  they  would  be  un- 
able to  submit  a  plan  for  remedy  as  lequired  by 
paragraph  (c)  (8)  in  the  required  5  working  days. 
The  XHTSA  needs  to  have  an  indication  of  a 
manufacturer's  plan  for  remedy  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible. Like  all  of  the  information  lequired  by 
this  section,  the  plan  need  not  be  extensively  de- 
tailed in  the  initial  o-working  day  period  and  is 
subjecr  to  modification  if  subsequent  circum- 
stances warrant  a  change.  In  other  words,  a 
manufacturer  is  not  binding  itself  to  only  those 
items  established  in  the  plan  submitted  during 
the  first  5  days  after  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
has  been  determined  to  exist.  The  NHTSA  has 
amended  the  wording  of  this  paragraph  some- 
what to  indicate  that  a  copy  of  a  manufacturer's 
plan  for  remedying  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
will  be  made  public  in  the  NHTSA  docket. 

The  Center  for  .\.uto  Safety  argued  that  para- 
grapli  (c)  (9)  should  require  actual  copies  of  the 
defect  or  noncompliance  notice  bulletins  or  com- 
munications, not  represent^ative  copies.  The 
reason   the   NHTSA   used   the  torminologv  con- 


tained in  the  notice  is  that  in  some  instances  a 
manufacturer  has  a  multiple  mailing  of  one  com- 
munication. To  require  actual  copies  of  multiple 
mailings  would  require  copies  of  each  of  these 
identical  comnumications.  Therefore,  the  agency 
allows  a  representative  copy  (e.g.,  one  actual 
copy)  of  such  information.  The  NHTSA  con- 
cludes that  this  requirement  fulfills  the  agency's 
need  for  accurate  copies. 

V.  Quarterly  defect  reports. 

Many  manufacturers  disagreed  with  the 
agency's  scheme  for  quarterly  defect  reports  out- 
lined in  Section  576.6.  Equipment  manufacturers 
suggested  that  vehicle  manufacturers  should  be 
responsible  for  these  reports,  while  veliicle  manu- 
facturers asserted  that  the  equipment  manufac- 
turers are  better  able  to  accomplish  the  reporting 
requirements.  The  NHTSA  requires  any  manu- 
facturer, either  vehicle  or  equipment,  undertaking 
a  recall  to  comply  with  the  quarterl}'  reporting 
requirement.  This  report  tells  the  agency  the 
status  of  recalls,  and  therefore,  is  best  accom- 
plished by  the  party  conducting  the  recall.  The 
NHTSA  declines  to  adopt  suggestions  that  would 
change  this  scheme. 

Subparagraph  (b)  (6)  requires  the  submission 
of  information  on  the  number  of  vehicles  or 
equipment  that  is  determined  to  be  unreachable. 
Several  manufacturers  argued  for  deletion  of  this 
information  suggesting  that  it  was  impossible  to 
ascertain  why  certain  vehicles  or  equipment  are 
unreachable.  The  manufacturer  need  only  give 
the  reasons  why  vehicles  are  unreachable  when 
such  information  is  available  to  him.  This  infor- 
mation aids  the  agency  in  understanding  the 
effectiveness  of  a  recall.  The  agency  can  deter- 
mine from  this  data  tlie  number  of  vehicles  still 
in  use  that  were  not  corrected  by  a  manufacturer 
and  why. 

VI.  Purchaser  and  owner  lists. 

The  intent  of  this  section  was  misimderstood 
by  a  numbei'  of  commenters.  Manj'  manufactur- 
ers, both  equipment  and  vehicle,  indicated  that 
this  requiiement  burdened  them  with  new  record- 
keeping rc(iuirements  far  bej'ond  those  currently 
in  existence.  This  is  not  the  case.  For  example, 
Part  573.7 (a)  requires  vehicle  manufacturers  to 
maintain  lists  of  owners  of  vehicles  involved  in  a 
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notification  campaign,  not  all  vehicles  produced. 
General  recordkeeping):  requirements  for  vehicle 
and  equipment  manufacturers  are  found  in  the 
Act  and  in  the  afrency's  regulations  in  Part  576. 
These  general  recordkeeping  requirements  are  not 
affected  by  this  regulation. 

Equipment  manufacturers  strenuously  objected 
to  paragraph  (c)  as  placing  huge  recordkeeping 
burdens  upon  them  while  achieving  little  in  the 
way  of  benefits.  The  agency  does  not  find  these 
arguments  persuasive.  The  recordkeeping  re- 
quirement in  this  paragraph  is  limited.  The 
agency  has  reworded  this  section  to  clarify  an 
equipment  manufacturer's  recordkeeping  require- 
ments. This  requirement  does  not  mandate  an 
equipment  manufacturer  to  make  and  retain  a 
list  of  all  purchasers  of  its  equipment  as  the 
equipment  is  sold.  Equipment  manufacturers 
will  be  required  to  retain  a  list  of  individuals, 
dealers,  distributors  and  manufacturers  deter- 
mined by  the  manufacturer  or  the  agency  to  be  in 
possession  of  potentially  defective  or  noncomph'- 
ing  equipment.  This  limited  requirement  is 
within  the  authoritj*  granted  by  Section  112(b) 
of  the  Act.  The  list  would  be  compiled  during 
the  course  of  a  defect  or  noncompliance  cam- 
paign. If  an  equipment  manufacturer  is  unable 
to  find  those  in  possession  of  its  equipment,  no 
list  is  required  to  be  retained.  The  burden  im- 
posed by  this  requirement  is  minimal  since  it 
merely  requires  that  manufacturers  retain  some 
information  that  will,  by  necessity,  be  generated 
should  they  be  required  to  conduct  either  a  defect 
or  noncompliance  campaign. 

"With  respect  to  paragraph  (b),  tiro  manufac- 
turers indicated  that  each  tire  does  not  have  a 
different  identification  numlier  and  therefore  the 
paragraph  should  he  amended  somewhat  to  reflect 
this.  The  agency  agrees  and  has  modified  the 
language  accordingly. 

VII.     Notices,  bulletins,  and  other  communications. 

Many  manufacturers  objected  to  the  require- 
ments in  Section  ^>7'd.H  as  being  too  broad  and 
bej'ond  the  scope  of  the  XIITSA's  authority. 
This  section  reijuires  tiie  submission  of  informa- 
tion concei'ning  defects  in  eciuipment  and  veiiicles. 
Further,  the  manufacturers  recommended  that 
the  parentheticals  be  deleted  from  tlie  section  and 


that  the  term  "defect"  be  changed  to  "safety- 
related  defect."  The  agency  does  not  agree  with 
these  comments. 

First,  the  agency  needs  information  concerning 
any  defect  in  a  manufacturer's  product,  not  just 
those  defects  that  a  manufacturer  deems  to  be 
safety-related.  The  Act  contemplates  a  two- 
pronged  approach  to  defects  determinations. 
Either  a  manufacturer  or  the  agency  can  make 
such  a  determination.  For  the  agency  to  carry 
out  its  half  of  that  responsibility,  it  needs  infor- 
mation pertaining  to  all  defects  so  that  it  can 
then  judge  for  itself  whether  a  defect  is  in  fact 
safety  related.  To  require  only  information  per- 
taining to  manufacturer-detennined  safety-related 
defects,  would  in  effect  mean  that  manufacturers 
would  not  be  required  to  submit  defect  informa- 
tion to  the  agency  until  such  time  as  that  manu- 
facturer had  made  a  safety-related  defect 
determination.  This  would  stymie  the  agency's 
ability  to  make  independent  judgments  concern- 
ing defects  that  is  necessary  for  proper  enforce- 
ment of  the  Act.  In  the  past  year,  the  NHTSA 
has  made  several  safety-related  defect  determina- 
tions on  the  basis  of  information  routinely  sub- 
mitted by  manufacturers  concerning  defects  that 
they  had  not  considered  safetj'-related.  For 
example,  some  Airstream  Trailers  and  "Wliite 
Trucks  were  recalled  when  the  agency  discovered 
safety-related  problems  that  were  mentioned  in 
those  companies'  technical  bulletins.  Therefore, 
the  agency  needs  all  types  of  defect  information, 
not  just  information  that  manufacturers  deter- 
mine to  be  safety-related. 

Second,  the  parentheticals  were  added  to  this 
section  to  help  clarify  the  type  of  information 
intended  to  be  covered  by  its  requirements.  These 
lists  are  not  all-inclusive.  The  NHTSA  con- 
cludes, however,  that  they  do  clarify  the  type  of 
infoi-mation  the  agency  seeks  to  obtain  from  a 
manufacturer,  and  therefore,  they  will  be  retained 
in  the  regulation. 

The  agency  has  deleted  from  Section  .573.8  all 
references  to  noncompliances.  All  noncompliances 
must  be  reported  to  the  agency  under  Part  573.5 
(c)(9).  Therefore,  it  is  unnecessary  to  include 
references  to  noncompliances  in  this  paragraph. 

In  response  to  the  allegations  tliat  the  agency 
has  no  authority  to  require  sulimittal  of  defect 
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information,  whether  or  not  safety  related,  Sec- 
tion ir)8  of  the  Act  specifically  grants  the  agency 
that  authority. 

VIM.  Address  for  submitting  required  reports  and 
other  information. 

The  address  listed  in  Part  573.9  has  been 
altered  to  reflect  the  new  agency  organization  and 
autliority  for  enforcement  actions. 

In  accordance  with  agency  policy,  the  NHTSA 
has  considered  the  costs  and  benefits  of  this  re- 
qinrement.  The  agency  concludes  that  the  regu- 
lation will  help  enforcement  of  defect  and 
noncompliance  cases  by  ensuring  that  adequate 
information  is  submitted  to  the  NHTSA.  The 
costs  to  both  industry  and  government  of  the 
regulation  will  be  less  than  $5  million  annually. 


The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  James 
Murray  of  the  Office  of  Defects  Investigation  and 
Roger  Tilton  of  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Part  573, 
Defect  mid,  Noncompliance  Reports,  of  Volume 
49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

(Sees.  108,  112,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat. 
718;  Sees.  102,  103,  104,  Pub.  L.  93-492;  88  Stat. 
1470;  15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1408,  1411-1420;  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  December  18, 1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43   F.R.  60165-60169 
December  26,   197B 
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PART  573— DEFECT  AND  NONCOMPLIANCE  REPORTS 

(Docket  No.  74-7;  Notice  4) 


Sec. 

573.1  Scope. 

573.2  Purpose. 

573.3  Application. 

573.4  Definitions. 

573.5  Defect  and  noncompliance  information  re- 
port. 

573.6  Quarterly  report. 

573.7  Owner  lists. 

573.8  Notices,   bulletins,   and   other   communica- 
tions. 

573.9  Address    for    submitting    required    reports 
and  other  information. 

AUTHORITY:  Sec.  108,  112,  119,  Pub.  L.  89- 
563,  80  Stat.  718;  Sees.  102,  103,  104,  Pub.  L.  93- 
492;  88  Stat.  1470;  15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1408, 
1411-1420;  delegations  of  authority  at  49  CFR 
1.50  and  49  CFR  501.8 

§  573.1     Scope. 

This  part  specifies  requirements  for  manufactur- 
ers to  maintain  lists  of  purchasers  and  owners  of 
defective  and  noncomplying  motor  vehicles  and 
motor  vehicle  original  and  replacement  equip- 
ment, and  for  reporting  to  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  defects  in  motor 
vehicles  and  motor  vehicle  equipment,  for  report- 
ing noncomformities  to  motor  vehicle  safety 
standards,  for  providing  quarterly  reports  on  de- 
fect and  noncompliance  notification  campaigns, 
and  for  providing  copies  to  NHTSA  of  commu- 
nications with  distributors,  dealers,  and  purchas- 
ers regarding  defects  and  noncompliances. 

§  573.2     Purpose. 

The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  inform  NHTSA 
of  defective   and   noncomplying   motor   vehicles 


and  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment,  and  to 
obtain  information  for  NHTSA  on  the  adequacy 
of  manufacturers'  defect  and  noncompliance  noti- 
fication campaigns,  on  corrective  action,  on 
owner  response,  and  to  compare  the  defect  inci- 
dence rate  among  different  groups  of  vehicles. 

§  573.3     Application. 

(a)  This  part  applies  to  manufacturers  of 
complete  motor  vehicles,  incomplete  motor  ve- 
hicles, and  motor  vehicle  original  and  replacement 
equipment,  with  respect  to  all  vehicles  and  equip- 
ment that  have  been  transported  beyond  the  di- 
rect control  of  the  manufacturer. 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
determined  to  exist  in  a  motor  vehicle  or  equip- 
ment item  imported  into  the  United  States,  com- 
pliance with  §§  573.5  and  573.6  by  either  the 
fabricating  manufacturer  or  the  importer  of  the 
vehicle  or  equipment  item  shall  be  considered 
compliance  by  both. 

(c)  In  the  case  of  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
determined  to  exist  in  a  vehicle  manufactured  in 
two  or  more  stages,  compliance  with  §§  573.5  and 
573.6  by  either  the  manufacturer  of  the  incom- 
plete vehicle  or  any  subsequent  manufacturer  of 
the  vehicle  shall  be  considered  compliance  by  all 
manufacturers. 

(d)  In  the  case  of  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
determined  to  exist  in  an  item  of  replacement 
equipment  (except  tires)  compliance  with  §§  573.5 
and  573.6  by  the  brand  name  or  trademark  owner 
shall  be  considered  compliance  by  the  manufac- 
turer. Tire  brand  name  owners  are  considered 
manufacturers  (15  U.S.C.  1419(1))  and  have  the 
same  reporting  requirements  as  manufacturers. 

(e)  In  the  case  of  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
determined  to  exist  in  an  item  of  original  equip- 
ment used  in  the  vehicles  of  only  one  vehicle 
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manufacturer,  compliance  with  §§  573.5  and  573.6 
by  either  the  vehicle  or  equipment  manufacturer 
shall  be  considered  compliance  by  both. 

(f)  In  the  case  of  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
determined  to  exist  in  original  equipment  in- 
stalled in  the  vehicles  of  more  than  one  vehicle 
manufacturer,  compliance  with  §  573.5  is  required 
of  the  equipment  manufacturer  as  to  the  equip- 
ment item,  and  of  each  vehicle  manufacturer  as 
to  the  vehicles  in  which  the  equipment  has  been 
installed.  Compliance  with  §  573.6  is  required  of 
the  manufacturer  who  is  conducting  a  recall 
campaign. 

§  573.4     Definitions. 

For  purposes  of  this  part: 

"Act"  means  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (15 
U.S.C.  1391  et  seq.). 

"Administrator"  means  the  Administrator  of 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion or  his  delegate. 

"First  purchaser"  means  first  purchaser  for 
purposes  other  than  resale. 

§  573.5     Defect    and    noncompliance    information 
report. 

(a)  Each  manufacturer  shall  furnish  a  report 
to  the  NHTSA  for  each  defect  in  his  vehicles  or 
in  his  items  of  original  or  replacement  equipment 
that  he  or  the  Administrator  determines  to  be 
related  to  motor  vehicle  safety,  and  for  each 
noncompliance  with  a  motor  vehicle  safety  stand- 
ard in  such  vehicles  or  items  of  equipment  which 
either  he  or  the  Administrator  determines  to  exist. 

(b)  Each  report  shall  be  submitted  not  more 
than  5  working  days  after  a  defect  in  a  vehicle  or 
item  of  equipment  has  been  determined  to  be 
safety  related,  or  a  noncompliance  with  a  motor 
vehicle  safety  standard  has  been  determined  to 
exist.  Information  required  by  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section  that  is  not  available  within  that 
period  shall  be  submitted  as  it  becomes  available. 
Each  manufacturer  submitting  new  information 
relative  to  a  previously  submitted  report  shall 
refer  to  the  notification  campaign  number  when 
a  number  has  been  assigned  by  the  NHTSA. 


(c)  Each  manufacturer  shall  include  in  each 
report  the  information  specified  below. 

(1)  The  manufacturer's  name:  The  full  cor- 
porate or  individual  name  of  the  fabricating 
manufacturer  and  any  brand  name  or  trademark 
owner  of  the  vehicle  or  item  of  equipment  shall 
be  spelled  out,  except  that  such  abbreviations  as 
"Co."  or  "Inc.,"  and  their  foreign  equivalents, 
and  the  first  and  middle  initials  of  individuals 
may  be  used.  In  the  case  of  a  defect  or  noncom- 
pliance determined  to  exist  in  an  imported  vehicle 
or  item  of  equipment,  the  agent  designated  by 
the  fabricating  manufacturer  pursuant  to  section 
110(e)  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1399(e))  shall  be  also 
stated.  If  the  fabricating  manufacturer  is  a  cor- 
poration that  is  controlled  by  another  corporation 
that  assumes  responsibility  for  compliance  with 
all  requirements  of  this  part  the  name  of  the 
controlling  corporation  may  be  used. 

(2)  Identification  of  the  vehicles  or  items  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  potentially  containing 
the  defect  or  noncompliance. 

(i)  In  the  case  of  passenger  cars,  the  identifi- 
cation shall  be  by  the  make,  line,  model  year,  the 
inclusive  dates  (month  and  year)  of  manufacture, 
and  any  other  information  necessary  to  describe 
the  vehicles. 

(ii)  In  the  case  of  vehicles  other  than  passen- 
ger cars,  the  identification  shall  be  by  body  style 
or  type,  inclusive  dates  (month  and  year)  of 
manufacture,  and  any  other  information  necessary 
to  describe  the  vehicles,  such  as  GVWR  or  class 
for  trucks  displacement  (cc)  for  motorcycles, 
and  number  of  passengers  for  buses. 

(iii)  In  the  case  of  items  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment,  the  identification  shall  be  by  generic 
name  of  the  component  (tires,  child  seating  sys- 
tems, axles,  etc.),  part  number,  size  and  function 
if  applicable,  the  inclus  ^  ■  dates  (month  and 
year)  of  manufacture,  and  any  other  information 
necessary  to  describe  the  items. 

(3)  The  total  number  of  vehicles  or  items  of 
equipment  potentially  containing  the  defect  or 
noncompliance,  and  where  available  the  number 
of  vehicles  or  items  of  equipment  in  each  group 
identified  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  (2)  of  this 
section. 
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(4)  The  percentage  of  vehicles  or  items  of 
equipment  specified  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(c)  (2)  of  this  section  estimated  to  actually  con- 
tain the  defect  or  noncompliance. 

(5)  A  description  of  the  defect  or  noncompli- 
ance, including  both  a  brief  summary  and  a  de- 
tailed description  with  graphic  aids  as  necessary, 
of  the  nature  and  physical  location  (if  appli- 
cable) of  the  defect  or  noncompliance. 

(6)  In  the  case  of  a  defect,  a  chronology  of  all 
prinicipal  events  that  were  the  basis  for  the  de- 
termination that  the  defect  related  to  motor  ve- 
hicle safety,  including  a  summary  of  all  warranty 
claims,  field  or  service  reports,  and  other  infor- 
mation, with  their  dates  of  receipt. 

(7)  In  the  case  of  a  noncompliance,  the  test 
results  or  other  data  on  the  basis  of  which  the 
manufacturer  determined  the  existence  of  the 
noncompliance. 

(8)  A  description  of  the  manufacturer's  pro- 
gram for  remedying  the  defect  or  noncompliance. 
The  manufacturer's  program  will  be  available  for 
inspection  in  the  public  docket.  Room  5108,  Nassif 
Building,  400  Seventh  St.,  SW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20950. 

(9)  A  representative  copy  of  all  notices,  bulle- 
tins, and  other  communications  that  relate  di- 
rectly to  the  defect  or  noncompliance  and  are  sent 
to  more  than  one  manufacturer,  distributor, 
dealer,  or  purchaser.  These  copies  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  NHTSA  not  later  than  5  days  after 
they  are  initially  sent  to  manufacturers,  distribu- 
tors, dealers,  or  purchasers.  In  the  case  of  any 
notification  sent  by  the  manufacturer  pursuant  to 
Part  577  of  this  chapter,  the  copy  of  the  notifica- 
tion shall  be  submitted  by  certified  mail. 

§  573.6     Quarterly  reports. 

(a)  Each  manufacturer  who  is  conducting  a 
defect  or  noncompliance  notification  campaign  to 
manufacturers,  distributors,  dealers,  or  purchas- 
ers, shall  submit  to  NHTSA  a  report  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraphs  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section, 
not  more  than  25  working  days  after  the  close  of 
each  calendar  quarter.  Unless  otherwise  directed 
by  the  NHTSA,  the  information  specified  in 
paragraphs  (b)  (1)  through  (b)  (6)  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  included  in  the  quarterly  report, 
with  respect  to  each  notification  campaign,  for 


each  of  six  consecutive  quarters  beginning  with 
the  quarter  in  which  the  campaign  was  initiated 
(i.e.,  the  date  of  initial  mailing  of  the  defect  or 
noncompliance  notification  to  owners)  or  correc- 
tive action  has  been  completed  on  all  defective 
or  noncomplying  vehicles  or  items  of  replacement 
equipment  involved  in  the  campaign,  whichever 
occurs  first.  The  information  specified  in  para- 
graph (b)  (7)  shall  be  included  only  in  the  third 
quarterly  report  furnished  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion. 

(b)  Each  report  shall  include  the  following 
information  identified  by  and  in  the  order  of  the 
subparagraph  headings  of  this  paragraph. 

(1)  The  notification  campaign  number  as- 
signed by  NHTSA. 

(2)  The  date  notification  began  and  the  date 
completed. 

(3)  The  number  of  vehicles  or  items  of  equip- 
ment involved  in  the  notification  campaign. 

(4)  The  number  of  vehicles  or  items  of  equip- 
ment estimated  to  contain  the  defect. 

(5)  The  number  of  vehicles  and  equipment 
items  of  receiving  corrective  action,  which  shall 
be  the  sum  of 

(i)  The  number  repaired;  and 

(ii)  The  number  inspected  and  determined  not 
to  need  repair. 

(6)  The  number  of  vehicles  or  items  of  equip- 
ment determined  to  be  unreachable  for  inspection 
due  to  export,  theft,  scrapping,  failure  to  receive 
notification,  or  other  reasons  (specify).  The 
number  of  vehicles  or  items  of  equipment  in  each 
category  shall  be  specified. 

(7)  In  the  case  of  motor  vehicles,  the  vehicle 
identification  number  for  each  vehicle  for  which 
corrective  measures  have  not  been  completed. 

(c)  If  the  manufacturer  determines  that  the 
original  information  submitted  under  paragraphs 
(b)(3),  (b)(4),  or  (b)(6)  of  this  section  is  in- 
correct, revised  figures  and  an  explanatory  note 
shall  be  submitted.  If  the  nature  of  the  defect 
or  noncompliance  prevents  determination  of  the 
information  required  by  paragraph  (b)  (5)  of 
this  section,  the  manufacturer  shall  include  a 
brief  explanation.    Information   supplied   in   re- 
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sponse  to  paragraphs  (b)  (5)  and  (b)  (6)  of  this 
section  shall  be  cumulative  totals. 


§  573.7     Purchaser  and  owner  lists. 

(a)  Each  manufacturer  of  motor  vehicles  shall 
maintain,  in  a  form  suitable  for  inspection  such 
as  computer  information  storage  devices  or  card 
files,  a  list  of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the 
registered  owners,  as  determined  through  State 
motor  vehicle  registration  records  or  other 
sources,  or  the  most  recent  purchasers  where  the 
registered  owners  are  unknown,  for  all  vehicles 
involved  in  a  defect  or  noncompliance  notification 
campaign  initiated  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
part.  The  list  shall  include  the  vehicle  identifi- 
cation number  for  each  vehicle  and  the  status  of 
remedy  with  respect  to  each  vehicle,  updated  as 
of  the  end  of  each  quarterly  reporting  period 
specified  in  §  573.6.  Each  list  shall  be  retained, 
beginning  with  the  date  on  which  the  defect  or 
noncompliance  information  report  required  by 
§  573.5  is  initially  submitted  to  the  NHTSA,  for 
5  years. 

(b)  Each  manufacturer  (including  brand  name 
owners)  of  tires  shall  maintain,  in  a  form  suitable 
for  inspection  such  as  computer  information  stor- 
age devices  or  card  files,  a  list  of  the  names  and 
addresses  of  the  first  purchasers  of  his  tires  for 
all  tires  involved  in  a  defect  or  noncompliance 
notification  campaign  initiated  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  part.  The  list  shall  include  the  tire 
identification  number  of  all  tires  and  shall  show 
the  status  of  remedy  with  respect  to  each  owner 
involved  in  each  notification  campaign,  updated 
as  of  the  end  of  each  quarterly  reporting  period 
specified  in  §  573.6.  Each  list  shall  be  retained, 
beginning  with  the  date  on  which  the  defect  in- 
formation report  is  initially  submitted  to  the 
NHTSA,  for  3  years. 

(c)  For  each  item  of  equipment  involved  in  a 
defect  or  noncompliance  notification  campaign 
initiated  after  the  effective  date  of  this  part,  each 
manufacturer  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  other 
than  tires  shall  maintain,  in  a  form  suitable  for 
inspection,  such  as  computer  information  storage 


devices  or  card  files,  a  list  of  the  names  and  ad- 
dresses of  each  distributor  and  dealer  of  such 
manufacturer,  each  motor  vehicle  or  motor  vehicle 
equipment  manufacturer  and  most  recent  pur- 
chaser known  to  the  manufacturer  to  whom  a 
potentially  defective  or  noncomplying  item  of 
equipment  has  been  sold,  the  number  of  such 
items  sold  to  each,  and  the  date  of  shipment. 
The  list  shall  show  as  far  as  is  practicable  the 
number  of  items  remedied  or  returned  to  the 
manufacturer  and  the  dates  of  such  remedy  or 
return.  Each  list  shall  be  retained,  beginning 
with  the  date  on  which  the  defect  report  required 
by  §  573.5  is  initially  submitted  to  the  NHTSA 
for  5  years. 

§  573.8     Notices,  bulletins,  and  other  communica- 
tions. 

Each  manufacturer  shall  furnish  to  the 
NHTSA  a  copy  of  all  notices,  bulletins,  and  other 
communications  (including  warranty  and  policy 
extension  communiques  and  product  improvement 
bulletins),  other  than  those  required  to  be  sub- 
mitted pursuant  to  §  573.5(c)  (9),  sent  to  more 
than  one  manufacturer,  distributor,  dealer,  or 
purchaser,  regarding  any  defect  in  his  vehicles  or 
items  of  equipment  (including  any  failure  or 
malfunction  beyond  normal  deterioration  in  use, 
or  any  failure  of  performance,  or  any  flaw  or 
unintended  deviation  from  design  specifica- 
tions), whether  or  not  such  defect  is  safety- 
related.  Copies  shall  be  submitted  monthly,  not 
more  than  5  working  days  after  the  end  of  each 
month. 

§  573.3     Address   for  submitting   required   reports 
and  other  information. 

All  required  reports  and  other  information,  ex- 
cept as  otherwise  required  by  this  part,  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Associate  Administrator  for 
Enforcement,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

43  F.R.  60169 
December  26,  1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  574— TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND  RECORDKEEPING 


(Docket  No.  70-12;  Notice  No.  5) 


On  November  10,  1970,  the  National  Highway 
Safety  Bureau  (now  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  or  NHTSA)  pub- 
lished the  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping 
Regulations  (35  F.R.  18116).  Thereafter,  pur- 
suant to  §  553.35  of  the  rulemaking  procedures 
(49  CFR  Part  553,  35  F.R.  5119),  petitions  for 
reconsideration  or  petitions  for  rulemaking  were 
filed  by  the  American  Retreaders'  Association, 
Inc.,  the  Armstrong  Rubber  Co.,  Bandag  Inc., 
the  National  Tire  Dealers  &  Retreaders  Associa- 
tion, Inc.,  the  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  the 
Lee  Tire  and  Rubber  Co.,  Chrysler  Corp.,  the 
Rubber  Manufacturers  Association,  Ford  Motor 
Co.,  the  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.,  Pirelli  Tire 
Corp.,  the  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.,  Uniroyal  Tire  Co., 
Cooper  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  Michelin  Tire  Corp., 
the  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  White  Motor 
Corp.,  Bert  Schwarz-S&H  Inc.,  and  the  Truck 
Trailer  Manufacturers  Association.  Several  pe- 
titioners requested  the  opportunity  to  demonstrate 
difficulties  they  were  having  meeting  the  regula- 
tion as  issued,  and  as  a  result  a  public  meeting 
was  held  December  21,  1970.  Notice  of  the  meet- 
ing was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  (35 
F.R.  19036)  and  the  transcript  of  the  meeting 
is  in  the  public  docket.  The  substance  of  the 
petitions  and  comments  made  at  the  meeting  have 
been  considered.  Certain  parts  of  the  Tire  Iden- 
tification and  Recordkeeping  Regulation  are 
hereby  amended. 

The  definition  of  "Tire  brand  name  owner"  in 
§  574.3(c)  is  changed  to  make  it  clear  that  a 
person  manufacturing  a  brand  name  tire  that  he 
markets  himself  is  not  a  brand  name  owner  for 
the  purposes  of  this  regulation. 

The  regulation  is  amended  to  except  from  its 
requirements  tires  manufactured  for  pre-1948  ve- 
hicles.    This   exception   is   consistent  with   the 


Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  for  pas- 
senger car  tires  (Standard  No.  109). 

After  consideration  of  the  comments  in  the 
petitions  concerning  the  tire  identification  num- 
ber requirements,  several  changes  have  been  made. 

1.  Section  574.5  is  amended  to  specify  the  num- 
bers and  letters  to  be  used  in  the  identification 
number. 

2.  Figures  1  and  2  are  modified  to  allow  three- 
quarters  of  an  inch,  instead  of  one-half  inch, 
between  the  DOT  sjonbol  and  the  identification 
number  and  between  the  second  and  third  group- 
ing. Tires  with  cross  section  width  of  6  inches 
or  less  may  use  %2-inch  letters.  The  DOT  sym- 
bol may  be  located  to  the  right  of  the  identifica- 
tion number  as  well  as  above,  below,  or  to  the 
left  cfi  the  identification  number.  Retreaders, 
as  well  as  new  tire  manufacturers,  may  locate  the 
DOT  symbol  above,  below,  to  the  left,  or  to  the 
right  of  the  identification  number.  The  mini- 
mum depth  of  the  identification  number  has  been 
changed  from  0.025  inch  to  0.020  inch,  measured 
from  the  surface  immediately  surrounding  the 
characters. 

3.  The  second  grouping,  identifying  the  tire 
size,  has  been  changed  with  respect  to  retreaded 
tires  to  provide  that  if  a  matrix  is  used  for 
processing  the  retreaded  tire  the  code  must  iden- 
tify the  matrix  used.  The  change  requiring  re- 
treaded  tire  identification  numbers  to  contain  a 
matrix  code  rather  than  a  size  code  was  made 
because,  in  the  event  of  a  defect  notification,  the 
matrix  would  be  a  more  meaningful  method  of 
identifying  the  suspect  tires  and  it  was  consid- 
ered impracticable  to  require  retreaders  to  in- 
clude the  tire  size  in  the  tire-identification 
number. 

4.  The  third  grouping,  for  identifying  the 
significant  characteristics  of  the  tire,  has  been 
changed  to  provide  that  if  a  tire  is  manufactured 
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for  a  brand  name  owner  the  code  shall  include 
symbols  identifying  the  brand  name  owner, 
which  shall  be  assigned  by  the  manufacturer 
rather  than  by  the  NHTSA.  Manufacturers  are 
required  to  provide  the  NHTSA  with  the  sjon- 
bols  assigned  to  brand  name  owners  upon  the 
NHTSA's  request.  This  change  should  result  in 
a  shorter  identification  number  and  allow  manu- 
facturers greater  flexibility  in  the  use  of  the 
third  grouping. 

Standard  No.  109  presently  requires  that  pas- 
senger car  tires  contain  a  DOT  symbol,  or  a 
statement  that  the  tire  complies  with  the  stand- 
ard, on  both  sidewalls  of  the  tire  between  the 
section  width  and  the  bead.  The  requirement 
in  Standard  No.  109  is  being  changed  by  notice 
published  in  this  issue  (36  F.R.  1195  to  provide 
that  the  DOT  symbol  may  be  on  either  sidewall, 
in  the  location  specified  bj'  this  regulation.  The 
requested  change  that  the  DOT  symbol  be  allowed 
on  tires  for  which  there  is  no  applicable  standard 
in  effect  is  denied,  since  such  use  would  tend  to 
give  consumers  the  impression  those  tires  were 
covered  by  a  Federal  standard. 

Several  petitioners  requested  that  other  DOT 
symbols  (located  as  required  by  the  present 
Standard  No.  109)  be  permitted  to  remain  on 
the  tire  along  with  the  three-digit  manufactur- 
er's code  number  assigned  pursuant  to  that 
standard.  The  Tire  Identification  and  Eecord- 
keeping  regulation  does  not  prohibit  the  con- 
tinued use  of  the  symbol  and  code  number  pro- 
vided the  numbers  are  not  close  enough  to  the 
identification  number  to  be  confused  with  it. 
In  no  event  should  the  three-digit  number,  for- 
merly required  by  Standard  No.  109,  immediately 
follow  the  tire  identification  number. 


As  a  result  of  petitions  by  vehicle  manufac- 
turers the  requirement  in  §  574.10  that  vehicle 
manufacturers  maintain  the  record  of  tires  on 
each  vehicle  shipped  has  been  changed  to  elim- 
inate the  requirement  that  this  information  be 
maintained  by  identification  number.  It  would 
evidently  be  sxtremely  difficult  and  expensive  for 
the  vehicle  manufacturer  to  record  each  tire  iden- 
tification number.  Vehicle  manufacturers  have 
stated  that  their  present  system  provides  records 
that  enable  them  to  notify  the  purchaser  of  a 
vehicle  that  may  contain  suspect  tires. 

Several  petitioners  requested  that  the  effective 
date  of  the  regulation  be  extended  beyond  May  1, 
1971.  The  1970  amendment  to  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  requires 
that  the  provasions  relating  to  maintaining  rec- 
ords of  tire  purchasers  shall  be  effective  not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  these 
amendments  (May  22,  1971).  It  has  been  deter- 
mined that  in  view  of  the  complexities  involved 
in  establishing  the  recordkeeping  system  re- 
quired and  the  effect  of  the  same  on  existing 
processes,  good  cause  exists  for  making  the  regu- 
lations effective  on  the  latest  date  manufacturers 
are  required  by  statute  to  maintain  records.  It 
is  further  determined  that  a  May  22,  1971,  effec- 
tive date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

Effective  date :  May  22, 1971. 

Issued  on  January  19, 1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 
Acting  Administrator,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration. 

36  F.R.  1196 
January  26,   1971 


PART  574— PRE  2 


EffKflv*:  May  22,   1971 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  57^1 — TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND 

RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;  Notice  No.  9) 

Amendment  to  Figure  2  Concerning  the  Location  of  the  Tire  Identification  Number 

for  Retreaded  Tires 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  provide 
retreaders  with  an  alternative  location  for  the 
placement  of  the  tire  identification  number. 

On  January  26,  1971,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  published  Docket 
No.  70-12,  Notice  No.  5,  a  revised  version  of  the 
Tire  Identification  and  Record  Keeping  Regula- 
tion, 49  CFR  Part  574  (36  F.R.  1196).  Section 
574.5  requires  retreaders  to  permanently  mold  or 
brand  into  or  onto  one  sidewall  a  tire  identifica- 
tion number  in  the  manner  specified  in  Figure 
2  of  the  regulation.  Figure  2  requires  that  the 
tire  identification  number  be  located  in  the  area 
of  the  shoulder  between  the  tread  edge  and  the 
maximum  section  width  of  the  tire.  The  regula- 
tion specified  this  location  because,  generally,  it 
is  the  area  upon  which  retreaders  apply  new  re- 
tread material. 

Bandag,  Inc.,  has  petitioned  for  rulemaking  to 
allow  the  tire  identification  to  be  below  the  sec- 
tion width  of  the  tire.  The  petition  requests  this 
relief  because  the  Bandag  process  only  affects 
the  tread  surface,  a  comparatively  smooth  surface 
is  needed  for  application  of  the  identification 
number,  and  many  casings  have  no  smooth  area 


between  the  tread  edge  and  the  maximum  section 
width. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  the  above,  Figure  2  of 
Part  574  (36  F.R.  1200)  is  hereby  amended  as 
set  forth  below  to  require  that  the  tire  identifica- 
tion number  be  on  one  sidewall  of  the  tire,  either 
on  the  upper  segment  between  the  maximum  sec- 
tion width  and  the  tread  edge,  or  on  the  lower 
segment  between  the  maximum  section  width 
and  bead  in  a  location  such  that  the  number  will 
not  be  covered  by  the  rim  flange  when  the  tire  is 
inflated.  In  no  event  should  the  number  be  on 
the  surface  of  the  scuff  rib  or  ribs. 

Eifective  date:  May  22,  1971. 

Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction 
and  does  not  impose  any  additional  burden  on 
any  person  it  is  found  that  notice  and  public 
procedure  thereon  are  unnecessary  and  imprac- 
ticable, and  that,  for  good  cause  shown,  an  effec- 
tive date  less  than  30  days  after  the  date  of 
issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

Issued  on  May  21,  1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Acting  Administrator 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574— TIRE  IDENTiFECATION  AND  RECORD  KEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-14;  Notice  15) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Part  574 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  to 
provide  that  the  second  group  of  symbols  within 
the  tire  identification  number  shall,  in  the  case 
of  new  tires,  be  assigned  at  the  option  of  the 
manufacturer  rather  than  conforming  to  the  tire 
size  code  presently  found  in  Table  I  of  the  regu- 
lation. 

Under  the  present  system,  even  if  the  presently 
unassigned  symbols  "O"  and  "R"  are  used,  a 
maximum  of  900  tire  size  codes  can  be  assigned. 
Due  to  the  many  new  tire  sizes  being  introduced, 
it  is  necessary  to  change  the  system  to  allow 
more  flexibility.  Therefore,  Table  I  is  herewith 
deleted,  new  tire  manufacturers  are  allowed  to 
assign  their  own  two-digit  code  for  the  tire  size, 
and  retreaders  are  allowed  to  use  either  a  self- 
assigned  matrix  code  or  a  self-assigned  tire  size 
code.  Each  new  tire  manufacturer  will  still  be 
required  to  use  a  two-symbol  size  code  and  to 
maintain  a  record  of  the  coding  system  used, 
which  shall  be  provided  to  the  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  upon  written 
request.  It  is  recommended  but  not  required 
that  manufacturers  use  the  code  sizes  previously 
assigned  by  this  agency  for  active  sizes,  and  re- 
use the  codes  for  obsolete  sizes  when  additional 
size  codes  are  needed. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  published  on  June  16,  1972  (37  F.R. 
11979).  The  comments  received  in  response  to 
the  notice  have  been  considered  in  the  issuance 
of  this  final  rule.  The  rule  is  issued  as  it  ap- 
peared in  the  proposal  including  the  letter  "T" 
inadvertently  omitted  from  the  proposal. 

Three  of  the  tire  manufacturers  who  com- 
mented favored  the  proposed  change,  and  the 
National  Tire  Dealers  and  Retreaders  Associa- 
tion, the  Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Asso- 
ciation   and    The    European    Tyre    and    Rim 


Technical  Organisation  commented  without  ob- 
jection to  the  proposed  change. 

Bandag,  Inc.,  a  retreader  of  tires,  objected  to 
the  proposed  change  on  the  grounds  that  allow- 
ing tire  manufacturers  to  assign  their  own  tire 
size  code  would  remove  one  of  the  methods  a 
retreader  has  to  determine  the  tire  size  of  a 
casing  to  be  retreaded. 

Morcedes-Benz  of  North  America  and  Volks- 
wagen of  America  did  not  favor  the  change 
because  of  the  possibility  of  confusion  for  the 
vehicle  manufacturer  that  equips  its  vehicle  with 
several  manufacturers'  tires. 

The  principal  objection  raised  by  Bandag 
should  be  considerably  alleviated  by  an  amend- 
ment to  Standard  No.  109  (36  F.R.  24824)  under 
consideration,  which  would  require  tire  manu- 
facturers to  place  the  actual  tire  size,  as  well  as 
other  pertinent  information,  between  the  section 
width  and  the  bead  of  the  tire  so  that  the  infor- 
mation will  be  less  susceptible  to  obliteration 
during  use  or  removal  during  the  retreading 
process. 

With  respect  to  the  comment  by  Mercedes- 
Benz  of  North  America  and  Volkswagen  of 
America,  it  was  concluded  that  because  the  exist- 
ing system  does  not  provide  enough  symbols  to 
meet  the  anticipated  introduction  of  new  tire 
sizes,  the  proposed  change  is  necessary.  Mer- 
cedes' recommendation  that  "G",  "Q",  "S",  and 
"Z"  be  added  or  that  a  three-digit  size  code  be 
used  was  rejected,  because  the  additional  symbols 
suggested  are  difficult  to  apply  to  the  tire,  and 
the  addition  of  a  third  symbol  would,  according 
to  the  tire  manufacturers,  be  impractical  and 
inefficient. 

A  list  of  the  tire  size  codes  assigned  up  to  this 
time  is  published  in  the  general  notice  section  of 
this  issue  of  the  Federal  Register  (37  F.R.  23742). 
The  NHTSA  urges  tire  manufacturers  to  use 


PART  574— PRE  5 


Effactlva:  November  8,    1972 


these  existing  codes  for  tire  sizes  presently  being 
produced  and  to  work  within  their  tire  and  rim 
associations  to  make  code  assignments  for  new 
tire  sizes  on  an  industry-wide  basis  and  reuse 
obsolete  size  codes  wherever  possible.  In  this 
way  the  usefulness  of  the  tire  size  code  to  the 
vehicle  manufacturer  will  be  maintained. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  in  Part  574 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Table 
I  is  deleted  and  §  574.5  is  amended  .... 

Effective  date :  November  8,  1972. 

Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction, 
and  because  of  the  immediate  need  for  the  intro- 
duction of  new  tire  size  codes,  it  is  found  for 


good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  less  than 
30  days  from  the  date  of  issuance  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103, 
112,  113,  119  and  201  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401, 
1402,  1407  and  1421,  and  the  delegation  of  au- 
thority at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  October  31,  1972. 

Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 

37  F.R.  23727 
November  8,   1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574— TIRE   IDENTIFICATION  AND   RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  71-18;  Notice  7) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  119,  New 
pneumatic  tires  for  vehicles  other  than  passenger 
cars,  49  CFR  571.119,  to  specify  lettering  sizes 
and  modified  treadwear  indicator  requirements 
for  tires.  In  addition,  it  amends  Part  574,  Tire 
Identification,  49  CFR  574,  to  permit  the  labeling 
of  certain  tires  with  the  symbol  DOT  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  the  standard.  This  notice 
also  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
Standard  119's  effective  date  by  maintaining  the 
present  date  of  March  1,  1975. 

To  avoid  a  costly  production  shutdown  on  the 
effective  date  to  engrave  tire  molds  with  the 
DOT  compliance  symbol  required  by  the  stand- 
ard, the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration (NHTSA)  proposed  a  modification 
of  the  Part  574  prohibition  on  the  symbol's  use 
prior  to  the  effective  date  (39  F.R.  3967,  Jan- 
uary 31,  1974).  The  Rubber  Manufacturers 
Association  and  five  tire  manufacturers  agreed 
that  the  DOT  should  be  engraved  on  tire  molds 
prior  to  the  effective  date,  but  objected  to  the 
expense  of  covering  the  DOT  with  a  label  stating 
that  "no  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard 
applies  to  this  tire,"  when  the  DOT  appears  on 
tires  which  (presumably)  s^atisfy  Standard  119 
requirements.  Firestone  pointed  out  that  the 
large  label  size  could  obscure  other  label  infor- 
mation. Goodrich  noted  that,  as  proposed,  the 
DOT  could  be  molded  on  tires  which  met  no 
standard  and  could  mislead  a  user  if  the  label 
fell  off. 

The  NHTSA  will  not  permit  the  appearance 
of  the  DOT  compliance  symbol  on  any  item  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  to  which  no  standard 
is  applicable.  The  terms  "applicability"  and 
"applies"  have  only  one  meaning  for  Federal 
motor  vehicle  safety  standards :  that  the  vehicle 
or  equipment  concerned  is  subject  to  a  safety 
standard.    To  permit  use  of  the  DOT  symbol  on 


vehicles  or  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  to 
which  no  standard  applies  would  confuse  the 
meaning  of  the  symbol  and  the  concept  of  com- 
pliance. 

In  response  to  Firestone  and  Goodrich,  the 
NHTSA  has  modified  the  lettering  size  on  the 
label  and  limited  use  of  the  DOT  symbol  to  tires 
for  which  a  standard  has  been  issued.  With  the 
small  lettering  size,  the  rubber  labels  used  on 
retread  tires  can  be  applied  over  the  DOT  symbol 
in  fulfillment  of  the  requirement.  Another 
method  which  manufacturers  did  not  mention 
but  which  would  be  permissible  is  the  removal 
of  the  DOT  at  the  same  time  imperfections  are 
buffed  off  the  tire. 

All  comments  on  the  proposal  objected  to  the 
specific  location  requirements  for  treadwear  in- 
dicators based  on  the  concept  of  even  tread  wear 
across  the  tread  width.  Goodyear  demonstrated 
in  a  meeting  with  the  NHTSA  Tire  Division  on 
February  13,  1974,  and  detailed  in  its  submission 
to  the  Docket,  the  difficulty  in  equating  ideal  tire 
wear  with  actual  road  experience.  They  recom- 
mended the  simpler  concept  that  a  tire  has  worn 
out  when  any  major  tread  groove  has  only  %2  ^ 
tread  remaining.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded 
that  treadwear  indicators  must  be  placed  at  the 
discretion  of  the  manufacturer  to  give  a  person 
inspecting  the  tire  visual  indication  of  whether 
the  tire  has  worn  to  a  certain  tread  depth.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  lateral  location  requirements  for 
treadwear  indicators  have  been  deleted  from  the 
standard. 

There  was  no  discussion  of  the  lettering  size 
and  depth  proposal,  and  these  proposals  are 
adopted  as  proposed. 

The  comments  requested  reconsideration  of  the 
standard's  March  1,  1975,  effective  date  (pub- 
lished February  1,  1974,  39  F.R.  4087),  asserting 
the  need  for  18  months  of  lead  time  following 
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publication  of  this  notice  to  engrave  tire  molds 
as  required  by  the  standard.  The  NHTSA  has 
found  that  11  months  is  sufficient  leadtime  to 
accomplish  these  changes,  and  accordingly  these 
petitions  are  denied. 

To  correct  an  inadvertent  omission  in  the 
amendment  of  Standard  No.  119  in  response  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  (39  F.R.  5190, 
February  11,  1974),  superscripts  are  added  to 
Table  III  entries  for  "All  other,  A,  B,  C,  D 
range  tires". 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Parts  571 
and  574  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
are  amended. . . . 

Effective  date:  Standard  No.  119  amendments: 
March  1,  1975.     Part  574  amendment:  April  3, 


1974.  Because  the  Part  574  amendment  creates 
no  additional  burden,  and  because  modification 
of  tire  molds  must  begin  immediately,  it  is  found 
for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  less 
than  180  days  after  issuance  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718;  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421;  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  28,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  12104 
April  3,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574 — 

TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;   Notice    19) 


This  notice  amends  the  Tire  Identification  and 
Recordkeeping  regulation,  49  CFE  Part  574,  to 
establisli  an  optional  universal  registration  for- 
mat for  tire  registration  forms.  It  also  requires 
manufacturers  of  new  tires  to  redirect  registra- 
tion forms  of  other  manufacturers  of  new  tires 
which  have  been  forwarded  to  them  in  error. 

On  March  9,  1973,  the  NHTSA  issued  a  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  (38  F.R.  6398)  propos- 
ing a  universal  registration  form  for  tire  identi- 
fication and  record  keeping.  The  notice  was 
issued  in  response  to  requests  from  multi-brand 
tire  dealers  who  were  faced  with  a  multiplicity 
of  different  forms  and  procedures  for  tire  regis- 
tration. Currently,  the  regulation  merely  re- 
quires manufacturers  and  retreaders  to  suppij  a 
"means"  of  registration.  The  proposed  rule  also 
envisioned  that  a  copy  of  the  form  would  be 
provided  to  the  first  purchaser  and  that  manu- 
facturers and  retreaders  would  be  required  to 
redirect  registration  forms  which  had  been  for- 
warded to  them  in  error. 

All  comments  received  in  response  to  the  notice 
were  sympathetic  to  the  problems  faced  by  the 
multi-brand  dealers,  and  the  majority  were  will- 
ing to  provide  a  ''uni\ersal  form"  if  requested 
by  a  dealer. 

Most  manufacturers,  however,  pointed  out  that 
their  exclusive  dealershij^s  had  received  training 
in  the  use  of  the  current  form,  as  had  their  own 
personnel,  and  that  a  total  c]iange-o\er  would 
work  a  hardship  without  a  concomitant  benefit 
for  single-brand  dealers.  In  view  of  these  com- 
ments, XHTSA  has  decided  to  promulgate  the 
universal  registration  format,  which  appears  as 
Fig.  3,  as  an  optional  format  to  be  followed  if 
requested  by  a  dealer  and  as  a  guide  if  a  dealer 
prefers  to  supply  his  own  forms. 


The  proposal  to  require  tire  manufacturers 
and  retreaders  to  forward  all  misdirected  regis- 
tration forms  within  30  days  was  universally 
opposed  by  new-tire  manufacturers,  who  stated 
that  they  are  currently  participating  in  a  volun- 
tary but  limited  program  for  forwarding  these 
misdirected  forms.  Furthermore,  new-tire  manu- 
facturers believe  they  should  not  be  responsible 
for  misdirected  retreaded  tire  registration  forms, 
as  there  are  over  5,000  tire  retreaders  in  the 
country  and  such  a  task  would  be  formidable. 
One  new-tire  manufacturer  indicated  that  he  had 
received  over  15,000  misdirected  retreaded  tire 
registration  forms  during  January  1973.  The 
docket  contained  onlj'  one  submission  from  the 
retreading  industry,  and  it  did  not  deal  with  the 
problem  of  misdirected  forms. 

It  also  appears  from  the  comments  received 
and  other  information  available  to  NHTSA  that 
new-tire  manufacturers  maintain  a  computer- 
based  registration  process,  while  only  approxi- 
mately 25%  of  the  retreading  industry  utilizes 
computers  for  this  purpose.  Thus,  the  require- 
ment for  forwarding  all  misdirected  forms  would 
fall  heavily  on  both  segments  of  the  industry, 
new-tiie  manufacturers  in  that  most  misdirected 
forms  api^ear  to  be  sent  to  them  and  retreaders 
in  that  a  majority  are  ill-equipped  to  carry  out 
the  forwarding  functions. 

Therefore,  rather  than  issue  an  all-inclusive 
forwarding  requirement  at  this  time,  NHTSA 
has  decided  to  require  only  that  new-tire  manu- 
facturers redirect  new  tire  registraiton  forms 
erroneously  forwarded  to  them.  Further,  the 
NHTSA  has  determined  that  a  90-day  forward- 
ing period  will  be  sufficient,  rather  than  the  30 
days  originally  proposed.  It  is  expected  that 
the  use  of  the  manufacturer's  logo  on  the  uni- 
versal registration  format  and  increased  vigilance 
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on  the  part  of  the  industry  will  substantially 
curtail  the  number  of  misdirected  forms.  If  it 
later  appears  that  tire  registrations  are  not  being 
properly  received,  the  NHTSA  intends  to  take 
further  action  in  this  area. 

The  notice  proposed  that  tire  manufacturers 
furnish  their  dealers  with  duplicate  copies  of  the 
registration  form  so  that  a  copy  could  be  given 
to  consumers  at  the  time  of  jDurchase.  This  pro- 
vision was  objected  to  by  all  new-tire  manufac- 
turers and  the  retreaders'  association.  In  their 
view,  the  increased  expense  served  no  viable 
function  as  Part  574  currently  requires  all  pur- 
chasers to  be  notified  by  certified  mail  of  safety 
defects.  They  argued  that  the  possession  of  a 
duplicate  registration  form  would  not  aid  the 
purchaser  in  the  case  of  recall.  The  manufac- 
turers also  said  that  the  completion  of  registra- 
tion forms  is  often  reserved  until  the  end  of  the 
day  or  other  slack  time,  and   further  that  the 


consumer  automatically  receives  a  copy  of  liis 
tire  identification  number  on  the  guarantee  if 
one  is  given. 

Tlie  NHT8A  finds  these  argmnents  to  have 
merit,  and  the  requirement  to  give  the  purchaser 
a  copy  of  the  registration  form  is  deleted  from 
the  final  rule. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
574.7  is  amended. . . . 

Elective  date :  September  3,  1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402,  1407, 
1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  May  28,  1974. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  19482 
June  3,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574-TIRE  IDENTIFICATION   AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;   Notice  21) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFR  Part  574  to  pro- 
vide that  the  Universal  Registration  Forms 
supplied  by  dealers  must  conform  in  size  and  be 
similar  in  format  to  Figure  3  of  the  regulation. 

On  June  2,  1974,  49  CFR  Part  574  was 
amended  to  require  a  Universal  Registration 
Format  when  tire  registration  forms  are  supplied 
by  manufacturers  to  dealers  (39  F.R.  19482). 
Three  petitions  for  reconsideration  were  received 
in  response  to  this  notice.  All  three,  Michelin 
Tire  Corporation,  Rubber  Manufacturers  Asso- 
ciation, and  the  Firestone  Tire  and  Rubber  Com- 
pany, requested  that  the  regulation  be  amended 
to  require  that  dealer-supplied  registration  forms 
also  conform  in  size  and  be  similar  in  format  to 
Figure  3  of  the  regulation.  The  petitioners 
pointed  out  that  registration  handling  method- 
ology has  been  standardized  throughout  the  in- 
dustry, and  that  the  use  of  different  sizes  and 
formats  would  be  costly  and  inefficient.  The 
NHTSA  concurs  in  this  assessment,  and  there- 
fore amends  49  CFR  574.7(a)  to  require  that  the 
dealer-supplied  forms  must  conform  in  size  and 
be  similar  in  format  to  Figure  3. 


In  addition,  Firestone  petitioned  to  revise 
Figure  3  slightly  and  to  extend  the  effective  date 
of  the  amendment  to  120  days  after  the  response 
to  the  petitions  for  reconsideration.  Since  49 
CFR  574.7  currently  requires  only  that  the  forms 
be  "similar"  to  Figure  3,  Firestone's  proposed 
modification  is  authorized  by  the  regulation  and 
no  amendment  to  the  standard  is  needed.  Fire- 
stone's request  to  extend  the  effective  date  of  the 
standard  is  denied,  as  NHTSA  has  determined 
sufficient  lead  time  was  available  from  the  date 
the  amendment  was  issued  to  prepare  forms. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  last  sen- 
tence of  49  CFR  574.7(a)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  November  1, 1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402,  1407, 
1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  October  29,  1974. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  38658 
November  1,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574— TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 

AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;   Notice  22) 


This  notice  corrects  the  authority  citations 
to  Part  574,  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeep- 
ing, and  makes  other  small  corrections  of  cita- 
tions in  the  text  of  the  regulation  to  reflect  statu- 
tory amendments.  This  correction  is  being  made 
to  conform  the  statutory  authority  citations  to 
the  existing  statute. 

Effective  dates:  Since  these  technical  corrections 
do  not  affect  the  responsibilities  under  the  regu- 
lation, they  are  made  effective  December  26,  1978. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Roger  Tilton,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20590  (202-426-2992). 

Supplementary  information :  Since  issuance  of 
the  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping  regu- 
lation, several  changes  have  been  made  to  the 
agency's  authorizing  statute  that  require 
NHTSA  to  correct  the  authority  citations  of  the 
regulation.  While  authority  citatoins  found  in 
NHTSA's  regulations  and  standards  are  not 
parts  of  the  rules,  they  are  useful  to  those  who 
wish  to  review  the  legislative  background  of  the 
rulemaking  action.  Therefore,  NHTSA  cor- 
rects the  authority  citations  for  clarity  and  to 
provide  information  to  those  who  are  interested. 
The  agency  also  corrects  Part  574.2  and  574.8 
by  altering  the  existing  reference  to  section  113. 
Section  113  was  the  safety  defect  and  noncom- 
pliance notification  section  of  the  National  Traffic 


and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (Pub.  L. 
89-563).  Section  102  of  the  1974  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  (Pub.  L. 
93-492)  transferred  the  notification  provisions 
from  section  113  to  section  151  and  152  of  the 
Safety  Act,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  1411  and 
1412).  Since  the  regulation  currently  refers  to 
the  old  Act  rather  than  the  Act  as  amended,  the 
agency  is  correcting  the  affected  provisions  of 
the  regulation  to  bring  them  up  to  date. 

Since  this  notice  simply  corrects  references  in 
the  regulation  and  its  authority  citations  with- 
out altering  any  of  its  substantive  provisions,  the 
Administrator  finds  that  notice  is  unnecessary 
and  that  an  immediate  effective  date  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Volume  49 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  574, 
Tire  Identifcation  and  Recordkeeping,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

(Sees.  103,  108,  112,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1397,  1401,  1407, 
1421) ;  Sees.  102,  103,  104,  Pub.  L.  93-^92,  88 
Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1411-1420); 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50). 

Issued  on  December  18,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43  F.R.  60171 
December  26,   1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574 — TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;   Notice   23) 


Action:  Amendment  of  rule. 

Summary:  Congress  lias  recently  amended  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of 
1966  (the  Safety  Act)  to  exempt  manufacturers 
of  retreaded  tires  from  the  registration  require- 
ments of  the  Act.  This  notice  makes  conforming 
amendments  to  the  regulations  implementing  tiie 
tire  registration  requirements  of  the  Act.  Tiie 
amendment  is  being  published  as  a  final  rule 
without  notice  and  opportunity  for  comment  and 
is  effective  immediately,  rather  than  180  days 
after  issuance,  since  the  agency  lacks  discretion 
on  the  manner  implementing  this  Congressional 
mandate. 

Effective  date :  February  8,  1979. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Aituro  Casanova,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
AVashington,  D.C.  20590   (202)   426-1715. 

Supplementary  infoi-mation :  Congress  has  re- 
cently enacted  the  Surface  Transportation  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1978,  P.L.  9.-)-599.  Section  .317  of 
that  Act  amends  the  Safety  Act  by  exempting 
manufacturers  of  retreaded  tires  from  the  regis- 
tration re(iuirements  of  section  158(1))  of  the 
Safety  Act. 

This  amendment  modifies  the  requirements  of 
Part  574  to  specify  that  manufacturers  of  re- 
treaded  tires  are  not  subject  to  the  mandatory 
registration  recjuirements  set  forth  in  that  Pai't. 
Manufacturers  of  retreaded  tires  are  free  to  con- 
tinue \()bintarily  registering  tlie  tires,  and  the 
ii'iciuy  eiKouragfs  these  maim  fact  u  re  rs  to  pio- 
vide  some  means  for  notifying  purchasers  in  tlie 
event  of  a  recall  of  tires  tiiat  do  not  comply  witli 


federal  safety  standards  or  contain  a  safety- 
related  defect.  However,  this  choice  will  be  left 
to  the  individual  ret  readers. 

The  remaining  obligations  of  retreaders  under 
Part  574  are  set  forth  in  §§  574.5  and  574.6,  which 
provisions  are  not  affected  by  this  amendment. 
Those  sections  require  that  the  retreader  label 
contain  certain  information  on  its  tires.  These 
provisions  allow  a  retreader  who  determines  that 
some  of  its  tires  do  not  comply  with  a  Federal 
safety  standard  or  contain  a  safety-related  defect 
to  warn  the  public  of  that  fact,  and  indicate  the 
label  numbers  of  the  affected  tires. 

Since  Congress  has  amended  the  Safety  Act  to 
exempt  the  manufacturers  of  retreaded  tires  from 
the  registration  requirements,  this  amendment  of 
Part  574  is  published  without  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment.  The  Administrator  finds 
good  cause  for  foregoing  these  procedures  in  this 
instance,  because  Congress  has  specifically  man- 
dated this  action,  and  the  agency  has  no  author- 
ity to  disregard  a  legislative  mandate.  For  the 
same  reason,  this  amendment  is  effective  imme- 
diately, ratiier  than  180  days  after  issuance. 

The  agency  has  reviewed  the  impacts  of  this 
amendment  and  determined  that  they  will  reduce 
costs  to  the  manufacturers.  Further,  the  agency 
has  determined  tiiat  the  amendment  is  not  a  sig- 
nificant regulation  within  the  meaning  of  Execu- 
tive Order  12044. 

The  program  official  and  attorney  principally 
i-esponsible  for  tlie  development  of  this  amend- 
ment are  Arturo  (^asanova  and  Stephen  Ki'atzke. 
respectively. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  49  CFR 
Part  574,  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping, 
is  amended  .... 
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AUTHORITY :  Sections  103, 108, 112, 119,  201,  Issued  on  January  31,  1979. 
Pub.   L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718    (15  U.S.C.   1392.  Joan  Claybrook 

1397,  1401,  1407,  1421)  ;  sees.  102,  103,  104,  Pub.  Administrator 

L.  93-492,  88  Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1411-1420); 

Stat.  2689    (15  U.S.C.  1418);  delegation  of  au-  44  F.R.  7963 

thority  at  49  CFR  1.51.  February  8,   1979 
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PART  574— TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND  RECORDKEEPING 


(Docket  No.  70-12;  Notice  No.  5) 


Sec. 

574.1  Scope. 

574.2  Purpose. 

574.3  Definitions. 

574.4  Applicability. 

574.5  Tire  identification  requirements. 

574.6  Identification  mark. 

574.7  Information    requirements— tire    manufac- 

turers, brand  name  owners,  retreaders. 

574.8  Information    requirements— tire    distribu- 

tors and  dealers. 

574.9  Requirements  for  motor  vehicle  dealers. 

574.10  Requirements  for  motor  vehicle  manufac- 

turers. 

Authority:  The  provisions  of  this  Part  574 
issued  under  sees.  103,  112,  113,  119,  201,  and 
206,  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401, 
1402,  1407,  1421,  and  1426;  delegation  of  author- 
ity at  49  CFR  1.51,  35  F.R.  4955. 

§  574.1     Scope. 

This  part  sets  forth  the  method  by  which 
manufacturers,  brand  name  owners,  and  retread- 
ers shall  identify  tires  for  use  on  motor  vehicles 
and  maintain  records  of  tire  purchasers,  and  the 
method  by  which  distributors  and  dealers  of  new 
and  retreaded  tires  shall  record  and  report  the 
names  of  tire  purchasers  to  manufacturers,  brand 
name  owners  and  retreaders. 

§  574.2     Purpose. 

The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  facilitate  notifi- 
cation to  purchasers  of  defective  or  nonconform- 
ing tires,  pursuant  to  sections  151  and  152  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  1411  and 
1412).  (hereafter  the  Act),  so  that  they  may  take 
appropriate  action  in  the  interest  of  motor  vehicle 
safety. 


§  574.3     Definitions. 

(a)  Statutory  definitions.  All  terms  in  this 
part  that  are  defined  in  section  102  of  the  Act 
are  used  as  defined  therein. 

(b)  Motor  vehicle  safety  standard  definitions. 
Unless  otherwise  indicated,  all  terms  used  in  this 
part  that  are  defined  in  the  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  part  571  of  this  subchapter  (herein- 
after the  Standards),  are  used  as  defined  therein. 

(c)  Definitions  used  in  this  part.  (1)  "Mile- 
age contract  purchaser"  means  a  person  who 
purchases  or  leases  tire  use  on  a  mileage  basis. 

(2)  "Tire  brand  name  owner"  means  a  per- 
son, other  than  a  tire  manufacturer,  who  owns 
or  has  the  right  to  control  the  brand  name  of 
a  tire  or  a  person  who  licenses  another  to  pur- 
chase tires  from  a  tire  manufacturer  bearing 
the  licensor's  brand  name. 

(3)  "Tire  purchaser"  means  a  person  who 
buys  or  leases  a  new  or  newly  retreaded  tire, 
or  who  buys  or  leases  for  60  days  or  more  a 
motor  vehicle  containing  a  new  tire  or  a  newly 
retreaded  tire,  for  purposes  other  than  resale. 

§  574.4     Applicability. 

This  part  applies  to  manufacturers,  brand 
name  owners,  retreaders,  distributors,  and  dealers 
of  new  and  retreaded  tires  for  use  on  motor  ve- 
hicles manufactured  after  1948  and  to  manufac- 
turers and  dealers  of  motor  vehicles  manufac- 
tured after  1948.  However,  it  does  not  apply 
to  persons  who  retread  tires  solely  for  their  own 
use. 

§  574.5    Tire  identification  requirements. 

Each  tire  manufacturer  shall  conspicuously 
label  on  one  sidewall  of  each  tire  he  manufac- 
tures, except  tires  manufactured  exclusively  for 
mileage  contract  purchasers,  by  permanently 
molding  into  or  onto  the  sidewall,  in  the  manner 
and  location  specified  in  Figure  1,  a  tire  identifi- 
cation number  containing  the  information  set 
forth    in    paragraphs    (a)    through    (d)    of    this 
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section.  Each  tire  retreader,  except  tire  retread- 
ers  who  retread  tires  for  their  own  use,  shall 
conspicuously  label  one  sidewall  of  each  tire  he 
retreads  by  permanently  molding  or  branding 
into  or  onto  the  sidewall,  in  the  manner  and 
location  specified  in  Figure  2,  a  tire  identification 
number  containing  the  information  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  section.  In 
addition,  the  DOT  symbol  required  by  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  shall  be  located 
as  shown  in  Figures  1  and  2.  The  DOT  symbol 
shall  not  appear  on  tires  to  which  no  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  is  applicable, 
unless,  in  the  case  of  tires  for  which  a  standard 
has  been  issued  but  which  is  not  yet  effective, 
the  symbol  is  covered  by  a  label  that  is  not  easily 
removable  and  that  states  in  letters  at  least  0.078 
inches  high: 

NO  FEDERAL  MOTOR 
VEHICLE  SAFETY 
STANDARD  APPLIES 
TO  THIS  TIRE 

The  symbols  to  be  used  in  the  tire  identification 
number  for  tire  manufacturers  and  retreaders 
are  "A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  F,  H,  J,  K,  L,  M,  N,  P,  R, 
T,  U,  V,  W,  X,  Y,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  0."  Tires 
manufactured  or  retreaded  exclusively  for  mile- 
age contract  purchasers  are  not  required  to  con- 
tain the  tire  identification  number  if  the  tire 
contains  the  phrase  "for  mileage  contract  use 
only"  permanently  molded  into  or  onto  the  tire 
sidewall  in  lettering  at  least  one-quarter  inch 
high. 

(a)  First  grouping.  The  first  group,  of  two  or 
three  symbols,  depending  on  whether  the  tire  is 
new  or  retreaded,  shall  represent  the  manufac- 
turer's assigned  identification  mark  (see  §  574.6). 

(b)  Second  grouping.  For  new  tires,  the 
second  group,  of  no  more  than  two  symbols, 
shall  be  used  to  identify  the  tire  size.  For  re- 
treaded  tires,  the  second  group,  of  no  more  than 
two  symbols,  shall  identify  the  retread  matrix 
in  which  the  tire  was  processed  or  a  tire  size  code 
if  a  matrix  was  not  used  to  process  the  retreaded 
tire.  Each  new  tire  manufacturer  and  retreader 
shall  maintain  a  record  of  each  symbol  used,  with 
the  corresponding  matrix  or  tire  size  and  shall 
provide  such  record  to  NHTSA  upon  written 
request. 


(c)  Third  grouping.  The  third  group,  con- 
sisting of  no  more  than  four  symbols,  may  be 
used  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer  or  re- 
treader as  a  descriptive  code  for  the  purpose  of 
identifying  significant  characteristics  of  the  tire. 
However,  if  the  tire  is  manufactured  for  a  brand 
name  owner,  one  of  the  functions  of  the  third 
grouping  shall  be  to  identify  the  brand  name 
owner.  Each  manufacturer  or  retreader  who 
uses  the  third  grouping  shall  maintain  a  detailed 
record  of  any  descriptive  or  brand  name  owner 
code  used,  which  shall  be  provided  to  the  Bureau 
upon  written  request. 

(d)  Fourth  grouping.  The  fourth  group,  of 
three  symbols,  shall  identify  the  week  and  year 
of  manufacture.  The  first  two  symbols  shall 
identify  the  week  of  the  year  using  "01"  for  the 
first  full  calendar  week  in  each  year.  The  final 
week  of  each  year  may  include  not  more  than  6 
days  of  the  following  year.  The  third  symbol 
shall  identify  the  year.  (Example:  311  means 
the  31st  week  of  1971,  or  Aug.  1  through  7,  1971; 
012  means  the  first  week  of  1972,  or  Jan.  2 
through  8,  1972.)  The  symbols  signifying  the 
date  of  manufacture  shall  immediately  follow 
the  optional  descriptive  code  (paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section).  If  no  optional  descriptive  code  is 
used  the  symbols  signifying  the  date  of  manu- 
facture shall  be  placed  in  the  area  shown  in 
Figures  1  and  2  for  the  optional  descriptive  code. 

§  574.6     Identification  mark. 

To  obtain  the  identification  mark  required  by 
§  574.5(a),  each  manufacturer  of  new  or  re- 
treaded  motor  vehicle  tires  shall  apply  after 
November  30,  1970,  in  writing  to  Tire  Identifi- 
cation and  Recordkeeping,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street 
SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590,  identify  himself 
as  a  manufacturer  of  new  tires  or  retreaded  tires, 
and  furnish  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  name,  or  other  designation  identifying 
the  applicant,  and  his  main  office  address. 

(b)  The  name,  or  other  identifying  designa- 
tion, of  each  individual  plant  operated  by  the 
manufacturer  and  the  address  of  each  plant,  if 
applicable. 

(c)  The  type  of  tires  manufactured  at  each 
plant,  e.g.,  passenger  car  tires,  bus  tires,  truck 
tires,  motorcycle  tires,  or  retreaded  tires. 
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§  574.7  Information  requirements— tire  manu- 
facturers, brand  name  owners,  retread- 
ers. 

(a)  Each  tire  manufacturer,  brand  name 
owner  and  retreader  (hereinafter  referred  to  in 
this  section  and  §  574.8  as  "tire  manufacturer" 
unless  specified  otherwise),  or  his  designee,  shall 
provide  forms  to  every  distributor  and  dealer 
of  his  tires  who  offers  these  tires  for  sale  or 
lease  to  tire  purchasers,  by  which  the  distributor 
or  dealer  may  record  the  information  appearing 
in  paragraphs  (a)  (1),  (a)  (2)  and  (a)  (3)  of 
this  section.  Forms  conforming  in  size  and 
similar  in  format  to  Figure  3  shall  be  provided 
to  those  dealers  who  request  them,  or  if  a  dealer 
prefers,  he  may  supply  his  own  form  as  long  as 
it  contains  the  required  information,  conforms 
in  size,  and  is  similar  in  format  to  Figure  3. 

(1)  Name  and  address  of  the  tire  purchaser; 

(2)  Tire  identification  number; 


^ 


TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 


SPACING-, 
1/4"  MIN  I 
3/4"  MAXl^ 


OPTION  1 

REF,  SYMBOL 


I         DATE  OF  MANUFACTURE 


TIRE  SIZE 


TIRE  TYPE  CODE 
MANUFACTURER'S  (OPTIONAL) 

IDENTIFICATION  MARK 


(3)  Name  and  address  of  the  tire  seller  or 
other  means  by  which  the  manufacturer  can 
identify  the  tire  seller. 

(b)  Each  tire  manufacturer  shall  record  and 
maintain  or  have  recorded  and  maintained  for 
him,  the  information  specified  in  paragraph  (a) 
of  this  section  and  shall  not  use  this  information 
for  any  commercial  purpose  detrimental  to  tire 
distributors  or  dealers.  Any  new-tire  manufac- 
turer to  whom  forms  are  mistakenly  returned 
shall  forward  the  new-tire  registration  forms  to 
the  proper  new-tire  manufacturer  within  90  days 
from  receipt  of  the  form. 

(c)  Each  tire  manufacturer  shall  maintain,  or 
have  maintained  for  him,  a  record  of  each  tire 
distributor  or  dealer  who  purchases  tires  directly 
from  him  and  sells  them  to  tire  purchasers,  the 
number  of  tires  purchased  by  each  such  dis- 
tributor or  dealer,  the  number  of  tires  for  which 

Notes: 


,  Tire  identification  number  shall 
be  in  Futura  Bold,  Modified 
Condensed  or  Gothic  characters 
permanently  molded  (0.020  to 
0-040"  deep,  measured  from  the 
surface  immediately  surrounding 
characters)  into  or  onto  tire  at 
indicated  location  on  one  side. 
(See  Note  4) 

.  Groups  of  symbols  in  the  identification 
number  shall  be  m  the  order  indicated. 
Deviation  from  the  straight  line  arrange 
ment  shown  will  be  permitted  if  required 
to  conform  to  the  curvature  of  the  tire. 

.  When  Tire  Type  Code  is  omitted,  or  par 
tially  used,  place  Date  of  Manufacture  in 
the  unused  area. 


OPTION  2 


TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER ■ 


SPACING-, 
1/4"  MIN 
3/4"  MAxJi 


SPACING 
1/4"  Ml 
3/4"  MAX 


N  — I  ♦ 


ABOVE,  BELOW  OR  TO  THE  LEFT 
OR  RIGHT  OF  TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 


DOT 


4.  Other  print  type  will  be  permit 

ted  if  approved  by  the  administration. 


4"  MIN 


LOCATE  ALL  REQUIRED  LABELING 
IN  LOWER  SEGMENT  OF  ONE  SIDEWALL 
BETWEEN  MAXIMUM  SECTION  WIDTH 
AND  BEAD  SO  THAT  DATA  WILL  NOT  BE 
OBSTRUCTED  BY  RIM  FLANGE 


•5,'32"  LETTERING  FOR  TIRES  OF  LESS  THAN 
6.00  INCH  CROSS  SECTION  WIDTH  AS  WELL  AS 
THOSE  LESS  THAN  13"  BEAD  DIAMETER  MAY  BE 
USED 


FIGURE  1  -  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER  FOR  NEW  TIRES 
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SPACING 
1/4"  MIN 
3/4"  MAX 


OPTION  1 


-1' 


TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER  


^r 


REF    MVSS 
No    117,  S6.1 


DOT-R  XXX  XX  XXX  XXX 


x' 


MANUFACTURER'S 
IDENTIFICATION 
MARK 

TIRE  SIZE 


TIRE 
TYPE  CODE 
(OPTIONAL) 

DATE  OF 
MANUFACTURE 


•USE  5/32"  LETTERING  FOR  TIRES  OF  LESS 
THAN  6  00  INCH  CROSS  SECTION  WIDTH  AS 
WELL  AS  THOSE  LESS  THAN  13"  BEAD  DIAMETER 


LOCATE 

TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER  IN  THIS  AREA 
BUT  NOT  ON  THE 
SCUFF  RIB(S). 


NOTES: 


OPTION  2 


SPACING 
1/4"  MIN 
3/4"  MAX 


TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER  


SPACING 
1/4"   MIN  - 
3/4"  MAX 


XXXXX  AAA  XXX 
"t"  DOT-R 


ABOVE,  BELOW  OR  TO  THE  LEFT 
OR  RIGHT  OF  TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 

NUMBER. 


Tire  Identification  number  shall  be  in  "Futura 
Bold,  Modified,  Condensed  or  Gothic"  char 
acters  permanently  molded  (0.020  to  0.040" 
deep,  measured  from  the  surface  immediately 
surrounding  characters)  into  or  onto  tire  at 
indicated  location  on  one  side. 
(See  Note  4) 

Groups  of  symbols  in  the  identification  num- 
ber shall  be  in  the  order  indicated.    Deviation 
from  the  straight  line  arrangement  shown  will 
be  permitted  if  required  to  conform  to  the 
curvature  of  the  tire. 

When  Tire  Type  Code  is  omitted,  or  partially 
used,  place  Date  of  Manufacture  in  the  unused 
area. 


4.      Other  print  type  will  be  permitted  if  approved 
by  the  Ailministration. 

FIGURE  2     IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER  FOR  RETREADED  TIRES 


reports  have  been  received  from  each  such  dis- 
tributor or  dealer  pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)  of 
§  574.8,  the  total  number  of  tires  sold  by  the  tire 
manufacturer,  and  the  total  number  of  tires  for 
which  reports  have  been  received. 


(d)  Information  required  by  paragraph  (a) 
of  this  section  shall  be  maintained  for  a  period 
of  not  less  than  3  years  from  the  date  the  tire 
manufacturer  or  his  designee  records  the  infor- 
mation submitted  to  him. 
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§  574.8    Information    requirements— tire    distribu- 
tors and  dealers. 

(a)  Each  distributor  and  each  dealer  seUing  tires 
to  tire  purchasers  shall  submit  the  information 
specified  in  §  574.7  (a)  to  the  manufacturer  of  the 
tires  sold,  or  to  the  manufacturer's  designee. 

(b)  Each  tire  distributor  and  each  dealer  sell- 
ing tires  to  tire  piu^chasers  shall  forward  the 
information  specified  in  §  574.7(a)  to  the  tire 
manufacturer,  or  person  maintaining  the  infor- 
mation, not  less  often  than  every  30  days.  How- 
ever, a  distributor  or  dealer  who  sells  less  than 
40  tires,  of  all  makes,  types,  and  sizes  during  a 
30-day  period  may  wait  until  he  sells  a  total  of 
40  tires,  but  in  no  event  longer  than  6  months, 
before  forwarding  the  tire  information  to  the 
respective  tire  manufacturers  or  their  designees. 

(c)  Each  distributor  and  each  dealer  selling 
tires  to  other  tire  distributors  and  dealers  shall 


supply  to  the  tire  distributor  or  dealer  to  whom 
he  sells  tires  a  means  to  record  the  information 
specified  in  §  574.7(a),  unless  such  a  means  has 
been  provided  to  that  distributor  or  dealer  by 
another  person  or  by  a  manufacturer. 

(d)  Each  distributor  and  each  dealer  shall 
immediately  stop  selling  any  group  of  tires  when 
so  directed  by  a  notification  issued  pursuant  to 
sections  151  and  152  of  the  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1411 
and  1412). 

§  574.9     Requirements  for  motor  vehicle  dealers. 

(a)  Each  motor  vehicle  dealer  who  sells  a  used 
motor  vehicle  for  purposes  other  than  resale,  or 
who  leases  a  motor  vehicle  for  more  than  60 
days,  that  is  equipped  with  new  tires  or  newly 
retreaded  tires  is  considered,  for  purposes  of  this 
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part,  to  be  a  tire  dealer  and  shall  meet  the  re- 
quirements specified  in  §  574.8. 

(b)  Each  person  selling  a  new  motor  vehicle 
to  first  purchasers  for  purposes  other  than  resale, 
that  is  equipped  with  tires  that  were  not  on  the 
motor  vehicle  when  shipped  by  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer is  considered  a  tire  dealer  for  purposes 
of  this  part  and  shall  meet  the  requirements 
specified  in  §  574.8. 

§  574.10     Requirements  for  motor  vehicle   manu- 
facturers. 

Each  motor  vehicle  manufacturer,  or  his  des- 
ignee, shall  maintain  a  record  of  tires  on  or  in 
each  vehicle  shipped  by  him  to  a  motor  vehicle 
distributor  or  dealer,  and  shall  maintain  a  record 
of  the  name  and  address  of  the  first  purchaser 
for  purposes  other  than  resale  of  each  vehicle 
equipped  with  such  tires.  These  records  shall 
be  maintained  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  3 
years  from  the  date  of  sale  of  the  vehicle  to  the 
first  purchaser  for  purposes  other  than  resale. 

INTERPRETATION 

Under  section  113(f)  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
1402  (f))  and  Part  574,  it  is  the  tire  manufac- 
turer who   has   the   ultimate   responsibility   for 


maintaining  the  records  of  first  purchasers. 
Therefore,  it  is  the  tire  manufacturer  or  his  des- 
ignee who  must  maintain  these  records.  The 
term  "designee,"  as  used  in  the  regulation,  was 
not  intended  to  preclude  multiple  designees;  if 
the  tire  manufacturer  desires,  he  may  designate 
more  than  one  person  to  maintain  the  required 
information.  Furthermore,  neither  the  Act  nor 
the  regulation  prohibits  the  distributor  or  dealer 
from  being  the  manufacturer's  designee,  nor  do 
they  prohibit  a  distributor  or  dealer  from  se- 
lecting someone  to  be  the  manufacturer's  des- 
ignee provided  the  manufacturer  approves  of 
the  selection. 

With  respect  to  the  possibility  of  manufac- 
turers using  the  maintained  information  to  the 
detriment  of  a  distributor  or  dealer,  NHTSA 
will  of  course  investigate  claims  by  distributors 
or  dealers  of  alleged  misconduct  and,  if  the 
maintained  information  is  being  misused,  take 
appropriate  action. 

36  F.R.  4783 
Marcfi  12,  1971 

36  F.R.  13757 
July  24,  1971 

36  F.R.  16510 
August  21,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  TIRE  CODE  MARKS  ASSIGNED  TO  NEW  TIRE  MANUFACTURERS 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  publish  the 
code  numbers  assigned  to  new-tire  manufacturers 
imder  the  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping 
Regulation,  49  CFR  Part  574  (36  F.R.  1196). 

The  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping 
Regulation  (hereafter  Part  574)  requires  that 
new  .tires  manufactured  after  May  22,  1971,  be 
marked  with  a  two-symbol  manufacturer's  code, 
and  that  retreaded  tires  be  marked  with  a  three- 
symbol  manufacturer's  code.  The  manufactur- 
er's code  is  the  first  grouping  within  the  tire 
identification  number  (after  the  symbol  "DOT" 
or  "R"  where  required). 

Under  Part  574  a  separate  code  number  is 
assigned  to  each  manufacturer's  plant.  Table  1 
of  the  notice  lists  the  code  numbers  assigned  and 
the  manufacturer  that  received  each  code  num- 
ber.     Table   2    lists   the   same   information    by 


manufacturer.  Codes  assigned  to  retreaders  will 
be  available  for  inspection  in  the  Docket  Section, 
Room  5217,  400  Seventh  Street  SW.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20590. 

The  codes  assigned  to  new-tire  manufacturers 
replace  the  three-digit  code  numbers  required  on 
new  brand-name  passenger  car  tires  manufac- 
tured prior  to  May  22,  1971,  under  Standard  No. 
109.  (The  list  of  numbers  assigned  under 
Standard  No.  109  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  July  2,  1968,  34  F.R.  11158.) 

Issued  on  April  14, 1971. 

Rodolfo  A.  Diaz, 

Acting  Associate  Administrator, 
Motor  Vehicle  Programs. 

36  F.R.  7539 
April  21,  1971 


PART  574;  (TIRE  CODE)— PRE  1-2 


PREAMBLE  TO  TIRE  SIZE  CODES 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  publish  an 
updated  list  of  tire  size  codes  assigned  by  the 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
in  accordance  with  the  Tire  Identification  and 
Record  Keeping  regulation,  49  CFR  Part  574 
(36F.R.  1196). 

The  Tire  Identification  and  Eecord  Keeping 
regulation  requires  that  a  tire  identification  num- 
ber be  placed  on  new  and  retreaded  tires,  and 
that  the  second  grouping  of  the  number  be  a 
code  that  identifies  the  tire  size  or,  in  the  case 
of  a  retreaded  tire,  the  tire  matrix.  New  tire 
manufacturers  have  up  to  now  been  required  to 
use  a  specific  tire  size  code  assif^ned  to  tlie  tire 
size  by  the  NHTSA.  Because  of  the  number  of 
new  tire  sizes  being  introduced  into  the  market, 
the  possible  combinations  of  letters  and  numbers 
have  been  virtually  exhausted. 

In  order  to  accommodate  new  tire  sizes  the 
regulation  is  being  amended  by  notice  published 
elsewhere  in  this  issue  (37  F.R.  23727),  to  allow 
each   tire  manufacturer  to  assign  a  two-symbol 


size  code  of  his  own  choice,  rather  than  having 
the  number  assigned  by  the  agency.  However, 
it  is  urged  that  manufacturers  maintain  the  as- 
signed tire  size  code  for  existing  tire  sizes,  and 
that  they  reuse  obsolete  tire  size  codes  for  new 
sizes  wherever  possible. 

For  convenience  of  reference,  an  updated  list 
of  the  tire  size  codes  assigned  by  the  NHTSA  is 
published  below  for  the  information  and  guid- 
ance of  tire  manufacturers. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103,  113,  119,  201  and  1402,  1407,  1421 
and  1426;  and  the  delegations  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51  and  49  CFR  501.8. 

Issued  on  October  26,  1972. 

Robert  L.  Carter 
Associate  Administrator 
Motor  Vehicle  Programs 

38  F.R.  23742 
November  8,  1972 
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T.«,  P  ,      LIST  OF  ALPHA.NUMERIC  CODE  ASSIGNMENTS  TO  NEW  TIRE  MANUFACTURERS 
"°     ,B,X  Z  ..Mowfn,  Alphanumeric  cod,  »l,l,  letters:  ABCDEFHJKLMNPTUVWXY 

and  Nos.  123456789) 


Q^j^  f]o  New  Tire  Manufacturers 

AA.  The  General  Tire  Co. 

A.B  "  '  The  General  Tire  Co. 
AC"  _  The  General  Tire  Co. 
AD  The  General  Tire  Co. 

AE  The  General  Tire  Co.  (Spain). 

AF The  General  Tire  Co.  (Portugal). 

AH        1'    The  General  Tire  Co.  (Mexico). 
AJ  '  '    _.    Uniroyal,  Inc. 
AK  '  "—    Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AL"  I Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AM  '  "    _    Uniroyal,  Inc. 

an'  I Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AP  I'        Uniroyal,  Inc. 

at'  I  "     Avon  Rubber  Co.  (England). 

AU  Uniroyal,  Ltd.  (Canada). 

AV The  Sleberling  Tire  &  Rubber  Co 

AW Samson  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Israel). 

AX Phoenix  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany  . 

AY Phoenix  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 


BA  ._.   TheB 

BB '  The  B 

BC"  ._    TheB. 

BD  .    TheB. 

be'  TheB. 

BF  The  B. 

BH  _    TheB. 

BJ     "  The  B. 

BK  _    TheB. 

BL'"  TheB. 

BM  „-   TheB. 

BN  ._    The  B. 

BP  The  B 


F.  Goodrich  Co. 
F.  Goodrich  Co. 
F.  Goodrich  Co. 
F.  Goodrich  Co. 
F.  Goodrich  Co. 
F.  Goodrich  Co. 
F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Canada). 
F  Goodrich  Co.  (Germany). 
F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Brazil). 
F  Goodrich  Co.  (Colombia). 
F  Goodrich  Co.  (Australia). 
F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Philipines). 
or  i,.>.  „.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Iran). 

BT  Semperit  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Austria). 

BU Semperit  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Ireland). 

BV  IRI  International  Rubber  Co. 

BW        1     The  Gates  Rubber  Co. 
BX  '_"_'  I   The  Gates  Rubber  Co. 
BY_ll     The  Gates  Rubber  Co. 
CA  _.  '  "    The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co. 
CB  "_]'!     The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co. 
CC'     "      The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co. 

CD AUiance  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Israel). 

CE  "S-  .     The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CF I 1_   The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CH        _-   The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CJ /  _  "__    Inoue  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

CKI_'  _.    Not  assigned. 

CL       "       Not  assigned.  .  ^   ,^  \ 

CM Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  Germany). 

CN  "      '   Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (t  ranee). 

CP Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  Germany  . 

CT Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  Germany  . 

CU Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 

CV  " I  .   The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CW   _1_I     The  Toyo  Rubber  Industry  Co., 

CX The  Toyo  Rubber  Industry  Co., 

CY      ~  _     McCreary  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
DA  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp. 

DB  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp. 

DC The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  Canada). 

DD The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  Eng  and  . 

DE The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  Eng  and  . 

DF The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.   England) 

DH The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  Scotland). 

DJ The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  Ireland  . 

DK The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  France  . 

DL The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  France). 

DM The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  Germany  . 

DN The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Germany). 


Ltd.  (Japan). 
Ltd.  (Japan). 


Code  No. 

DP 

DT  

DU 

DV 

DW 

DX 

DY 

EA 

EB 


EC_ 

ED 

EE  „_. 

EF. 

EH 

EJ  . 

EK  „__ 

EL 

EM. 

EN 

EP___.. 
ET  .__ 
EU.__. 

EV 

EW  .„ 

EX 

EY 

FA 

FB 

FC 

FD  „_ 

FE 

FF  ... 

FH 

FJ 

FK_... 
FL.__. 

FM 

FN  ... 
FP  .__ 
FT  ._ 
FU... 
FV  .. 
FW._ 
FX._. 
FY... 
HA.__ 
HB__. 
HC  ._ 

HD._. 

HE... 

HF  . 

HH. 

HJ   _. 

HK._ 

HL_. 

HM_ 

HN_. 

HP.. 

HT_. 

HU.. 

HV.. 

HW. 

HX.. 

HY.. 

JA_. 

JB__. 

JC_.. 

JD... 


New  Tire  Manufacturers 

The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (England) 
The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Austra ha). 
The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Australia). 
Vredestein  (The  Netherlands). 
Vredestein  (The  Netherlands). 
Vredestein  Radium  (The  Netheriands). 
Denman  Rubber  Manufacturmg  Co. 
Metzeler  A.G.  (Germany). 
Metzeler  A.G.  (Germany). 
Metzeler  A.G.  (Germany). 
Okamoto  Riken  Gomu  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Nitto  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Hung  Ah  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Korea). 
Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Sumitomo  Rubber  Industries,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Sumitomo  Rubber  Industries,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 
Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 
Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 
Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 
'    The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan  . 
'    The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
'    The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
"    The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
'    The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Algeria). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 
"1   Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Belgium). 
"    Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (The  Netherlands). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Spain). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Spain). 
Michelin  Tire  Coi-p.  (Spain). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
Michehn  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
""    Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kmgdom) 
'"    Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kmgdom  . 
'"    Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kmgdom  . 
'"'    Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kmgdom). 

Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Canada) 
'"    Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (South  Vietnam). 
CEAT  (Italy). 
CEAT  (Italy). 
CEAT  (Italy). 
Withdrawn. 
"_'    The  Dayton  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
l_~    The  Dayton  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
The  Lee  Tii'e  &  Rubber  Co. 
The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
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Code  No.  New  Tire  Manufacturers 

JE  .  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JF     _         The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JH The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JJ    _  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JK  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JL  ..  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JM     .     _    The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JN     .     .   The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JP The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JT  _.    .      The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JU  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JV  .      _     The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JW The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JX Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JY Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Argentina). 

KA Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

KB Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

KC  ___        Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Brazil). 

KD  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Columbia). 

KE  _  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Republic  of  Congo). 

KF  .  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (France). 

KH Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

KJ Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

KK Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Greece). 

KL Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Guatemala). 

KM Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Luxembourg). 

KN Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (India). 

KP  .  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Indonesia). 

KT      .        Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Italy). 

KU Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Jamaica). 

KV_     .      Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Mexico). 

KW  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Peru). 

KX  .  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Philippines). 

KY Lee  Tire  &  Rufber  Co.  (Scotland). 

LA Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (South  Africa). 

LB Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Sweden). 

LC Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Thailand). 

LD Lee  Tiie  &  Rubber  Co.  (Turkey.) 

LE Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Venezuela.) 

LF Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (England). 

LH Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Australia). 

LJ Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Belgium). 

LK Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Columbia). 

LL Uniroyal,  Inc.  (France). 

LM Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Germany). 

LN Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Mexico). 

LP Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Scotland). 

LT Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Turkey). 

LU Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Venezuela). 

LV Mansfield-Denman-General  Co.,  Ltd. 

(Canada). 

LW Trelleborg  Rubber  Co.,  Inc.  (Sweden). 

LX Mitsuboshi  Belting,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

LY Mitsuboshi  Belting,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

MA The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MB The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MC The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MD The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

ME The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MF The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MH The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MJ The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MK The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

ML The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MM The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MN The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MP The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MT The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MU The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Argentina) 

MV The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  (Australia) 

MW The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

MX The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Brazil). 

MY The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Colombia). 


Code  No. 

NA 


New  Tire  Manufacturers 


The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Republic 
of  Congo). 

NB The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (England). 

NO The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (France). 

ND The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

NE The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

NF The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Greece). 

NH The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

NJ The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Luxem- 
bourg). 

NK The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (India.) 

NL The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Indonesia). 

NM The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Italy). 

NN The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Jamaica). 

NP The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Mexico). 

NT The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Peru). 

NU The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co  (Philippines). 

NV The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Scotland). 

NW The     Goodyear     Tire     &     Rubber     Co.     (South 

Africa). 

NX The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Sweden). 

NY The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Thailand). 

PA The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Turkey). 

PB The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Venezuela). 

PC The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

PD The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

PE The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

PF The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 


ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co. 
ngfield  Tire  Co.  (Argentina), 
ngfield  Tire  Co.  (Australia), 
ngfield  Tire  Co.  (Australia), 
ngfield  Tire  Co.  (Brazil), 
ngfield  Tire  Co.  (Colombia). 
-  "     Tire     Co.     (Republic 


PH  The  Kelly-Spri 

PJ The  Kelly-Spri 

PK  The  Kelly-Spri 

PL  ...  The  Kelly-Spr 

PM The  Kelly-Spr 

PN  The  Kelly-Spr 

PP The  Kelly-Spr 

PT     .  The  Kelly-Spri 

PU The  Kelly-Spri 

PV  The  Kelly-Spri 

PW  _,..  The  Kelly-Spr 

PX    _  The  Kelly-Spr 

PY. The  Kelly-Spr 

TA  The  Kelly-Spr 

TB The  Kelly-Spri 

TC     _  The  Kelly-Spri 

TD ....  The  Kelly-Spri 

TE  The  Kelly-Spr 

TF The  Kelly-Spr 

TH The     Kelly-Springfield 

Congo). 

TJ The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (England). 

TK The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (France). 

TL The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Germany). 

TM The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Germany). 

TN The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co,  (Greece). 

TP The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Guatemala). 

TT The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Luxembourg). 

TU The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (India). 

TV The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Indonesia). 

TW ,  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Italy). 

TX The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Jamaica). 

TY The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Mexico). 

UA The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Peru). 

UB The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Philippines). 

UC The  Kelly -Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Scotland). 

UD The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (South  Africa). 

UE The  Kelly-Sprinsjfield  Tire  Co.  (Sweden). 

UF The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Thailand). 

UH The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Turkey). 

UJ The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Venezuela). 

UK The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Canada). 

UL The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Canada). 

UM The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Canada). 

UN The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Canada). 

UP Copper  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 


of 
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Code  No. 

New  Tire  Manufacturers 

Code  No. 

UT 

.    Copper  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
Carlisle    Tire    &    Rubber    Division    of    Carlisle 

WE 

UU 

WF 

Corp. 

WH 

UV 

Kyowa  Rubber  Industry  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

WJ 

UW 

Not  assigned. 

WK 

ux 

Not  assigned. 

UY 

Not  assigned. 

WL 

VA 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WM 

VB 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

VC 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WN 

VD 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

VE 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WP 

VF 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WT 

VH 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WU 

VJ 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WV 

VK 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WW 

VL 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

wx 

VM 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

WY 

VN 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

XA 

VP    _„ 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Italy). 

XB. 

VT 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Spain). 

XC 

VU 

Withdrawn. 

XD 

VV 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Sweden). 

XE 

XF._ 

XH 

XJ 

XK 

vw 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Japan). 

vx     _ 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (England). 

VY 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Wales). 

WA 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (France). 

XL 

WB 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Costa  Rica). 

XM 

WC 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

XN 

WD 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

XP 

(Switzerland). 

XT. 

New  Tire  Manufacturers 
Withdrawn. 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Spain). 
The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Sweden). 
The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 
Pennsylvania  Tire  &  Rubber  Company 

of  Nlississippi. 
The  Mansfield  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
Olympic  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  Pty.,  Ltd. 

(Australia). 
Olympic  Tire  &  Rubber  Co  Pty.,  Ltd. 

(Australia). 
Schenuit  Industries,  Inc. 
Madras  Rubber  Factory,  Ltd.  (India). 
Not  Assigned. 
Not  Assigned. 
Not  Assigned. 
Not  Assigned. 
Not  Assigned. 
Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 
Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Spain). 
Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Greece). 
Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Turkey). 
Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Brazil). 
PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (BrazU). 
PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Argentina). 
PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (England). 
PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (England). 
Veith-PireUi  A.G.  (Germany). 
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TABLE  2.     LIST  OF  NEW  TIRE  MANUFACTURERS  AND  CORRESPONDING 

IDENTIFICATION  CODE  MARKS 

(Based  on  the  following  Alphanumeric  code  with  letters: 

ABCDEFHJKLMNPTZVWXY  and  Nos.  123456789) 


Manufacturer  Identification  code 

Alliance    Tire    &    Rubber    Co.,      CD. 

Ltd. 
The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co CE,  CF,  CH,  CV. 

Avon  Rubber  Co AT. 

BridgestoneTireCo.,  Ltd  EH,   EJ,   EK,   EL,   EM, 

EN,  EP. 

Carlisle  Tire  &  Rubber  Division      UU. 
of  Carlisle  Corp. 

Ceat  HT,  HU,  HV. 

Continental  A. G CM,  CN,  CP,  CT,  CU. 

Copper  Tire  &  Rubber  Co UP,  UT. 

The  Dayton  Tire  &  Rubber  Co HX,  HY. 

Denman   Rubber   Manufacturing     DY. 
Co. 

The  Dunlap  Tire  &  Rubber  Co     ..,_    DA,   DB,   DC,   DD,   DE, 

DF,    DH,    DJ,    DK, 
DL,    DM,    DN,     DP, 
DU. 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co         VA,   VB,   VC,   VD,   VE, 

VF,  VH,  VJ,  VK, 
VL,  VM,  VN,  VP, 
VT,  VV,  VW,  VX, 
VY,  WA,  WB,  WC, 
WD,  WF,  WH,  WJ. 

The  Gates  Rubber  Co BW,  BX,  BY. 

The  General  Tiie&  Rubber  Co  AA,    AB,    AC,    AD,    AE 

AF,  AH. 

The  B.F.Goodrich  Co  BA,    BB,    EC,    BD,    BE, 

BF,  BH,  BJ,  BK, 
BL,  BM,  BN,  BP. 


Manufacturer 
The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co  _ 


The    Goodyear   Tire    &    Rubber 

MA,     MB, 

MC, 

MD 

Co. 

ME,    MF, 

MH, 

MJ 

MK,    ML, 

MM, 

MN, 

MP,    MT, 

Mil, 

MV 

MW,    MX, 

MY, 

NA, 

NB,     NC, 

ND, 

NE 

NF,     NH, 

N.], 

NK, 

NL,    NM, 

NN, 

NP 

NT,    NU, 

NV, 

NW, 

NX,     NY, 

PA, 

PB 

PC,  PD,  PE, 

PF. 

Hung  Ah  Tire  Co.,  Ltd 

EF 

IRI    International    BV.    Rubber 

Co. 

BV 

Inoue  Rubber  Co.,  C  J.  Ltd 

CJ 

The  Kelly -Springfield  Tire  Co 

PH,    PJ,    PK 

:,   PL, 

PM 

PN,     PP, 

PT, 

PU, 

PV,     PW, 

PX, 

PY 

TA,     TB, 

TC, 

TD, 

TE,     TF, 

TH, 

TJ 

TK,     TL, 

TM, 

TN, 

TP,     TT, 

TU, 

TV, 

TW,    TX, 

TY, 

UA, 

UB,    UC, 

UD, 

UE 

Kleber-Colombes  Co 

Kyowa Rubber  Ind.  Co.,  Ltd, 


UF,     UH,     UJ,     UK, 
UL,  UM,  UN. 
EV,  EW,  EX,  EY. 


I denlifi cation  code 

JA,  JB,  JC,  JD,  JE, 
JF,  .JH,  JJ,  JK,  JL, 
JM,  JN,  JP,  JT,  JU, 
JV,  JW,  JX,  JY, 
KA,  KB,  KC,  KD, 
KE,  KF,  KH,  KJ, 
KK,  KL,  KM,  KN, 
KP,  KT,  KU,  KV, 
KW,  KX,  KY,  LA, 
LB,  LC,  LD,  LE,  LF. 

Madras  Rubber  Factory,  Ltd WT. 

The    Mansfield    Tire    &    Rubber     WL. 
Co. 

Mansfield-Deman-General  Co.,      LV. 
Ltd. 

McCreary  Tire  &  Rubber  Co CY. 

MetzelerA.G EA,  EB,  EC. 

Michelin  Tire  Corp  FF,    FH,    FJ,    FK,    FL, 

FM,  FN,  FP,  FT, 
FU,  FV,  FW,  FX, 
FY,  HA,  HB,  HC, 
HD,  HE,  HF,  HH, 
HJ,  HK,  HL,  HM, 
HN,  HP. 

Mitsuboshi  Belting,  Ltd LX,  LY. 

The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co CA,  CB.,  CC 

Nitto  Tire  Co.,  Ltd EE. 

Okamoto      Riken      Gumo      Co.,      ED. 
Ltd. 

Olympic     Tire     &     Rubber     Co.      WM,  WN. 
Pty.,  Ltd. 

Pennsylvania    Tire    &    Rubber     WK. 
Company  of  Mississippi. 

Phoenix  Gummiwerke  A.G AX  AY. 

Pirelli  Tire  Corp  XA,    XB,    XC,    XD,    XE 

XF,  XH,  XJ,  XK, 
XL,  XM,  XN,  XP. 

Samson     Tire     &     Rubber     Co.,      AW. 
Ltd. 

Schenuit  Industries,  Inc WP. 

The    Seiberling   Tire    &    Rubber     AV. 
Co. 

Semperit  Gummiwerke  A.G BT,  BU. 

Sumitomo  Rubber  Industries ET.  EU. 

The  Toyo  Rubber   Industry  Co.,      CW,  CX. 
Ltd. 

Trelleborg  Rubber  Co LW. 

UniroyalInc  AJ,     AK,     AM,     AN, 

AF,  AU,  LH,  LJ, 
LK,  LL,  LM,  LN, 
LP,  LT,  LU. 

Veith-Pirelli  A.G XT. 

Vredestein DV,  DW. 

Vredestein-Radium DX. 

The     Yokohama     Rubber     Co.,  FA,  FB,  FC,  FD,  FE. 
Ltd. 
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TABLE  3.     TIRE  SIZE  CODES 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code                Designation ' 

AA 4.00-4 

AB 3.50-4 

AC 3.00-5 

AD 4.00-5 

AE 3.50-5 

AF 6.90-6 

AH 3.00-8 

AJ 3.50-6 

AK 4.10-6 

AL 4.50-6 

AM 5.30-6 

AN 6.00-6 

AP 3.25-8 

AT 3.50-8 

AU 3.00-7 

AV 4.00-7 

AW 4.80-7 

AX 5.30-7 

AY 5.00-8 

Al H60-14 

A2 4.00-8 

A3 4.80-8 

A4 5.70-8 

A5 16.5X6.5-8 

AS 18.5X8.5-8 

A7 CR70-14 

A8 2.75-9 

A9 4.80-9 

BA 6.00-9 

BB 6.90-9 

BC 3.50-9 

BD 4.00-10 

BE 3.00-10 

BF 3.50-10 

BH 5.20-10 

BJ 5.20  R  10 

BK 5.9-10 

BL 5.90-10 

BM 6.50-10 

BN 7.00-10 

BP 7.50-10 

BT 9.00-10 

BU 20.5  X  8.0-10 

BV 145-10 

BW 145  RIO 

BX 145-10/5.95-10 

by: 4.50-10  LT  2 

Bl 5.00-10  LT 

B2 3.00-12 

B3 4.00-12 

B4 4.50-12 

B5 4.80-12 

B6 5.00-12 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code                Designation  ' 

B7 5.00  R  12 

B8 5.20-12 

B9 5.20-12  LT 

CA 5.20  R  12 

CB 5.30-12 

CC 5.50-12 

CD 5.50-12  LT 

CE 5.50  R  12 

CF 5.60-12 

CH 5.60-12  LT  ' 

CJ 5.60  R  12 

CK 5.9-12 

CL 5.90-12 

CM 6.00-12 

CN 6.00-12  LT 

CP 6.2-12 

CT 6.20-12 

CU 6.90-12 

CV 23.5  X  8.5-12 

CW 125-12 

CX 125  R  12 

CY 125-12/5.35-12 

CI 135-12 

C2 135  R  12 

C3 135-12/5.65-12 

C4 145-12 

C5 145  R  12 

C6 145-12/5.95-12 

C7 155-12 

C8 155  R  12 

C9 155-12/6.15-12 

DA 4.80-10 

DB 3.25-12 

DC 3.50-12 

DD 4.50-12  LT 

DE 5.00-12  LT 

DF 7.00-12 

DH 5.00-13 

DJ 5.00-13  LT 

DK 5.00  R  13 

DL 5.20-13 

DM 5.20  R  13 

DN 5.50-13 

DP 5.50-13  LT 

DT 5.50  R  13 

DU 5.60-13 

DV 5.60-13  LT 

DW 5.60  R  13 

DX 5.90-13 

DY 5.90-13  LT 

Dl 5.90  R  13 

D2 6.00-13 

D3 6.00-13  LT 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

D4 6.00  R  13 

D5 6.2-13 

D6 6.20-13 

D7 6.40-13 

D8 6.40-13  LT 

D9 6.40  R  13 

EA 6.50-13 

EB 6.50-13  LT 

EC 6.50-13  ST 

ED 6.50  R  13 

EE 6.70-13 

EF 6.70-13  LT 

EH 6.70  R  13 

EJ 6.9-13 

EK 6.90-13 

EL 7.00-13 

EM 7.00-13  LT 

EN 7.00  R  13 

EP 7.25-13 

ET 7.25  R  13 

EU 7.50-13 

EV 135-13 

EW 135  R  13 

EX 135-13/5.65-13 

EY 145-13 

El 145  R  13 

E2 145-13/5.95-13 

E3 150  R  13 

E4 155-13 

E5 155  R  13 

E6 155-13/6.15-13 

E7 160  R  13 

E8 165-13 

E9 165  R  13 

FA 165-13/6.45-13 

FB 165/70  R  13 

FC 170  R  13 

FD 175-13 

FE 175  R  13 

FF 175-13/6.95-13 

FH 175/70  R  13 

FJ 185-13 

FK 185  R  13 

FL 185-13/7.35-13 

FM 185/70  R  13 

FN 195-13 

FP 195  R  13 

FT 195/70  R  13 

FU D70-13 

FV B78-13 

FW BR78-13 

FX C78-13 

FY 7.50-12 


'  The  letters  "H",  "S",  and  "V"  may  be  included  in  the  tire  size  designation  adjacent  to  or  in  place  of  a  dash 
without  affecting  the  size  code  for  the  designation. 

2  As  used  in  this  table  the  letters  at  the  end  of  the  tire  size  indicate  the  following:  LT-Light  Truck,  ML- 
Mining  &  Logging,  MH— Mobile  Home,  ST— Special  Trailer. 
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TABLE  3.     TIRE  SIZE  CODES— Continued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

Fl 140  R  12 

F2 6.5-13 

F3 185/60  R  13 

F4 A70-13 

F5 A78-13 

F6 CR78-13 

F7 2.25-14 

F8 2.75-14 

F9 3.00-14 

HA 6.70-14  LT 

HB 165-14  LT 

HC 2.50-14 

HD 5.00-14  LT 

HE 5.20-14 

HP 5.20  R  14 

HH 5.50-14  LT 

HJ 5.60-14 

HK 5.90-14 

HL 5.90-14  LT 

HM 5.90  R  14 

HN 6.00-14 

HP 6.00-14  LT 

HT 6.40-14 

HU 6.40-14  LT 

HV 6.45-14 

HW 6.50-14 

HX 6.50-14  LT 

HY 6.70-14 

HI 6.95-14 

H2 7.00-14 

H3 7.00-14  LT 

H4 7.00  R  14 

H5 7.35-14 

H6 7.50-14 

H7 7.50-14  LT 

H8 7.50  R  14 

H9 7.75-14 

JA 7.75-14  ST 

JB 8.00-14 

JC 8.25-14 

JD 8.50-14 

JE 8.55-14 

JF 8.85-14 

JH 9.00-14 

JJ 9.50-14 

JK 135-14 

JL 135  R  14 

JM 135-14/5.65-14 

JN 145-14 

JP 145  R  14 

JT 145-14/5.95-14 

JU 155-14 

JV 155  R  14 

JW 155-14/6.15-14 

JX 155/70  R  14 

JY 165-14 

Jl 165  R  14 

J2 175-14 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

J3 175  R  14 

J4 185-14 

J5 185  R  14 

J6 185/70  R  14 

J7 195-14 

J8 195  R  14 

J9 195/70  R  14 

KA 205-14 

KB 205  R  14 

KC 215-14 

KD 215  R  14 

KE 225-14 

KF 225  R  14 

KH 620  R  14 

KJ 690  R  14 

KK AR78-13 

KL 195-14  LT 

KM 185-14  LT 

KN A80-22.5 

KP B80-22.5 

KT C80-22.5 

KU D80-22.5 

KV E80-22.5 

KW F60-14 

KX C60-14 

KY J60-14 

Kl L60-14 

K2 F80-22.5 

K3 G80-22.5 

K4 H80-22.5 

K5 J80-22.5 

K6 A80-24.5 

K7 B80-24.5 

K8 BR78-14 

K9 D70-14 

LA DR70-14 

LB E70-14 

LC ER70-14 

LD F70-14 

LE FR70-14 

LF G70-14 

LH GR70-14 

LJ H70-14 

LK HR70-14 

LL J70-14 

LM JR70-14 

LN L70-14 

LP LR70-14 

LT C80-24.5 

LU D80-24.5 

LV E80-24.5 

LW F80-24.5 

LX 077-14 

LY B78-14 

LI C78-14 

L2 CR78-14 

L3 D78-14 

L4 DR78-14 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

L5 E78-14 

L6 ER78-14 

L7 F78-14 

L8 FR78-14 

L9 G78-14 

MA GR78-14 

MB H78-14 

MC HR78-14 

MD J78-14 

ME JR78-14 

MF 205-14  LT 

MH G80-24.5 

MJ H80-24.5 

MK 7-14.5 

ML 8-14.5 

MM 9-14.5 

MN 6.60  R  15 

MP 2.00-15 

MT 2.25-15 

MU 2.50-15 

MV 3.00-15 

MW 3.25-15 

MX 5.0-15 

MY 5.20-15 

Ml 5.5-15 

M2 5.50-15  L 

M3 5.50-15  LT 

M4 5.60-15 

M5 5.60  R  15 

M6 5.90-15 

M7 5.90-15  LT 

M8 6.00-15 

M9 6.00-15  L 

NA 6.00-15  LT 

NB 6.2-15 

NC 6.40-15 

ND 6.40-15  LT 

NE 6.40  R  15 

NF 6.50-15 

NH 6.50-15  L 

NJ 6.50-15  LT 

NK 6.70-15 

NL 6.70-15  LT 

NM 6.70  R  15 

NN 6.85-15 

NP 6.9-15 

NT 7.00-15 

NU 7.00-15  L 

NV 7.00-15  LT 

NW 7.10-15 

NX 7.10-15  LT 

NY 7.35-15 

Nl 7.50-15 

N2 7.60-15 

N3 7.60  R  15 

N4 7.75-15 

N5 7.75-15  ST 

N6 8.00-15 
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TABLE  3.    TIRE  SIZE  CODES— Continued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

N7 8.15-15 

N8 8.20-15 

N9 8.25-15 

PA 8.25-15  LT 

PB 8.45-15 

PC 8.55-15 

PD 8.85-15 

PE 8.90-15 

PF 9.00-15 

PH 9.00-15  LT 

PJ 9.15-15 

PK 10-15 

PL 10.00-15 

PM 7.50-15  LT 

PN 7.00-15  TR 

PP 8.25-15  TR 

PT 9.00-15  TR 

PU 7.50-15  TR 

PV 125-15 

PW 125  R  15 

PX 125-15/5.35-15 

PY 135-15 

PI 135  R  15 

P2 135-15/5.65-15 

P3 145-15 

P4 145  R  15 

P5 145-15/5.95-15 

P6 155-15 

P7 155  R  15 

P8 155-15/6.35-15 

P9 165-15 

TA 165-15  LT 

TB 165  R  15 

TC 175-15 

TD 175  R  15 

TE 175-15/7.15-15 

TF 175/70  R  15 

TH 180-15 

TJ 185-15 

TK 185  R  15 

TL 185/70  R  15 

TM 195-15 

TN 195  R  15 

TP 205-15 

TT 205  R  15 

TU 215-15 

TV 215  R  15 

TW 225-15 

TX 225  R  15 

TY 235-15 

Tl 235  R  15 

T2 J80-24.5 

T3 ER60-15 

T4 D78-13 

T5 A78-15 

T6 DR70-13 

T7 HR60-15 

T8 E60-14 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

T9 205/70  R  14 

UA 215/70  R  14 

UB H60-15 

UC E60-15 

UD F60-15 

UE FR60-15 

UF G60-15 

UH GR60-15 

UJ J60-15 

UK L60-15 

UL 4.60-15 

UM 2.75-15 

UN 2.50-9 

UP 2.50-10 

UT 5.00-9 

UU 6.7-10 

UV C70-15 

UW D70-15 

UX DR70-15 

UY E70-15 

Ul ER70-15 

U2 F70-15 

U3 FR70-15 

U4 G70-15 

U5 GR70-15 

U6 H70-15 

U7 HR70-15 

U8 J70-15 

U9 JR70-15 

VA K70-15 

VB KR70-15 

VC L70-15 

VD LR70-15 

VE 17-400  TR 

VF 185-300  TR 

VH 185-300  LT 

VJ AR78-15 

VK BR78-15 

VL C78-15 

VM D78-15 

VN E78-15' 

VP ER78-15 

VT F78-15 

VU FR78-15 

VV G78-15 

VW GR78-15 

VX H78-15 

VY HR78-15 

VI J78-15 

V2 JR78-15 

V3 L78-15 

V4 LR78-15 

V5 N78-15 

V6 17-15  (17-380  LT) 

V7 17-400  LT 

V8 11-15 

V9 11-16 

WA L84-15 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

WB 11.00-15 

WC 2.25-16 

WD 2.50-16 

WE 3.00-16 

WF 3.25-16 

WH 3.50-16 

WJ 5.00-16 

WK 5.10-16 

WL 5.50-16  LT 

WM 6.00-16 

WN 6.00-16  LT 

WP 6.50-16 

WT 6.50-16  LT 

WU 6.70-16 

WV 7.00-16 

WW 7.00-16  LT 

WX 7.50-16 

WY 7.50-16  LT 

Wl 8.25-16 

W2 9.00-16 

W3 10-16 

W4 8.25-16  LT 

W5 9.00-16  LT 

W6 11.00-16 

W7 19-400  C 

W8 165-400 

W9 235-16 

XA 185-16 

XB 19-400  LT 

XC G45C-16 

XD E50C-16 

XE F50C-16 

XF 7.00-16  TR 

XH 7.50-16  TR 

XJ 8.00-16.5 

XK 8.75-16.5 

XL 9.50-16.5 

XM 10-16.5 

XN 12-16.5 

XP 185  R  16 

XT 4.50-17 

XU 2.00-17 

XV 2.25-17 

XW 2.50-17 

XX 2.75-17 

XY 3.00-17 

XI 3.25-17 

X2 3.50-17 

X3 6.50-17 

X4 6.50-17  LT 

X5 7.00-17 

X6 7.50-17 

X7 8.25-17 

X8 7.50-17  LT 

X9 225/70  R  14 

YA G50C-17 

YB H50C-17 

YC 195/70  R  15 
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TABLE  3.     TIRE  SIZE  CODES— Continued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code                Designation ' 

YD 4.20-18 

YE 8-17.5  LT 

YF 11-17.5 

YH 7-17.5 

YJ 8-17.5 

YK 8.5-17.5 

YL 9.5-17.5 

YM 10-17.5 

YN 14-17.5 

YP 9-17.5 

YT 205/70  R  15 

YU 2.25-18 

YV 2.50-18 

YW 2.75-18 

YX 3.00-18 

YY 3.25-18 

Yl 3.50-18 

Y2 4.00-18 

Y3 4.50-18 

Y4 6.00-18 

Y5 7.00-18 

Y6 7.50-18 

Y7 8.25-18 

Y8 9.00-18 

Y9 10.00-18 

lA 11.00-18 

IB 6.00-18  LT 

IC 6.00-20  LT 

ID L50C-18 

IE 7.00-18  LT 

IF 12-19.5 

IH 2.00-19 

IJ 2.25-19 

IK 2.50-19 

IL 2.75-19 

IM 3.00-19 

IN 3.25-19 

IP 3.50-19 

IT 4.00-19 

lU 11.00-19 

IV 9.5-19.5 

IW 10-19.5 

IX 11-19.5 

lY 7-19.5 

11 7.5-19.5 

12 8-19.5 

13 9-19.5 

14 14-19.5 

15 15-19.5 

16 16.5-19.5 

17 18-19.5 

18 19.5-19.5 

19 6.00-20 

2A 6.50-20 

2B 7.00-20 

2C 7.50-20 

2D 8.25-20 

2E 8.5-20 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code                Designation ' 

2F 9.00-20 

2H 9.4-20 

2J 10.00-20 

2K 10.3-20 

2L 11.00-20 

2M 11.1-20 

2N 11.50-20 

2P 11.9-20 

2T 12.00-20 

2U 12.5-20 

2V 13.00-20 

2W 14.00-20 

2X 6.50-20  LT 

2Y 7.00-20  LT 

21 13/80-20 

22 14/80-20 

23 2.75-21 

24 3.00-21 

25 2.50-21 

26 2.75-20 

27 10.00-22 

28 11.00-22 

29 11.1-22 

3A 11.9-22 

38 12.00-22 

3C 14.00-22 

3D 11.50-22 

BE 4.10-18 

3F 4.10-19 

3H 7-22.5 

3J 8-22.5 

3K 8.5-22.5 

3L 9-22.5 

3M 9.4-22.5 

3N 10-22.5 

3P 10.3-22.5 

3T 11-22.5 

3U 11.1-22.5 

3V 11.5-22.5 

3W 11.9-22.5 

3X 12-22.5 

3Y 12.5-22.5 

31 15-22.5 

32 16.5-22.5 

33 18-22.5 

34 215/70  R  15 

35 225/70  R  15 

36 185/60  R  13 

38 9.00-24 

38 10.00-24 

39 11.00-24 

4A 12.00-24 

4B 14.00-24 

4C 3.50-7 

4D 3.00-4 

4E 12.5-24.5 

4F 11-24.5 

4H 12-24.5 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code               Designation  ' 

4J 13.5-24.5 

4K 7.00-20  ML 

4L 7.50-20  ML 

4M 8.25-20  ML 

4N 9.00-20  ML 

4P 10.00-20  ML 

4T 10.00-22  ML 

4U 10.00-24  ML 

4V 11.00-20  ML 

4W 11.00-22  ML 

4X 11.00-24  ML 

4Y 11.00-25  ML 

41 12.00-20  ML 

42 12.00-21  ML 

43 12.00-24  ML 

44 12.00-25  ML 

45 13.00-20  ML 

46 13.00-24  ML 

47 13.00-25  ML 

48 14.00-20  ML 

49 14.00-21  ML 

5A 14.00-24  ML 

5B 14.00-25  ML 

5C 10.3-20  ML 

5D 11.1-20  ML 

5E 12.5-20  ML 

5F 9-22.5  ML 

5H 9.4-22.5  ML 

5J 10-22.5  ML 

5K 10.3-22.5  ML 

5L 11-22.5  ML 

5M 11-24.5  ML 

5N 14-17.5  ML 

5P 15-19.5  ML 

5T 15-22.5  ML 

5U 16.5-19.5  ML 

5V 16.5-22.5  ML 

5W 18-19.5  ML 

5X 18-22.5  ML 

5Y 19.5-19.5  ML 

51 23-23.5  ML 

52 18-21  ML 

53 19.5-21  ML 

54 23-21  ML 

55 6.00-13  ST 

56 7.35-14  ST 

57 8.25-14  ST 

58 7.35-15  ST 

59 8.25-15  ST 

6A 12.00-22  ML 

6B 4.30-18 

6C 3.60-19 

6D 3.00-20 

6E 4.25-18 

6F MP90-18 

6H 3.75-19 

6J MM90-19 

6K 3.25-7 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574— TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND 

RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;  Notice  No.  9) 

Amendment  to  Figure  2  Concerning  the  Location  of  the  Tire  Identification  Number 

for  Retreaded  Tires 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  provide 
retreaders  with  an  alternative  location  for  the 
placement  of  the  tire  identification  number. 

On  January  26,  1971,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  published  Docket 
No.  70-12,  Notice  No.  5,  a  revised  version  of  the 
Tire  Identification  and  Record  Keeping  Regula- 
tion, 49  CFR  Part  574  (36  F.R.  1196).  Section 
574.5  requires  retreaders  to  permanently  mold  or 
brand  into  or  onto  one  sidewall  a  tire  identifica- 
tion number  in  the  manner  specified  in  Figure 
2  of  the  regulation.  Figure  2  requires  that  the 
tire  identification  number  be  located  in  the  area 
of  the  shoulder  between  the  tread  edge  and  the 
maximum  section  width  of  the  tire.  The  regula- 
tion specified  this  location  because,  generally,  it 
is  the  area  upon  which  retreaders  apply  new  re- 
tread material. 

Bandag,  Inc.,  has  petitioned  for  rulemaking  to 
allow  the  tire  identification  to  be  below  the  sec- 
tion width  of  the  tire.  The  petition  requests  this 
relief  because  the  Bandag  process  only  affects 
the  tread  surface,  a  comparatively  smooth  surface 
is  needed  for  application  of  the  identification 
number,  and  many  casings  have  no  smooth  area 


between  the  tread  edge  and  the  maximum  section 
width. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  the  above.  Figure  2  of 
Part  574  (36  F.R.  1200)  is  hereby  amended  as 
set  forth  below  to  require  that  the  tire  identifica- 
tion number  be  on  one  sidewall  of  the  tire,  either 
on  the  upper  segment  between  the  maximum  sec- 
tion width  and  the  tread  edge,  or  on  the  lower 
segment  between  the  maximum  section  width 
and  bead  in  a  location  such  that  the  number  will 
not  be  covered  by  the  rim  flange  when  the  tire  is 
inflated.  In  no  event  should  the  number  be  on 
the  surface  of  the  scuff  rib  or  ribs. 

Effective  date:  May  22,  1971. 

Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction 
and  does  not  impose  any  additional  burden  on 
any  person  it  is  found  that  notice  and  public 
procedure  thereon  are  unnecessary  and  imprac- 
ticable, and  that,  for  good  cause  shown,  an  effec- 
tive date  less  than  30  days  after  the  date  of 
issuance  is  in  the  public  interest. 

Issued  on  May  21,  1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Acting  Administrator 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574— TIRE  IDENTIFECATION  AND  RECORD  KEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-14;  Notice  15) 


The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Part  574 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is  to 
provide  that  the  second  group  of  symbols  within 
the  tire  identification  number  shall,  in  the  case 
of  new  tires,  be  assigned  at  the  option  of  the 
manufacturer  rather  than  conforming  to  the  tire 
size  code  presently  found  in  Table  I  of  the  regu- 
lation. 

Under  the  present  system,  even  if  the  presently 
unassigned  symbols  "O"  and  "R"  are  used,  a 
maximum  of  900  tire  size  codes  can  be  assigned. 
Due  to  the  many  new  tire  sizes  being  introduced, 
it  is  necessary  to  change  the  system  to  allow 
more  flexibility.  Therefore,  Table  I  is  herewith 
deleted,  new  tire  manufacturers  are  allowed  to 
assign  their  own  two-digit  code  for  the  tire  size, 
and  retreaders  are  allowed  to  use  either  a  self- 
assigned  matrix  code  or  a  self-assigned  tire  size 
code.  Each  new  tire  manufacturer  will  still  be 
required  to  use  a  two-symbol  size  code  and  to 
maintain  a  record  of  the  coding  system  used, 
which  shall  be  provided  to  the  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  upon  written 
request.  It  is  recommended  but  not  required 
that  manufacturers  use  the  code  sizes  previously 
assigned  by  this  agency  for  active  sizes,  and  re- 
use the  codes  for  obsolete  sizes  when  additional 
size  codes  are  ne-eded. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  published  on  June  16,  1972  (37  F.R. 
11979).  The  conaments  received  in  response  to 
the  notice  have  been  considered  in  the  issuance 
of  this  final  rule.  The  rule  is  issued  as  it  ap- 
peared in  the  proposal  including  the  letter  "T" 
inadvertently  omitted  from  the  proposal. 

Three  of  the  tire  manufacturers  who  com- 
mented favored  the  proposed  change,  and  the 
National  Tire  Dealers  and  Retreaders  Associa- 
tion, the  Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Asso- 
ciation   and    The    European    Tyre    and    Rim 


Technical  Organisation  commented  without  ob- 
jection to  the  proposed  change. 

Bandag,  Inc.,  a  retreader  of  tires,  objected  to 
the  proposed  change  on  the  grounds  that  allow- 
ing tire  nianufacturers  to  assign  their  own  tire 
size  code  would  remove  one  of  the  methods  a 
retreader  has  to  determine  the  tire  size  of  a 
casing  to  be  retreaded. 

Morcedes-Benz  of  North  America  and  Volks- 
wagen of  America  did  not  favor  the  change 
because  of  the  possibility  of  confusion  for  the 
vehicle  manufacturer  that  equips  its  vehicle  with 
several  manufacturers'  tires. 

The  principal  objection  raised  by  Bandag 
should  be  considerably  alleviated  by  an  amend- 
ment tx)  Standard  No.  109  (36  F.R.  24824)  under 
consideration,  which  would  require  tire  manu- 
facturers to  place  the  actual  tire  size,  as  well  as 
other  pertinent  information,  between  the  section 
width  and  the  bead  of  the  tire  so  that  the  infor- 
mation will  be  less  susceptible  to  obliteration 
during  use  or  removal  during  the  retreading 
process. 

With  respect  to  the  comment  by  Mercedes- 
Benz  of  North  America  and  Volkswagen  of 
America,  it  was  concluded  that  because  the  exist- 
ing system  does  not  provide  enough  symbols  to 
meet  the  anticipated  introduction  of  new  tire 
sizes,  the  proposed  change  is  necessary.  Mer- 
cedes' recommendation  that  "G",  "Q",  "S",  and 
"Z"  be  added  or  that  a  three-digit  size  code  be 
used  was  rejected,  because  the  additional  symbols 
suggested  are  difficult  to  apply  to  the  tire,  and 
the  addition  of  a  third  symbol  would,  according 
to  the  tire  manufacturers,  be  impractical  and 
inefficient. 

A  list  of  the  tire  size  codes  assigned  up  to  this 
time  is  published  in  the  general  notice  section  of 
this  issue  of  the  Federal  Register  (37  F.R.  23742). 
The  NHTSA  urges  tire  manufacturers  to  use 


PART  574^PRE  5 


Effecllva:   November  8,    1972 


these  existing  codes  for  tire  sizes  presently  being 
produced  and  to  work  within  their  tire  and  rim 
associations  to  make  code  assignments  for  new 
tire  sizes  on  an  industry-wide  basis  and  reuse 
obsolete  size  codes  wherever  possible.  In  this 
way  the  usefulness  of  the  tire  size  code  to  the 
vehicle  manufacturer  will  be  maintained. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  in  Part  574 
of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Table 
I  is  deleted  and  §  574.5  is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  November  8,  1972. 

Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction, 
and  because  of  the  immediate  need  for  the  intro- 
duction of  new  tire  size  codes,  it  is  found  for 


good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  less  than 
30  days  from  the  date  of  issuance  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  103, 
112,  113,  119  and  201  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401, 
1402,  1407  and  1421,  and  the  delegation  of  au- 
thority at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  October  31,  1972. 

Charles  H.  Hartman 
Acting  Administrator 

37  F.R.  23727 
November  8,   1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574— TIRE   IDENTIFICATION  AND   RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  71-18;  Notice  7) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  119,  New 
pneumatic  tires  for  vehicles  other  them  passenger 
cars,  49  CFR  571.119,  to  specify  lettering  sizes 
and  modified  treadwear  indicator  requirements 
for  tires.  In  addition,  it  amends  Part  574,  Tire 
Identification,  49  CFR  574,  to  permit  the  labeling 
of  certain  tires  with  the  symbol  DOT  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  the  standard.  This  notice 
also  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
Standard  119's  effective  date  by  maintaining  the 
present  date  of  March  1,  1975. 

To  avoid  a  costly  production  shutdown  on  the 
effective  date  to  engrave  tire  molds  with  the 
DOT  compliance  symbol  required  by  the  stand- 
ard, the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad- 
ministration (NHTSA)  proposed  a  modification 
of  the  Part  574  prohibition  on  the  symbol's  use 
prior  to  the  effective  date  (39  F.R.  3967,  Jan- 
uary 31,  1974).  The  Rubber  Manufacturers 
Association  and  five  tire  manufacturers  agreed 
that  the  DOT  should  be  engraved  on  tire  molds 
prior  to  the  effective  date,  but  objected  to  the 
expense  of  covering  the  DOT  with  a  label  stating 
that  "no  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard 
applies  to  this  tire,"  when  the  DOT  appears  on 
tires  which  (presumably)  satisfy  Standard  119 
requirements.  Firestone  pointed  out  that  the 
large  label  size  could  obscure  other  label  infor- 
mation. Goodrich  noted  that,  as  proposed,  the 
DOT  could  be  molded  on  tires  which  met  no 
standard  and  could  mislead  a  user  if  the  label 
fell  off. 

The  NHTSA  will  not  permit  the  appearance 
of  the  DOT  compliance  symbol  on  any  item  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  to  which  no  standard 
is  applicable.  The  terms  "applicability''  and 
"applies"  have  only  one  meaning  for  Federal 
motor  vehicle  safety  standards:  that  the  vehicle 
or  equipment  concerned  is  subject  to  a  safety 
standard.    To  permit  use  of  the  DOT  symbol  on 


vehicles  or  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  to 
which  no  standard  applies  would  confuse  the 
meaning  of  the  symbol  and  the  concept  of  com- 
pliance. 

In  response  to  Firestone  and  Goodrich,  the 
NHTSA  has  modified  the  lettering  size  on  the 
label  and  limited  use  of  the  DOT  symbol  to  tires 
for  which  a  standard  has  been  issued.  With  the 
small  lettering  size,  the  rubber  labels  used  on 
retread  tires  can  be  applied  over  the  DOT  symbol 
in  fulfillment  of  the  requirement.  Another 
method  which  manufacturers  did  not  mention 
but  which  would  be  permissible  is  the  removal 
of  the  DOT  at  the  same  time  imperfections  are 
buffed  off  the  tire. 

All  comments  on  the  proposal  objected  to  the 
specific  location  requirements  for  treadwear  in- 
dicators based  on  the  concept  of  even  tread  wear 
across  the  tread  width.  Goodyear  demonstrated 
in  a  meeting  with  the  NHTSA  Tire  Division  on 
February  13,  1974,  and  detailed  in  its  submission 
to  the  Docket,  the  difficulty  in  equating  ideal  tire 
wear  with  actual  road  experience.  They  recom- 
mended the  simpler  concept  that  a  tire  has  worn 
out  when  any  major  tread  groove  has  only  %2  i^ 
tread  remaining.  The  NHTSA  has  concluded 
that  treadwear  indicators  must  be  placed  at  the 
discretion  of  the  manufacturer  to  give  a  person 
inspecting  the  tire  visual  indication  of  whether 
the  tire  has  worn  to  a  certain  tread  depth.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  lateral  location  requirements  for 
treadwear  indicators  have  been  deleted  from  the 
standard. 

There  was  no  discussion  of  the  lettering  size 
and  depth  proposal,  and  these  proposals  are 
adopted  as  proposed. 

The  comments  requested  reconsideration  of  the 
standard's  March  1,  1975,  effective  date  (pub- 
lished February  1,  1974,  39  F.R.  4087),  asserting 
the  need  for  18  months  of  lead  time  following 
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publication  of  this  notice  to  engrave  tire  molds 
as  required  by  the  standard.  The  NHTSA  has 
found  that  11  months  is  sufficient  leadtime  to 
accomplish  these  changes,  and  accordingly  these 
petitions  are  denied. 

To  correct  an  inadvertent  omission  in  the 
amendment  of  Standard  No.  119  in  response  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  (39  F.R.  5190, 
February  11,  1974),  superscripts  are  added  to 
Table  III  entries  for  "All  other,  A,  B,  C,  D 
range  tires". 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Parts  571 
and  574  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
are  amended. .  . . 

Ejfectwe  date:  Standard  No.  119  amendments: 
March  1,  1975.     Part  574  amendment:  April  3, 


1974.  Because  the  Part  574  amendment  creates 
no  additional  burden,  and  because  modification 
of  tire  molds  must  begin  immediately,  it  is  found 
for  good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  less 
than  180  days  after  issuance  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718;  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421;  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  28,  1974. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  12104 
April  3,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574 — 
TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.   70-12;   Notice    19) 


This  notice  araends  the  Tire  Identification  and 
Kecordkeeping  regulation,  49  CFR  Part  574,  to 
establish  an  optional  universal  registration  for- 
mat for  tire  registration  forms.  It  also  requires 
manufacturers  of  new  tires  to  redirect  I'egistra- 
tion  forms  of  other  manufacturers  of  new  tires 
which  have  been  forwarded  to  them  in  error. 

On  March  9,  1973,  the  NHTSA  issued  a  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  (38  F.R.  6398)  propos- 
ing a  universal  registration  form  for  tire  identi- 
fication and  record  keeping.  The  notice  was 
issued  in  response  to  requests  from  multi-brand 
tire  dealers  who  were  faced  with  a  multiplicity 
of  different  forms  and  procedures  for  tire  regis- 
tration. Currently,  the  regulation  merely  re- 
quires manufacturers  and  retreaders  to  supply  a 
"means'*  of  registration.  The  proposed  rule  also 
envisioned  that  a  copy  of  the  form  would  be 
provided  to  the  first  purchaser  and  that  manu- 
facturers and  retreaders  \vould  be  required  to 
redirect  registration  forms  which  had  been  for- 
warded to  them  in  error. 

All  comments  received  in  response  to  the  notice 
were  sympathetic  to  the  problems  faced  by  the 
multi-brand  dealers,  and  the  majority  were  will- 
ing to  provide  a  ''universal  form"  if  requested 
by  a  dealer. 

Most  manufacturers,  however,  pointed  out  that 
their  exclusive  dealershii:)s  had  received  training 
in  the  use  of  the  current  form,  as  had  their  own 
personnel,  and  that  a  total  change-over  would 
work  a  hardship  without  a  concomitant  benefit 
for  single-brand  dealers.  In  view  of  these  com- 
ments, XHTSA  has  decided  to  promulgate  the 
universal  registration  format,  which  appears  as 
Fig.  3,  as  an  optional  format  to  be  followed  if 
requested  by  a  dealer  and  as  a  guide  if  a  dealer 
prefers  to  supply  his  own  forms. 


The  proposal  to  require  tire  manufacturers 
and  retreaders  to  forward  all  misdirected  regis- 
tration forms  within  30  days  was  universally 
opposed  by  new-tire  manufacturers,  who  stated 
that  they  are  currently  participating  in  a  volun- 
tary but  limited  program  for  forwarding  these 
misdirected  forms.  Furthermore,  new-tire  manu- 
facturers believe  tliey  should  not  be  responsible 
for  misdirected  retreaded  tii'e  registration  forms, 
as  there  are  over  5,000  tire  retreaders  in  the 
country  and  such  a  task  would  be  formidable. 
One  new-tire  manufacturer  indicated  that  he  had 
received  over  15,000  misdirected  retreaded  tire 
registration  forms  during  January  1973.  The 
docket  contained  only  one  submission  from  the 
retreading  industry,  and  it  did  not  deal  with  the 
problem  of  misdirected  forms. 

It  also  appears  from  the  comments  received 
and  other  information  available  to  NHTSA  that 
new-tire  manufacturers  maintain  a  computer- 
based  registration  process,  while  only  approxi- 
mately 25%  of  the  retreading  industry  utilizes 
computers  for  this  purpose.  Thus,  the  require- 
ment for  forwarding  all  misdirected  forms  would 
fall  heavily  on  both  segments  of  the  industry, 
new-tire  manufacturers  in  that  most  misdirected 
forms  appear  to  be  sent  to  them  and  retreaders 
in  that  a  majority  are  ill-equipped  to  carry  out 
the  forwarding  functions. 

Therefore,  rather  than  issue  an  all-inclusive 
forwarding  requirement  at  this  time,  NHTSA 
has  decided  to  require  only  that  new-tire  manu- 
facturers redirect  new  tire  registraiton  forms 
erroneously  forwarded  to  them.  Further,  the 
NHTSA  has  determined  that  a  90-day  forward- 
ing period  will  be  sufficient,  rather  than  the  30 
days  originally  proposed.  It  is  expected  that 
the  use  of  the  manufacturer's  logo  on  the  uni- 
versal registration  format  and  increased  vigilance 
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on  the  part  of  the  industry  will  substantially 
curtail  the  number  of  misdirected  forms.  If  it 
later  appears  that  tire  registrations  are  not  being 
properly  received,  the  NHTSA  intends  to  take 
further  action  in  this  area. 

The  notice  proposed  that  tire  manufacturers 
furnish  tlieir  dealere  with  duplicate  copies  of  tlie 
registration  form  so  that  a  copy  could  be  given 
to  consumers  at  the  time  of  purcliase.  This  pro- 
vision was  objected  to  by  all  new-tire  manufac- 
turers and  the  retreaders'  association.  In  their 
view,  the  increased  expense  served  no  viable 
function  as  Part  574  currently  requires  all  pur- 
chasers to  be  notified  by  certified  mail  of  safety 
defects.  They  argued  that  the  possession  of  a 
duplicate  registration  form  would  not  aid  the 
purchaser  in  the  case  of  recall.  The  manufac- 
turers also  said  that  the  completion  of  registra- 
tion forms  is  often  reserved  until  the  end  of  the 
day  or  other  slack  time,  and   further  that  the 


consumer  automatically  receives  a  copy  of  his 
tire  identification  nuinl)er  on  the  giuirantee  if 
one  is  given. 

The  XHTSA  finds  these  arguments  to  have 
merit,  and  the  requirement  to  give  the  purchaser 
a  copy  of  the  registration  form  is  deleted  from 
the  final  rule. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
574.7  is  amended 

Effective  date :  September  3,  1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402,  1407, 
1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  May  28,  1974. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  19482 
June  3,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574-TIRE  IDENTIFICATION   AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.   70-12;   Notice  21) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFR  Part  574  to  pro- 
vide that  the  Universal  Registration  Forms 
supplied  by  dealers  must  conform  in  size  and  be 
similar  in  format  to  Figure  3  of  the  regulation. 

On  June  2,  1974,  49  CFR  Part  574  was 
amended  to  require  a  Universal  Registration 
Format  when  tire  registration  forms  are  supplied 
by  manufacturers  to  dealers  (39  F.R.  19482). 
Three  petitions  for  reconsideration  were  received 
in  response  to  this  notice.  All  three,  Michelin 
Tire  Corporation,  Rubber  Manufacturers  Asso- 
ciation, and  the  Firestone  Tire  and  Rubber  Com- 
pany, requested  that  the  regulation  be  amended 
to  require  that  dealer-supplied  registration  forms 
also  conform  in  size  and  be  similar  in  format  to 
Figure  3  of  the  regulation.  The  petitioners 
pointed  out  that  registration  handling  method- 
ology has  been  standardized  throughout  the  in- 
dustry, and  that  the  use  of  different  sizes  and 
formats  would  be  costly  and  inefficient.  The 
NHTSA  concurs  in  this  assessment,  and  there- 
fore amends  49  CFR  574.7(a)  to  require  that  the 
dealer-supplied  forms  must  conform  in  size  and 
be  similar  in  format  to  Figure  3. 


In  addition,  Firestone  petitioned  to  revise 
Figure  3  slightly  and  to  extend  the  effective  date 
of  the  amendment  to  120  days  after  the  response 
to  the  petitions  for  reconsideration.  Since  49 
CFR  574.7  currently  requires  only  that  the  forms 
be  "similar"  to  Figure  3,  Firestone's  proposed 
modification  is  authorized  by  the  regulation  and 
no  amendment  to  the  standard  is  needed.  Fire- 
stone's request  to  extend  the  effective  date  of  the 
standard  is  denied,  as  NHTSA  lias  determined 
sufficient  lead  time  was  available  from  the  date 
the  amendment  was  issued  to  prepare  forms. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  last  sen- 
tence of  49  CFR  574.7(a)  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  November  1, 1974. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  113,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1402,  1407, 
1421;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  October  29,  1974. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  38658 
November  1,   1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  574— TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 

AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;  Notice  22) 


This  notice  corrects  the  authority  citations 
to  Part  574,  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeep- 
ing, and  makes  other  small  corrections  of  cita- 
tions in  the  text  of  the  regulation  to  reflect  statu- 
tory amendments.  This  correction  is  being  made 
to  conform  the  statutory  authority  citations  to 
the  existing  statute. 

Effective  dates:  Since  these  technical  corrections 
do  not  affect  the  responsibilities  under  the  regu- 
lation, they  are  made  effective  December  26,  1978. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Roger  Tilton,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20590  (202-426-2992). 

Supplementary  information :  Since  issuance  of 
the  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping  regu- 
lation, several  changes  have  been  made  to  the 
agency's  authorizing  statute  that  require 
NHTSA  to  correct  the  authority  citations  of  the 
regulation.  While  authority  citatoins  found  in 
NHTSA's  regulations  and  standards  are  not 
parts  of  the  rules,  they  are  useful  to  those  who 
wish  to  review  the  legislative  background  of  the 
rulemaking  action.  Therefore,  NHTSA  cor- 
rects the  authority  citations  for  clarity  and  to 
provide  information  to  those  who  are  interested. 
The  agency  also  corrects  Part  574.2  and  574.8 
by  altering  the  existing  reference  to  section  113. 
Section  113  was  the  safety  defect  and  noncom- 
pliance notification  section  of  the  National  Traffic 


and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (Pub.  L. 
89-563).  Section  102  of  the  1974  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  (Pub.  L. 
93-492)  transferred  the  notification  provisions 
from  section  113  to  section  151  and  152  of  the 
Safety  Act,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  1411  and 
1412).  Since  the  regulation  currently  refers  to 
the  old  Act  rather  than  the  Act  as  amended,  the 
agency  is  correcting  the  affected  provisions  of 
the  regulation  to  bring  them  up  to  date. 

Since  this  notice  simply  corrects  references  in 
the  regulation  and  its  authority  citations  with- 
out altering  any  of  its  substantive  provisions,  the 
Administrator  finds  that  notice  is  unnecessary 
and  that  an  immediate  effective  dat«  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Volume  49 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  574, 
Tire  Identifcation  and  Recordkeeping,  is 
amended.  .  .  . 

(Sees.  103,  108,  112,  119,  201,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1397,  1401,  1407, 
1421);  Sees.  102,  103,  104,  Pub.  L.  93^92,  88 
Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1411-1420); 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50). 

Issued  on  December  18,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43  F.R.  60171 
December  26,   1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  57A — TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND  RECORDKEEPING 

(Docket  No.  70-12;  Notice  23) 


Action:  Amendment  of  rule. 

Summary:  Congress  has  recently  amended  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of 
1966  (the  Safety  Act)  to  exempt  manufacturers 
of  retreaded  tires  from  the  legistration  require- 
ments of  the  Act.  This  notice  makes  conforming 
amendments  to  the  regulations  implementing  the 
tire  registration  requirements  of  the  Act.  The 
amendment  is  being  published  as  a  final  rule 
without  notice  and  op])ortunity  for  comment  and 
is  effective  immediately,  rather  than  180  days 
after  issuance,  since  the  agency  lacks  discietion 
on  the  manner  implementing  this  Congressional 
mandate. 

Effective  date :  February  8,  1979. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Aituro  Casanova,  Office  of  Vehicle  Safety- 
Standards,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
"Washington,  D.C.  20590   (202)  426-1715. 

Supplementary  information:  Congress  has  re- 
cently enacted  the  Surface  Transportation  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1978,  P.L.  95-599.  Section  317  of 
that  Act  amends  the  Safety  Act  by  exempting 
manufacturers  of  retreaded  tires  from  the  regis- 
tration recjuirements  of  section  158(b)  of  tlie 
Safety  Act. 

This  amendment  modifies  the  requirements  of 
Part  574  to  specify  that  manufacturers  of  re- 
treaded  tires  are  not  subject  to  the  mandatory 
registration  reciuirements  set  forth  in  that  Part. 
Manufacturers  of  retreaded  tires  are  free  to  con- 
tinue voluntarily  registering  tlie  tires,  and  tlie 
ii'iPiu-y  encourages  these  mainifactmcrs  to  pro- 
vide some  means  for  notifying  i)urcliasers  in  tlie 
event  of  a  recall  of  tires  that  do  not  comply  witii 


federal  safety  standards  or  contain  a  safety- 
related  defect.  However,  this  choice  will  be  left 
to  the  individual  retreaders. 

The  remaining  obligations  of  retreaders  under 
Part  574  are  set  forth  in  §§  574.5  and  574.6,  which 
provisions  are  not  affected  by  this  amendment. 
Those  sections  require  that  the  retreader  label 
contain  certain  information  on  its  tires.  These 
provisions  allow  a  retreader  who  determines  that 
some  of  its  tires  do  not  comply  with  a  Federal 
safety  standard  or  contain  a  safety-related  defect 
to  warn  the  public  of  that  fact,  and  indicate  the 
label  numbers  of  the  affected  tires. 

Since  Congress  has  amended  the  Safety  Act  to 
exempt  the  manufacturers  of  retreaded  tires  from 
the  registration  requirements,  this  amendment  of 
Part  574  is  published  without  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment.  The  Administrator  finds 
good  cause  for  foregoing  these  procedures  in  this 
instance,  because  Congress  has  specifically  man- 
dated this  action,  and  the  agency  has  no  author- 
ity to  disregard  a  legislative  mandate.  For  the 
same  reason,  this  amendment  is  effective  imme- 
diately, rather  than  180  days  after  issuance. 

The  agency  has  reviewed  the  impacts  of  this 
amendment  and  determined  that  they  will  reduce 
costs  to  the  manufacturers.  Further,  the  agency 
has  determined  that  the  amendment  is  not  a  sig- 
nificant regidation  within  tlie  meaning  of  Execu- 
tive Order  12044. 

The  program  official  and  attorney  principally 
i-esponsible  for  the  de\elf)pment  of  this  amend- 
ment are  Artnro  Casanova  and  Stephen  Kratzke. 
respectively. 

lu  consideration  of  tiie  foregoing,  49  CFK 
Part  574.  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping. 
is  amended  .... 
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PART  574— TIRE  IDENTIFICATION  AND  RECORDKEEPING 


(Docket  No.  70-12;  Notice  No.  5) 


Sec. 

574.1  Scope. 

574.2  Purpose. 

574.3  Definitions. 

574.4  Applicability. 

574.5  Tire  identification  requirements. 

574.6  Identification  mark. 

574.7  Information    requirements— tire    manufac- 

turers, brand  name  owners,  retreaders. 

574.8  Information    requirements— tire    distribu- 

tors and  dealers. 

574.9  Requirements  for  motor  vehicle  dealers. 

574.10  Requirements  for  motor  vehicle  manufac- 

turers. 

Authority:  The  provisions  of  this  Part  574 
issued  under  sees.  103,  112,  113,  119,  201,  and 
206,  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401, 
1402,  1407,  1421,  and  1426;  delegation  of  author- 
ity at  49  CFR  1.51,  35  F.R.  4955. 

§  574.1     Scope. 

This  part  sets  forth  the  method  by  which 
manufacturers,  brand  name  owners,  and  retread- 
ers shall  identify  tires  for  use  on  motor  vehicles 
and  maintain  records  of  tire  purchasers,  and  the 
method  by  which  distributors  and  dealers  of  new 
and  retreaded  tires  shall  record  and  report  the 
names  of  tire  purchasers  to  manufacturers,  brand 
name  owners  and  retreaders. 

§  574.2     Purpose. 

The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  facilitate  notifi- 
cation to  purchasers  of  defective  or  nonconform- 
ing tires,  pursuant  to  sections  151  and  152  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  1411  and 
1412).  (hereafter  the  Act),  so  that  they  may  take 
appropriate  action  in  the  interest  of  motor  vehicle 
safety. 


§  574.3     Definitions. 

(a)  Statutory  definitions.  All  terms  in  this 
part  that  are  defined  in  section  102  of  the  Act 
are  used  as  defined  therein. 

(b)  Motor  vehicle  safety  standard  definitions. 
Unless  otherwise  indicated,  all  terms  used  in  this 
part  that  are  defined  in  the  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  part  571  of  this  subchapter  (herein- 
after the  Standards),  are  used  as  defined  therein. 

(c)  Definitions  used  in  this  part.  (1)  "Mile- 
age contract  purchaser"  means  a  person  who 
purchases  or  leases  tire  use  on  a  mileage  basis. 

(2)  "Tire  brand  name  owner"  means  a  per- 
son, other  than  a  tire  manufacturer,  who  owns 
or  has  the  right  to  control  the  brand  name  of 
a  tire  or  a  person  who  licenses  another  to  pur- 
chase tires  from  a  tire  manufacturer  bearing 
the  licensor's  brand  name. 

(3)  "Tire  purchaser"  means  a  person  who 
buys  or  leases  a  new  or  newly  retreaded  tire, 
or  who  buys  or  leases  for  60  days  or  more  a 
motor  vehicle  containing  a  new  tire  or  a  newly 
retreaded  tire,  for  purposes  other  than  resale. 

§  574.4     Applicability. 

This  part  applies  to  manufacturers,  brand 
name  owners,  retreaders,  distributors,  and  dealers 
of  new  and  retreaded  tires  for  use  on  motor  ve- 
hicles manufactured  after  1948  and  to  manufac- 
turers and  dealers  of  motor  vehicles  manufac- 
tured after  1948.  However,  it  does  not  apply 
to  persons  who  retread  tires  solely  for  their  own 
use. 

§  574.5    Tire  identification  requirements. 

Each  tire  manufacturer  shall  conspicuously 
label  on  one  sidewall  of  each  tire  he  manufac- 
tures, except  tires  manufactured  exclusively  for 
mileage  contract  purchasers,  by  permanently 
molding  into  or  onto  the  sidewall,  in  the  manner 
and  location  specified  in  Figure  1,  a  tire  identifi- 
cation number  containing  the  information  set 
forth    in    paragraphs    (a)    through    (d)    of    this 
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section.  Each  tire  retreader,  except  tire  retread- 
ers  who  retread  tires  for  their  own  use,  shall 
conspicuously  label  one  sidewall  of  each  tire  he 
retreads  by  permanently  molding  or  branding 
into  or  onto  the  sidewall,  in  the  manner  and 
location  specified  in  Figure  2,  a  tire  identification 
number  containing  the  information  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  section.  In 
addition,  the  DOT  symbol  required  by  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  shall  be  located 
as  shown  in  Figures  1  and  2.  The  DOT  symbol 
shall  not  appear  on  tires  to  which  no  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  is  applicable, 
unless,  in  the  case  of  tires  for  which  a  standard 
has  been  issued  but  which  is  not  yet  effective, 
the  symbol  is  covered  by  a  label  that  is  not  easily 
removable  and  that  states  in  letters  at  least  0.078 
inches  high: 

NO  FEDERAL  MOTOR 
VEHICLE  SAFETY 
STANDARD  APPLIES 
TO  THIS  TIRE 

The  symbols  to  be  used  in  the  tire  identification 
number  for  tire  manufacturers  and  retreaders 
are  "A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  F,  H,  J,  K,  L,  M,  N,  P,  R, 
T,  U,  V,  W,  X,  Y,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  0."  Tires 
manufactured  or  retreaded  exclusively  for  mile- 
age contract  purchasers  are  not  required  to  con- 
tain the  tire  identification  number  if  the  tire 
contains  the  phrase  "for  mileage  contract  use 
only"  permanently  molded  into  or  onto  the  tire 
sidewall  in  lettering  at  least  one-quarter  inch 
high. 

(a)  First  grouping.  The  first  group,  of  two  or 
three  symbols,  depending  on  whether  the  tire  is 
new  or  retreaded,  shall  represent  the  manufac- 
turer's assigned  identification  mark  (see  §  574.6). 

(b)  Second  grouping.  For  new  tires,  the 
second  group,  of  no  more  than  two  symbols, 
shall  be  used  to  identify  the  tire  size.  For  re- 
treaded  tires,  the  second  group,  of  no  more  than 
two  symbols,  shall  identify  the  retread  matrix 
in  which  the  tire  was  processed  or  a  tire  size  code 
if  a  matrix  was  not  used  to  process  the  retreaded 
tire.  Each  new  tire  manufacturer  and  retreader 
shall  maintain  a  record  of  each  symbol  used,  with 
the  corresponding  matrix  or  tire  size  and  shall 
provide  such  record  to  NHTSA  upon  written 
request. 


(c)  Third  grouping.  The  third  group,  con- 
sisting of  no  more  than  four  symbols,  may  be 
used  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer  or  re- 
treader as  a  descriptive  code  for  the  purpose  of 
identifying  significant  characteristics  of  the  tire. 
However,  if  the  tire  is  manufactured  for  a  brand 
name  owner,  one  of  the  functions  of  the  third 
grouping  shall  be  to  identify  the  brand  name 
owner.  Each  manufacturer  or  retreader  who 
uses  the  third  grouping  shall  maintain  a  detailed 
record  of  any  descriptive  or  brand  name  owner 
code  used,  which  shall  be  provided  to  the  Bureau 
upon  written  request. 

(d)  Fourth  grouping.  The  fourth  group,  of 
three  symbols,  shall  identify  the  week  and  year 
of  manufacture.  The  first  two  symbols  shall 
identify  the  week  of  the  year  using  "01"  for  the 
first  full  calendar  week  in  each  year.  The  final 
week  of  each  year  may  include  not  more  than  6 
days  of  the  following  year.  The  third  symbol 
shall  identify  the  year.  (Example:  311  means 
the  31st  week  of  1971,  or  Aug.  1  through  7,  1971; 
012  means  the  first  week  of  1972,  or  Jan.  2 
through  8,  1972.)  The  symbols  signifying  the 
date  of  manufacture  shall  immediately  follow 
the  optional  descriptive  code  (paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section).  If  no  optional  descriptive  code  is 
used  the  symbols  signifying  the  date  of  manu- 
facture shall  be  placed  in  the  area  shown  in 
Figures  1  and  2  for  the  optional  descriptive  code. 

§  574.6     Identification  mark. 

To  obtain  the  identification  mark  required  by 
§  574.5(a),  each  manufacturer  of  new  or  re- 
treaded  motor  vehicle  tires  shall  apply  after 
November  30,  1970,  in  writing  to  Tire  Identifi- 
cation and  Recordkeeping,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street 
SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590,  identify  himself 
as  a  manufacturer  of  new  tires  or  retreaded  tires, 
and  furnish  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  name,  or  other  designation  identifying 
the  applicant,  and  his  main  office  address. 

(b)  The  name,  or  other  identifying  designa- 
tion, of  each  individual  plant  operated  by  the 
manufacturer  and  the  address  of  each  plant,  if 
applicable. 

(c)  The  type  of  tires  manufactured  at  each 
plant,  e.g.,  passenger  car  tires,  bus  tires,  truck 
tires,  motorcycle  tires,  or  retreaded  tires. 
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§  574.7  Information  requirements— tire  manu- 
facturers, brand  name  owners,  retread- 
ers. 

(a)  Each  tire  manufacturer,  brand  name 
owner  and  retreader  (hereinafter  referred  to  in 
this  section  and  §  574.8  as  "tire  manufacturer" 
unless  specified  otherwise),  or  his  designee,  shall 
provide  forms  to  every  distributor  and  dealer 
of  his  tires  who  offers  these  tires  for  sale  or 
lease  to  tire  purchasers,  by  which  the  distributor 
or  dealer  may  record  the  information  appearing 
in  paragraphs  (a)  (1),  (a)  (2)  and  (a)  (3)  of 
this  section.  Forms  conforming  in  size  and 
similar  in  format  to  Figure  3  shall  be  provided 
to  those  dealers  who  request  them,  or  if  a  dealer 
prefers,  he  may  supply  his  own  form  as  long  as 
it  contains  the  required  information,  conforms 
in  size,  and  is  similar  in  format  to  Figure  3. 

(1)  Name  and  address  of  the  tire  purchaser; 

(2)  Tire  identification  number; 


^ 


TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 


SPACING-, 
1/4"  MIN  I 
3/4"  MAXl^ 


OPTION  1 

REF.  SYMBOL 


DOT>00(X  »A>00(E' 

— ,-  I 

DATE  OF  MANUFACTURE 


TIRE  SIZE 


TIRE  TYPE  CODE 
MANUFACTURER'S  (OPTIONAL) 

IDENTIFICATION  MARK 


(3)  Name  and  address  of  the  tire  seller  or 
other  means  by  which  the  manufacturer  can 
identify  the  tire  seller. 

(b)  Each  tire  manufacturer  shall  record  and 
maintain  or  have  recorded  and  maintained  for 
him,  the  information  specified  in  paragraph  (a) 
of  this  section  and  shall  not  use  this  information 
for  any  commercial  purpose  detrimental  to  tire 
distributors  or  dealers.  Any  new-tire  manufac- 
turer to  whom  forms  are  mistakenly  returned 
shall  forward  the  new-tire  registration  forms  to 
the  proper  new-tire  manufacturer  within  90  days 
from  receipt  of  the  form. 

(c)  Each  tire  manufacturer  shall  maintain,  or 
have  maintained  for  him,  a  record  of  each  tire 
distributor  or  dealer  who  purchases  tires  directly 
from  him  and  sells  them  to  tire  purchasers,  the 
number  of  tires  purchased  by  each  such  dis- 
tributor or  dealer,  the  number  of  tires  for  which 

Notes: 

1 .  Tire  identification  number  shall 
be  in  Futura  Bold,  Modified 
Condensed  or  Gothic  characters 
permanently  molded  (0.020  to 
0  040"  deep,  measured  from  the 
surface  immediately  surrounding 
characters)  into  or  onto  tire  at 
indicated  location  on  one  side. 
(See  Note  4) 

2.  Groups  of  symbols  in  the  identification 
number  shall  be  in  the  order  indicated. 
Deviation  from  the  straight  line  arrange 
ment  shown  will  be  permitted  if  required 
to  conform  to  the  curvature  of  the  tire. 

3.  When  Tire  Type  Code  is  omitted,  or  par 
tially  used,  place  Date  of  Manufacture  in 
the  unused  area 
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NUMBER ■ 
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SPACING 
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-X  ' 


ABOVE,  BELOWOR  TO  THE  LEFT  PV/^T 

OR  RIGHT  OF  TIRE  IDENTIFICATION    UU    I 
NUMBER 

•5/32"  LETTERING  FOR  TIRES  OF  LESS  THAN 
6.00  INCH  CROSS  SECTION  WIDTH  AS  WELL  AS 
THOSE  LESS  THAN  13"  BEAD  DIAMETER  MAY  BE 
USED 


Other  print  type  will  be  permit 

ted  if  approved  by  the  administration. 


LOCATE  ALL  REQUIRED  LABELING 
IN  LOWER  SEGMENT  OF  ONE  SIDEWALL 
BETWEEN  MAXIMUM  SECTION  WIDTH 
AND  BEAD  SO  THAT  DATA  WILL  NOT  BE 
OBSTRUCTED  BY  RIM  FLANGE 


FIGURE  1     IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER  FOR  NEW  TIRES 
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SPACING 
1/4"  MIN 
3/4"  MAX 


OPTION  1 


TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER  


REF    MVSS 
No    117,  S6.1 


DOT-R  XXX  XX  XXX  XXX 


MANUFACTURER'S 
IDENTIFICATION 
MARK 

TIRE  SIZE 


TIRE 
TYPE  CODE 
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DATE  OF 
MANUFACTURE 


'USE  5/32"  LETTERING  FOR  TIRES  OF  LESS 
THAN  6  00  INCH  CROSS  SECTION  WIDTH  AS 
WELL  AS  THOSE  LESS  THAN  13"  BEAD  DIAMETER. 


LOCATE 

TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
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NOTES: 
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1/4"  MIN 
3/4"  MAX 


TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 


SPACING 
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3/4"  MAX 


XXXXX  aAa  XXX 
T^DOT-R 
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OR  RIGHT  OF  TIRE  IDENTIFICATION 
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Tire  identification  number  shall  be  in  "Futura 
Bold,  Modified,  Condensed  or  Gothic"  char 
acters  permanently  molded  (0.020  to  0.040" 
deep,  measured  from  the  surface  immediately 
surrounding  characters)  into  or  onto  tire  at 
indicated  location  on  one  side. 
(See  Note  4) 

Groups  of  symbols  in  the  identification  num- 
ber shall  be  in  the  order  indicated.    Deviation 
from  the  straight  line  arrangement  shown  will 
be  permitted  if  required  to  conform  to  the 
curvature  of  the  tire. 

When  Tire  Type  Code  is  omitted,  or  partially 
used,  place  Date  of  Manufacture  in  the  unused 
area. 

Other  print  type  will  be  permitted  if  approved 
by  the  Administration. 


FIGURE  2     IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER  FOR  RETREADED  TIRES 


reports  have  been  received  from  each  such  dis- 
tributor or  dealer  pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)  of 
§  574.8,  the  total  number  of  tires  sold  by  the  tire 
manufacturer,  and  the  total  number  of  tires  for 
which  reports  have  been  received. 


(d)  Information  required  by  paragraph  (a) 
of  this  section  shall  be  maintained  for  a  period 
of  not  less  than  3  years  from  the  date  the  tire 
manufacturer  or  his  designee  records  the  infor- 
mation submitted  to  him. 
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FIG   3  ■  UNIVERSAL  FORMAT 


§  574.8     Information    requirements— tire    distribu- 
tors and  dealers. 

(a)  Each  distributor  and  each  dealer  seUing  tires 
to  tire  purchasers  shall  submit  the  information 
specified  in  §  574.7  (a)  to  the  manufacturer  of  the 
tires  sold,  or  to  the  manufacturer's  designee. 

(b)  Each  tire  distributor  and  each  dealer  sell- 
ing tires  to  tire  purchasers  shall  forward  the 
information  specified  in  §  574.7(a)  to  the  tire 
manufacturer,  or  person  maintaining  the  infor- 
mation, not  less  often  than  every  30  days.  How- 
ever, a  distributor  or  dealer  who  sells  less  than 
40  tires,  of  all  makes,  types,  and  sizes  during  a 
30-day  period  may  wait  until  he  sells  a  total  of 
40  tires,  but  in  no  event  longer  than  6  months, 
before  forwarding  the  tire  information  to  the 
respective  tire  manufacturers  or  their  designees. 

(c)  Each  distributor  and  each  dealer  selling 
tires  to  other  tire  distributors  and  dealers  shall 


supply  to  the  tire  distributor  or  dealer  to  whom 
he  sells  tires  a  means  to  record  the  information 
specified  in  §  574.7(a),  unless  such  a  means  has 
been  provided  to  that  distributor  or  dealer  by 
another  person  or  by  a  manufacturer. 

(d)  Each  distributor  and  each  dealer  shall 
immediately  stop  selling  any  group  of  tires  when 
so  directed  by  a  notification  issued  pursuant  to 
sections  151  and  152  of  the  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1411 
and  1412). 

§  574.9     Requirements  for  motor  vehicle  dealers. 

(a)  Each  motor  vehicle  dealer  who  sells  a  used 
motor  vehicle  for  purposes  other  than  resale,  or 
who  leases  a  motor  vehicle  for  more  than  60 
days,  that  is  equipped  with  new  tires  or  newly 
retreaded  tires  is  considered,  for  purposes  of  this 


PART  574-5 


part,  to  be  a  tire  dealer  and  shall  meet  the  re- 
quirements specified  in  §  574.8. 

(b)  Each  person  selling  a  new  motor  vehicle 
to  first  purchasers  for  purposes  other  than  resale, 
that  is  equipped  with  tires  that  were  not  on  the 
motor  vehicle  when  shipped  by  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer is  considered  a  tire  dealer  for  purposes 
of  this  part  and  shall  meet  the  requirements 
specified  in  §  574.8. 

§  574.10     Requirements   for  motor  vehicle   manu- 
facturers. 

Each  motor  vehicle  manufacturer,  or  his  des- 
ignee, shall  maintain  a  record  of  tires  on  or  in 
each  vehicle  shipped  by  him  to  a  motor  vehicle 
distributor  or  dealer,  and  shall  maintain  a  record 
of  the  name  and  address  of  the  first  purchaser 
for  purposes  other  than  resale  of  each  vehicle 
equipped  with  such  tires.  These  records  shall 
be  maintained  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  3 
years  from  the  date  of  sale  of  the  vehicle  to  the 
first  purchaser  for  purposes  other  than  resale. 

INTERPRETATION 

Under  section  113(f)  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
1402  (f))  and  Part  574,  it  is  the  tire  manufac- 
turer  who   has   the   ultimate   responsibility   for 


maintaining  the  records  of  first  purchasers. 
Therefore,  it  is  the  tire  manufacturer  or  his  des- 
ignee who  must  maintain  these  records.  The 
term  "designee,"  as  used  in  the  regulation,  was 
not  intended  to  preclude  multiple  designees;  if 
the  tire  manufacturer  desires,  he  may  designate 
more  than  one  person  to  maintain  the  required 
information.  Furthermore,  neither  the  Act  nor 
the  regulation  prohibits  the  distributor  or  dealer 
from  being  the  manufacturer's  designee,  nor  do 
they  prohibit  a  distributor  or  dealer  from  se- 
lecting someone  to  be  the  manufacturer's  des- 
ignee provided  the  manufacturer  approves  of 
the  selection. 

With  respect  to  the  possibility  of  manufac- 
turers using  the  maintained  information  to  the 
detriment  of  a  distributor  or  dealer,  NHTSA 
will  of  course  investigate  claims  by  distributors 
or  dealers  of  alleged  misconduct  and,  if  the 
maintained  information  is  being  misused,  take 
appropriate  action. 

36  F.R.  4783 
Marcfi  12,  1971 

36  F.R.  13757 
July  24,  1971 

36  F.R.  16510 
August  21,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  TIRE  CODE  MARKS  ASSIGNED  TO  NEW  TIRE  MANUFACTURERS 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  publish  the 
code  numbers  assigned  to  new-tire  manufacturers 
imder  the  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping 
Regulation,  49  CFR  Part  574  (36  F.R.  1196). 

The  Tire  Identification  and  Recordkeeping 
Regulation  (hereafter  Part  574)  requires  that 
new, tires  manufactured  after  May  22,  1971,  be 
marked  with  a  two-symbol  manufacturer's  code, 
and  that  retreaded  tires  be  marked  with  a  three- 
symbol  manufacturer's  code.  The  manufactur- 
er's code  is  the  first  grouping  within  the  tire 
identification  number  (after  the  symbol  "DOT" 
or  "R"  where  required). 

Under  Part  574  a  separate  code  number  is 
assigned  to  each  manufacturer's  plant.  Table  1 
of  the  notice  lists  the  code  numbers  assigned  and 
the  manufacturer  that  received  each  code  num- 
ber.    Table   2   lists   the   same   information   by 


manufacturer.  Codes  assigned  to  retreaders  will 
be  available  for  inspection  in  the  Docket  Section, 
Room  5217,  400  Seventh  Street  SW.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20590. 

The  codes  assigned  to  new-tire  manufacturers 
replace  the  three-digit  code  numbers  required  on 
new  brand-name  passenger  car  tires  manufac- 
tured prior  to  May  22,  1971,  under  Standard  No. 
109.  (The  list  of  numbers  assigned  under 
Standard  No.  109  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  July  2,  1968,  34  F.R.  11158.) 

Issued  on  April  14, 1971. 

Rodolfo  A.  Diaz, 

Acting  Associate  Administrator, 

Motor  Vehicle  Programs. 

36  F.R.  7539 
April  21,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  TIRE  SIZE  CODES 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  publish  an 
updated  list  of  tire  size  codes  assig:ied  by  the 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
in  accordance  with  the  Tire  Identification  and 
Record  Keeping  regulation,  49  CFR  Part  574 
(36F.R.  1196). 

The  Tire  Identification  and  Record  Keeping 
regulation  requires  that  a  tire  identification  num- 
ber be  placed  on  new  and  retreaded  tires,  and 
that  the  second  grouping  of  the  number  be  a 
code  that  identifies  the  tire  size  or,  in  the  case 
of  a  retreaded  tire,  the  tire  matrix.  New  tire 
manufacturers  have  up  to  now  been  required  to 
use  a  specific  tire  size  code  assigned  to  tiie  tire 
size  by  the  NHTSA.  Because  of  the  number  of 
new  tire  sizes  being  introduced  into  the  market, 
the  possible  combinations  of  letter?  and  numbers 
have  been  virtually  exhausted. 

In  order  to  accommodate  new  tire  sizes  the 
regulation  is  being  amended  by  notice  published 
elsewhere  in  this  issue  (37  F.R.  23727),  to  allow 
each  tire  manufacturer  to  assign  a  two-symbol 


size  code  of  his  own  choice,  rather  than  having 
the  number  assigned  by  the  agency.  However, 
it  is  urged  that  manufacturers  maintain  the  as- 
signed tire  size  code  for  existing  tire  sizes,  and 
that  they  reuse  obsolete  tire  size  codes  for  new 
sizes  wherever  possible. 

For  convenience  of  reference,  an  updated  list 
of  the  tire  size  codes  assigned  by  the  NHTSA  is 
published  below  for  the  information  and  guid- 
ance of  tire  manufacturers. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  103,  113,  119,  201  and  1402,  1407,  1421 
and  1426;  and  the  delegations  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51  and  49  CFR  501.8. 

Issued  on  October  26,  1972. 

Robert  L.  Carter 
Associate  Administrator 
Motor  Vehicle  Programs 

38  F.R.  23742 
November  8,  1972 
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TABLE  1.     LIST  OF  ALPHA-NUMERIC  CODE  ASSIGNMENTS  TO  NEW  TIRE  MANUFACTURERS 
(Based  on  the  following  Alphanumeric  code  with  letters:  ABCDEFHJKLMNPTUVWXY 

and  Nos.  123456789) 


Code  No.  New  Tire  Manufacturers 

AA    ..  The  General  Tire  Co. 

AB    __    _  The  General  Tire  Co. 

AC The  General  Tire  Co. 

AD    __  The  General  Tire  Co. 

AE  ...    .  The  General  Tire  Co.  (Spain). 

AF  The  General  Tire  Co.  (Portugal). 

AH The  General  Tire  Co.  (Mexico). 

AJ Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AK Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AL Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AM Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AN Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AP    Uniroyal,  Inc. 

AT Avon  Rubber  Co.  (England). 

AU       .  Uniroyal,  Ltd.  (Canada). 

AV  The  Sieberling  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

AW Samson  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Israel). 

AX Phoenix  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 

AY Phoenix  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 

BA.   ...  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co. 

BB  ..  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co. 

BC     ..  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co. 

BD    The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co. 

BE  ___  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co. 

BF  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co. 

BH       _  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Canada). 

BJ  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Germany). 

BK  ...  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (BrazU). 

BL         _  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Colombia). 

BM     ..  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Australia). 

BN      __  The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (PhUipines). 

BP The  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  (Iran). 

BT Semperit  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Austria). 

BU Semperit  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Ireland). 

BV    _  IRI  International  Rubber  Co. 

BW  The  Gates  Rubber  Co. 

BX  The  Gates  Rubber  Co. 

BY  The  Gates  Rubber  Co. 

CA  The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co. 

CB  The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co. 

CC  The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co. 

CD  AUiance  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Israel). 

CE  The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CF  _    _  The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CH The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CJ Inoue  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

CK Not  assigned. 

CL Not  assigned. 

CM Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 

CN Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (France). 

CP Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 

CT Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 

CU  Continental  Gummiwerke  A.G.  (Germany). 

CV    _  The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co. 

CW  The  Toyo  Rubber  Industry  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

CX  __  _  The  Toyo  Rubber  Industry  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

CY  McCreary  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

DA  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp. 

DB  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp. 

DC  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Canada). 

DD  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (England). 

DE  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (England). 

DF  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (England). 

DH  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Scotland). 

DJ_  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Ireland). 

DK  The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (France). 

DL The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (France). 

DM The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Germany). 

DN The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Germany). 


Code  No.  New  Tire  Manufacturers 

DP The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (England). 

DT The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Australia). 

DU The  Dunlop  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp.  (Australia). 

DV Vredestein  (The  Netherlands). 

DW Vredestein  (The  Netherlands). 

DX Vredestein  Radium  (The  Netherlands). 

DY Denman  Rubber  Manufacturing  Co. 

EA Metzeler  A.G.  (Germany). 

EB Metzeler  A.G.  (Germany). 

EC Metzeler  A.G.  (Germany). 

ED Okamoto  Riken  Gomu  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EE  Nitto  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EF Hung  Ah  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Korea). 

EH Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EJ Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EK Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EL Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EM Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EN Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EP Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

ET Sumitomo  Rubber  Industries,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EU  Sumitomo  Rubber  Industries,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

EV  Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 

EW      .  Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 

EX  Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 

EY.    _  Kleber-Colombes  Co.  (France). 

FA  The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

FB  The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

FC  The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

FD  The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

FE The  Yokohama  Rubber  Co.,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

FF Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 

FH Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 

FJ Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 

FK Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 

FL Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 

FM Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 

FN Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (France). 

FP  Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Algeria). 

FT Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 

FU Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 

FV Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 

FW Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Germany). 

FX  Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Belgium). 

FY MicheUn  Tire  Corp.  (The  Netherlands). 

HA  Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Spain). 

HB  Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Spain). 

HC  Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Spain). 

HD  Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

HE  Michehn  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

HF  Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

HH Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

HJ Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kingdom). 

HK Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kingdom). 

HL Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kingdom). 

HM Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (United  Kingdom). 

HN    Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (Canada). 

HP Michelin  Tire  Corp.  (South  Vietnam). 

HT  CEAT  (Italy). 

HU  CEAT  (Italy). 

HV  CEAT  (Italy). 

HW Withdrawn. 

HX  The  Dayton  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

HY  .  The  Dayton  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JA  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JB  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JC    The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JD The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
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Code  No.  New  Tire  Manufacturers 

JE    ...        The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JF The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JH   _         The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JJ  .  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JK  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JL  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JM  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JN  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JP  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JT  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

JU     _.  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JV        .  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JW  The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JX  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

JY    _  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Argentina). 

KA  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

KB  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

KC  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Brazil). 

KD  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Columbia). 

KE     .  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Republic  of  Congo). 

KF_  _    _  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (France). 

KH Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

KJ Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

KK Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Greece). 

KL Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Guatemala). 

KM Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Luxembourg). 

KN  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (India). 

KP  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Indonesia). 

KT  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Italy). 

KU.  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Jamaica). 

KV  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Mexico). 

KW  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Peru). 

KX.  _.  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Philippines). 

KY Lee  Tire  &  Rufber  Co.  (Scotland). 

LA  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (South  Africa). 

LB  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Sweden). 

LC Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Thailand). 

LD  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Turkey.) 

LE  ..  _  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Venezuela.) 

LF Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (England). 

LH Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Australia). 

LJ Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Belgium). 

LK Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Columbia). 

LL Uniroyal,  Inc.  (France). 

LM Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Germany). 

LN Unii-oyal,  Inc.  (Mexico). 

LP Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Scotland). 

LT Unii-oyal,  Inc.  (Turkey). 

LU Uniroyal,  Inc.  (Venezuela). 

LV Mansfield-Denman-General  Co.,  Ltd. 

(Canada). 

LW Trelleborg  Rubber  Co.,  Inc.  (Sweden). 

LX Mitsuboshi  Belting,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

LY Mitsuboshi  Belting,  Ltd.  (Japan). 

MA The  Goodyear  Tiie  &  Rubber  Co. 

MB The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MC The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MD The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

ME The  Goodyear  Tiie  &  Rubber  Co. 

MF The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MH The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MJ The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MK The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

ML The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MM The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MN The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MP The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MT The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

MU The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Argentina) 

MV The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.,  (Australia) 

MW The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

MX The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Brazil). 

MY The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Colombia). 


Code  No.  New  Tire  Manufacturers 

NA The    Goodyear    Tire    &    Rubber    Co.    (Republic 

of  Congo). 

NB The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (England). 

NC The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (France). 

ND The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

NE The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Germany). 

NF  .  The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Greece). 

NH The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

NJ The    Goodyear    Tire    &     Rubber    Co.    (Luxem- 
bourg). 

NK The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (India.) 

NL The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Indonesia). 

NM The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Italy). 

NN The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Jamaica). 

NP The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Mexico). 

NT  The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Peru). 

NU The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co  (Philippines). 

NV The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Scotland). 

NW The     Goodyear     Tire     &     Rubber     Co.     (South 
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NX The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Sweden). 

NY The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Thailand). 

PA The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Turkey). 

PB The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Venezuela). 

PC The  Goodyear  Tiie  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

PD The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

PE The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

PF The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Canada). 

PH_  .         The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PJ The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PK The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PL  .    .        The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co. 

PM  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co. 

PN  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PP  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PT   _  .        The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PU  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PV The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PW  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PX  .  .        The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

PY The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

TA  .  ..      The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co. 

TB The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Argentina). 

TC     .         The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Australia). 

TD The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Australia). 

TE  _  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Brazil). 

TF The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Colombia). 

TH The     Kelly -Springfield     Tire     Co.     (Republic     of 

Congo). 

TJ The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (England). 

TK The  Kelly -Springfield  Tire  Co.  (France). 

TL  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Germany). 

TM The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Germany). 

TN The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Greece). 

TP The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Guatemala). 

TT The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Luxembourg). 

TU The  Kelly -Springfield  Tire  Co.  (India). 

TV The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Indonesia). 

TW ,_    The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Italy). 

TX The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Jamaica). 

TY The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Mexico). 

UA The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Peru). 

UB The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (PhUippines). 

UC...         The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Scotland). 

UD The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (South  Africa). 

UE..._        The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Sweden). 

UF The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Thailand). 

UH The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Turkey). 

UJ The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Venezuela). 

UK„  The  Kelly-Springfield  Tii-e  Co.  (Canada). 

UL The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Canada). 

UM The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Canada). 

UN The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co.  (Canada). 

UP Copper  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 
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Code  No.  New  Tire  Manufacturers 

UT Copper  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

UU Carlisle    Tire    &    Rubber 

Corp. 

UV Kyowa  Rubber  Industry  Co., 

UW Not  assigned. 

UX Not  assigned. 

UY Not  assigned. 

VA The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VB The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VC The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VD The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VE The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VF The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VH The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VJ The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VK The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VL The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VM The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VN The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VP The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VT The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VU Withdrawn. 

VV The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VW The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VX The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

VY The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

WA The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

WB The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

WC The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

WD The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber 

(Switzerland). 


Code  No. 


New  Tire  Manufacturers 


Division    of    Carlisle 
Ltd.  (Japan). 


Co. 

Co. 

Co. 

Co. 

Co. 

Co. 

Co. 

Co. 

Co. 

Co.  (Canada). 

Co.  (Canada). 

Co.  (Canada). 

Co.  (Italy). 

Co.  (Spain). 

Co.  (Sweden). 
Co.  (Japan). 
Co.  (England). 
Co.  (Wales). 
Co.  (France). 
Co.  (Costa  Rica). 
Co.  (Australia). 
Co. 


WE Withdrawn. 

WF The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Spain). 

WH The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Sweden). 

WJ The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  (Australia). 

WK Pennsylvania  Tire  &  Rubber  Company 

of  Niississippi. 

WL The  Mansfield  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

WM Olvmpic  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  Pty.,  Ltd. 

(Australia). 
WN Olvmpic  Tire  &  Rubber  Co  Pty.,  Ltd. 

(Australia). 

WP Schenuit  Industries,  Inc. 

WT Madras  Rubber  Factory,  Ltd.  (India). 

WU Not  Assigned. 

WV Not  Assigned. 

WW Not  Assigned. 

WX Not  Assigned. 

WY Not  Assigned. 

XA PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

XB  ,_  Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

XC PireUi  Tire  Corp.  ataly). 

XD_„.        Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

XE PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Italy). 

XF  ._         Pirelli  Tire  Corp.  (Spain). 

XH PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Greece). 

XJ PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Turkey). 

XK PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Brazil). 

XL PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Brazil). 

XM PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (Argentina). 

XN PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (England). 

XP PireUi  Tire  Corp.  (England). 

XT Veith-PireUi  A.G.  (Germany). 
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TABLE  2.     LIST  OF  NEW  TIRE  MANUFACTURERS  AND  CORRESPONDING 

IDENTIFICATION  CODE  MARKS 

(Based  on  the  following  Alpha-numeric  code  with  letters: 

ABCDEFHJKLMNPTZVWXY  and  Nos.  123456789) 


Manufacturer  Identification  code 

Alliance    Tire    &    Rubber    Co.,      CD. 
Ltd. 

The  Armstrong  Rubber  Co CE,  CF,  CH,  CV. 

Avon  Rubber  Co AT. 

Bridgestone  Tire  Co.,  Ltd  EH,   EJ,   EK,   EL,   EM, 

EN,  EP. 

Carlisle  Tire  &  Rubber  Division      UU. 
of  Carlisle  Corp. 

Ceat HT,  HU,  HV. 

Continental  A.G CM,  CN,  CP,  CT,  CU. 

Copper  Tire  &  Rubber  Co UP,  UT. 

The  Dayton  Tire  &  Rubber  Co HX,  HY. 

Denman   Rubber   Manufacturing     DY. 
Co. 

The  Dunlap  Tire  &  Rubber  Co  DA,   DB,   DC,   DD,   DE, 

DF,    DH,    DJ,    DK, 
DL,     DM,    DN,    DP. 
DU. 

The  Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co         VA,   VB,   VC,   VD,   VE, 

VF,  VH,  VJ,  VK, 
VL,  VM,  VN,  VP, 
VT,  VV,  VW,  VX, 
VY,  WA,  WB,  WC, 
WD,  WF,  WH,  WJ. 

The  Gates  Rubber  Co BW,  BX,  BY. 

The  General  Tire  &  Rubber  Co  AA,    AB,    AC,    AD,    AE 

AF,  AH. 

The  B.F.Goodrich  Co  BA,    BB,    BC,    BD,    BE, 

BF,  BH,  BJ,  BK, 
BL,  BM,  BN,  BP. 


Manufacturer 
The  Lee  Tire  &  Rubber  Co . 


The    Goodyear    Tire    &    Rubber 
Co. 


MA,  MB,  MC,  MD, 

ME,  MF,  MH,  MJ, 

MK,  ML,  MM,  MN, 

MP,  MT,  MU,  MV, 

MW,    MX,  MY,  NA, 

NB,  NC,  ND,  NE, 

NF,  NH,  NJ,  NK, 

NL,  NM,  NN,  NP, 

NT,  NU,  NV,  NW, 

NX,  NY,  PA,  PB, 
PC,  PD,  PE,  PF. 

Hung  Ah  Tire  Co.,  Ltd EF 

IRI    International    BV.    Rubber 
Co.  BV 

Inoue  Rubber  Co.,  CJ.  Ltd CJ 

The  Kelly-Springfield  Tire  Co              PH,    PJ,    PK,    PL,  PM, 

PN,  PP,  PT,  PU, 

PV,  PW,  PX,  PY, 

TA,  TB,  TC,  TD, 

TE,  TF,  TH,  TJ, 

TK,  TL,  TM,  TN, 

TP,  TT,  TU,  TV, 

TW,  TX,  TY,  UA, 

UB,  UC,  UD,  UE, 

UF,  UH,  UJ,  UK, 
UL,  UM,  UN. 


Kleber-Colombes  Co 

Kyowa  Rubber  Ind.  Co.,  Ltd . 


EV,  EW,  EX,  EY. 


Identification  code 

._  _  JA,  JB,  JC,  JD,  JE, 
JF,  JH,  JJ,  JK,  JL, 
JM,  JN,  JP,  JT,  JU, 
JV,  JW,  JX,  JY, 
KA,  KB,  KG,  KD, 
KE,  KF,  KH,  KJ, 
KK,  KL,  KM,  KN, 
KP,  KT,  KU,  KV, 
KW,  KX,  KY,  LA, 
LB,  LC,  LD,  LE,  LF. 

Madras  Rubber  Factory,  Ltd WT. 

The    Mansfield    Tire    &    Rubber     WL. 
Co. 

Mansfield-Deman-General  Co.,      LV. 
Ltd. 

McCreary  Tire  &  Rubber  Co CY. 

MetzelerA.G EA,  EB,  EC. 

Michelin  Tire  Corp  FF,    FH,    FJ,    FK,    FL, 

FM,  FN,  FP,  FT, 
FU,  FV,  FW,  FX, 
FY,  HA,  HB,  HC, 
HD,  HE,  HF,  HH, 
HJ,  HK,  HL,  HM, 
HN,  HP. 

Mitsuboshi  Belting,  Ltd LX,  LY. 

The  Mohawk  Rubber  Co CA,  CB.,  CC 

Nitto  Tire  Co.,  Ltd EE. 

Okamoto      Riken      Gumo      Co.,      ED. 

Ltd. 
Olympic     Tire     &     Rubber     Co.      WM,  WN. 

Pty.,  Ltd. 
Pennsylvania    Tire    &    Rubber     WK. 
Company  of  Mississippi. 

Phoenix  Gummiwerke  A.G AX  AY. 

Piielli  Tire  Corp  .        XA,    XB,   XC,    XD,    XE 

XF,     XH,     XJ,     XK, 
XL,  XM,  XN,  XP. 
Samson     Tire     &     Rubber    Co.,      AW. 
Ltd. 

Schenuit  Industries,  Inc WP. 

The    Seiberling   Tire    &    Rubber     AY. 
Co. 

Semperit  Gummiwerke  A.G BT,  BU. 

Sumitomo  Rubber  Industries ET.  EU. 

The  Toyo  Rubber  Industry  Co.,      CW,  CX. 
Ltd. 

Trelleborg  Rubber  Co LW. 

Uniroyalinc  .         A  J,      AK,     AM,     AN, 

AP,  AU,  LH,  LJ, 
LK,  LL,  LM,  LN, 
LP,  LT,  LU. 

Veith-Pirelli  A.G XT. 

Vredestein DV,  DW. 

Vredestein-Radium DX. 

The     Yokohama     Rubber     Co.,      FA,  FB,  FC,  FD,  FE. 
Ltd. 
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TABLE  3.     TIRE  SIZE  CODES 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

AA 4.00-4 

AB 3.50-4 

AC 3.00-5 

AD 4.00-5 

AE 3.50-5 

AF 6.90-6 

AH 3.00-8 

AJ 3.50-6 

AK 4.10-6 

AL 4.50-6 

AM 5.30-6 

AN 6.00-6 

AP 3.25-8 

AT 3.50-8 

AU 3.00-7 

AV 4.00-7 

AW 4.80-7 

AX 5.30-7 

AY 5.00-8 

Al H60-14 

A2 4.00-8 

A3 4.80-8 

A4 5.70-8 

A5 16.5X6.5-8 

A6 18.5X8.5-8 

A7 CR70-14 

A8 2.75-9 

A9 4.80-9 

BA 6.00-9 

BB 6.90-9 

BC 3.50-9 

BD 4.00-10 

BE 3.00-10 

BF 3.50-10 

BH 5.20-10 

BJ 5.20  R  10 

BK 5.9-10 

BL 5.90-10 

BM 6.50-10 

BN 7.00-10 

BP 7.50-10 

BT 9.00-10 

BU 20.5  X  8.0-10 

BV 145-10 

BW UbR  10 

BX 145-10/5.95-10 

BY 4.50-10  LT  2 

Bl 5.00-10  LT 

B2 3.00-12 

B3 4.00-12 

B4 4.50-12 

B5 4.80-12 

B6 5.00-12 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

B7 5.00  R  12 

B8 5.20-12 

B9 5.20-12  LT 

CA 5.20  R  12 

CB 5.30-12 

CC 5.50-12 

CD 5.50-12  LT 

CE 5.50  R  12 

CF 5.60-12 

CH 5.60-12  LT 

CJ 5.60  R  12 

CK 5.9-12 

CL 5.90-12 

CM 6.00-12 

CN 6.00-12  LT 

CP 6.2-12 

CT 6.20-12 

CU 6.90-12 

CV 23.5  X  8.5-12 

CW 125-12 

CX 125  R  12 

CY 125-12/5.35-12 

CI 135-12 

C2 135  R  12 

C3 135-12/5.65-12 

C4 145-12 

C5 145  R  12 

C6 145-12/5.95-12 

C7 155-12 

C8 155  R  12 

C9 155-12/6.15-12 

DA 4.80-10 

DB 3.25-12 

DC 3.50-12 

DD 4.50-12  LT 

DE 5.00-12  LT 

DF 7.00-12 

DH 5.00-13 

DJ 5.00-13  LT 

DK 5.00  R  13 

DL 5.20-13 

DM 5.20  R  13 

DN 5.50-13 

DP 5.50-13  LT 

DT 5.50  R  13 

DU 5.60-13 

DV 5.60-13  LT 

DW 5.60  R  13 

DX 5.90-13 

DY 5.90-13  LT 

Dl 5.90  R  13 

D2 6.00-13 

D3 6.00-13  LT 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

D4 6.00  R  13 

D5 6.2-13 

D6 6.20-13 

D7 6.40-13 

D8 6.40-13  LT 

D9 6.40  R  13 

EA 6.50-13 

EB 6.50-13  LT 

EC 6.50-13  ST 

ED 6.50  R  13 

EE 6.70-13 

EF 6.70-13  LT 

EH 6.70  R  13 

EJ 6.9-13 

EK 6.90-13 

EL 7.00-13 

EM 7.00-13  LT 

EN 7.00  R  13 

EP 7.25-13 

ET 7.25  R  13 

EU 7.50-13 

EV 135-13 

EW 135  R  13 

EX 135-13/5.65-13 

EY 145-13 

El HSR  13 

E2 145-13/5.95-13 

E3 150  R  13 

E4 155-13 

E5 155  R  13 

E6 155-13/6.15-13 

E7 160  R  13 

E8 165-13 

E9 165  R  13 

FA 165-13/6.45-13 

FB 165/70  R  13 

FC 170  R  13 

FD 175-13 

FE 175  R  13 

FF 175-13/6.95-13 

FH 175/70  R  13 

FJ 185-13 

FK 185  R  13 

FL 185-13/7.35-13 

FM 185/70  R  13 

FN 195-13 

FP 195  R  13 

FT 195/70  R  13 

FU D70-13 

FV B78-13 

FW BR78-13 

FX C78-13 

FY 7.50-12 


'The  letters  "H",  "S",  and  "V"  may  be  included  in  the  tire  size  designation  adjacent  to  or  in  place  of  a  dash 
without  affecting  the  size  code  for  the  designation. 

2  As  used  in  this  table  the  letters  at  the  end  of  the  tire  size  indicate  the  following:  LT-Light  Truck,  ML- 
Mining  &  Logging,  MH-Mobile  Home,  ST-Special  Trailer. 
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TABLE  3.    TIRE  SIZE  CODES— Continued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

Fl 140  R  12 

F2 6.5-13 

F3 185/60  R  13 

F4 A70-13 

F5 A78-13 

F6 CR78-13 

F7 2.25-14 

F8 2.75-14 

F9 3.00-14 

HA 6.70-14  LT 

HB 165-14  LT 

HC 2.50-14 

HD 5.00-14  LT 

HE 5.20-14 

HP 5.20  R  14 

HH 5.50-14  LT 

HJ 5.60-14 

HK 5.90-14 

HL 5.90-14  LT 

HM 5.90  R  14 

HN 6.00-14 

HP 6.00-14  LT 

HT 6.40-14 

HU 6.40-14  LT 

HV 6.45-14 

HW 6.50-14 

HX 6.50-14  LT 

HY 6.70-14 

HI 6.95-14 

H2 7.00-14 

H3 7.00-14  LT 

H4 7.00  R  14 

H5 7.35-14 

H6 7.50-14 

H7 7.50-14  LT 

H8 7.50  R  14 

H9 7.75-14 

JA 7.75-14  ST 

JB 8.00-14 

JC 8.25-14 

JD 8.50-14 

JE 8.55-14 

JF 8.85-14 

JH 9.00-14 

J  J 9.50-14 

JK 135-14 

JL 135  R  14 

JM 135-14/5.65-14 

JN 145-14 

JP 145  R  14 

JT 145-14/5.95-14 

JU 155-14 

JV 155  R  14 

JW 155-14/6.15-14 

JX 155/70  R  14 

JY 165-14 

Jl 165  R  14 

J2 175-14 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

J3 175  R  14 

J4 185-14 

J5 185  R  14 

J6 185/70  R  14 

J7 195-14 

J8 195  R  14 

J9 195/70  R  14 

KA 205-14 

KB 205  R  14 

KC 215-14 

KD 215  R  14 

KE 225-14 

KF 225  R  14 

KH 620  R  14 

KJ 690  R  14 

KK AR78-13 

KL 195-14  LT 

KM 185-14  LT 

KN A80-22.5 

KP B80-22.5 

KT C80-22.5 

KU D80-22.5 

KV E80-22.5 

KW F60-14 

KX C60-14 

KY. J60-14 

Kl L60-14 

K2 F80-22.5 

K3 G80-22.5 

K4 H80-22.5 

K5 J80-22.5 

K6 A80-24.5 

K7 B80-24.5 

K8 BR78-14 

K9 D70-14 

LA DR70-14 

LB E70-14 

LC ER70-14 

LD F70-14 

LE FR70-14 

LF G70-14 

LH GR70-14 

LJ H70-14 

LK HR70-14 

LL J70-14 

LM JR70-14 

LN L70-14 

LP LR70-14 

LT C80-24.5 

LU D80-24.5 

LV E80-24.5 

LW F80-24.5 

LX G77-14 

LY B78-14 

LI C78-14 

L2 CR78-14 

L3 D78-14 

L4 DR78-14 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

L5 E78-14 

L6 ER78-14 

L7 F78-14 

L8 FR78-14 

L9 G78-14 

MA GR78-14 

MB H78-14 

MC HR78-14 

MD J78-14 

ME JR78-14 

MF 205-14  LT 

MH G80-24.5 

MJ H80-24.5 

MK 7-14.5 

ML 8-14.5 

MM 9-14.5 

MN 6.60  R  15 

MP 2.00-15 

MT 2.25-15 

MU 2.50-15 

MV 3.00-15 

MW 3.25-15 

MX 5.0-15 

MY 5.20-15 

Ml 5.5-15 

M2 5.50-15  L 

M3 5.50-15  LT 

M4 5.60-15 

M5 5.60  R  15 

M6 5.90-15 

M7 5.90-15  LT 

M8 6.00-15 

M9 6.00-15  L 

NA 6.00-15  LT 

NB 6.2-15 

NC 6.40-15 

ND 6.40-15  LT 

NE 6.40  R  15 

NF 6.50-15 

NH 6.50-15  L 

NJ 6.50-15  LT 

NK 6.70-15 

NL 6.70-15  LT 

NM 6.70  R  15 

NN 6.85-15 

NP 6.9-15 

NT 7.00-15 

NU 7.00-15  L 

NV 7.00-15  LT 

NW 7.10-15 

NX 7.10-15  LT 

NY 7.35-15 

Nl 7.50-15 

N2 7.60-15 

N3 7.60  R  15 

N4 7.75-15 

N5 7.75-15  ST 

N6 8.00-15 
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TABLE  3.     TIRE  SIZE  CODES— Continued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

N7 8.15-15 

N8 8.20-15 

N9 8.25-15 

PA 8.25-15  LT 

PB 8.45-15 

PC 8.55-15 

PD 8.85-15 

PE 8.90-15 

PF 9.00-15 

PH 9.00-15  LT 

PJ 9.15-15 

PK 10-15 

PL 10.00-15 

PM 7.50-15  LT 

PN 7.00-15  TR 

PP 8.25-15  TR 

PT 9.00-15  TR 

PU 7.50-15  TR 

PV 125-15 

PW 125  R  15 

PX 125-15/5.35-15 

PY 135-15 

PI 135  R  15 

P2 135-15/5.65-15 

P3 145-15 

P4 145  R  15 

P5 145-15/5.95-15 

P6 155-15 

P7 155  R  15 

P8 155-15/6.35-15 

P9 165-15 

TA 165-15  LT 

TB 165  R  15 

TC 175-15 

TD 175  R  15 

TE 175-15/7.15-15 

TF 175/70  R  15 

TH 180-15 

TJ 185-15 

TK 185  R  15 

TL 185/70  R  15 

TM 195-15 

TN 195  R  15 

TP 205-15 

TT 205  R  15 

TU 215-15 

TV 215  R  15 

TW 225-15 

TX 225  R  15 

TY 235-15 

Tl 235  R  15 

T2 J80-24.5 

T3 ER60-15 

T4 D78-13 

T5 A78-15 

T6 DR70-13 

T7 HR60-15 

T8 E60-14 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code               Designation ' 

T9 205/70  R  14 

UA 215/70  R  14 

UB H60-15 

UC E60-15 

UD F60-15 

UE FR60-15 

UF G60-15 

UH GR60-15 

UJ J60-15 

UK L60-15 

UL 4.60-15 

UM 2.75-15 

UN 2.50-9 

UP 2.50-10 

UT 5.00-9 

UU 6.7-10 

UV C70-15 

UW D70-15 

UX DR70-15 

UY E70-15 

Ul ER70-15 

U2 F70-15 

U3 FR70-15 

U4 G70-15 

U5 GR70-15 

U6 H70-15 

U7 HR70-15 

U8 J70-15 

U9 JR70-15 

VA K70-15 

VB KR70-15 

VC L70-15 

VD LR70-15 

VE 17-400  TR 

VF 185-300  TR 

VH 185-300  LT 

VJ AR78-15 

VK BR78-15 

VL C78-15 

VM D78-15 

VN E78-15 

VP ER78-15 

VT F78-15 

VU. FR78-15 

VV G78-15 

VW GR78-15 

VX H78-15 

VY HR78-15 

VI J78-15 

V2 JR78-15 

V3 L78-15 

V4 LR78-15 

V5 N78-15 

V6 1 7- 1 5  ( 1 7-380  LT) 

V7 17-400  LT 

V8 11-15 

V9 11-16 

WA L84-15 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code               Designation ' 

WB 11.00-15 

WC 2.25-16 

WD 2.50-16 

WE 3.00-16 

WF 3.25-16 

WH 3.50-16 

WJ 5.00-16 

WK 5.10-16 

WL 5.50-16  LT 

WM 6.00-16 

WN 6.00-16  LT 

WP 6.50-16 

WT 6.50-16  LT 

WU 6.70-16 

WV 7.00-16 

WW 7.00-16  LT 

WX 7.50-16 

WY 7.50-16  LT 

Wl 8.25-16 

W2 9.00-16 

W3 10-16 

W4 8.25-16  LT 

W5 9.00-16  LT 

W6. 11.00-16 

W7 19-400  C 

W8 165-400 

W9 235-16 

XA 185-16 

XB 19-400  LT 

XC G45C-16 

XD E50C-16 

XE F50C-16 

XF 7.00-16  TR 

XH 7.50-16  TR 

XJ 8.00-16.5 

XK 8.75-16.5 

XL ._  9.50-16.5 

XM 10-16.5 

XN 12-16.5 

XP 185  R  16 

XT 4.50-17 

XU 2.00-17 

XV 2.25-17 

XW 2.50-17 

XX 2.75-17 

XY 3.00-17 

XI 3.25-17 

X2 3.50-17 

X3 6.50-17 

X4 6.50-17  LT 

X5 7.00-17 

X6 7.50-17 

X7 8.25-17 

X8 7.50-17  LT 

X9 225/70  R  14 

YA G50C-17 

YB H50C-17 

YC 195/70  R  15 


PART  574;  (TIRE  CODE)-? 


TABLE  3.    TIRE  SIZE  CODES-Continued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

YD 4.20-18 

YE 8-17.5  LT 

YF 11-17.5 

YH 7-17.5 

YJ 8-17.5 

YK 8.5-17.5 

YL 9.5-17.5 

YM 10-17.5 

YN 14-17.5 

YP 9-17.5 

YT 205/70  R  15 

YU 2.25-18 

YV 2.50-18 

YW 2.75-18 

YX 3.00-18 

YY 3.25-18 

Yl 3.50-18 

Y2 4.00-18 

Y3 4.50-18 

Y4 6.00-18 

Y5 7.00-18 

Y6 7.50-18 

Y7 8.25-18 

Y8 9.00-18 

Y9 10.00-18 

lA 11.00-18 

IB 6.00-18  LT 

IC 6.00-20  LT 

ID L50C-18 

IE 7.00-18  LT 

IF 12-19.5 

IH 2.00-19 

IJ 2.25-19 

IK 2.50-19 

IL 2.75-19 

IM 3.00-19 

IN 3.25-19 

IP 3.50-19 

IT 4.00-19 

lU 11.00-19 

IV 9.5-19.5 

IW 10-19.5 

IX 11-19.5 

lY 7-19.5 

11 7.5-19.5 

12 8-19.5 

13 9-19.5 

14 14-19.5 

15 15-19.5 

16 16.5-19.5 

17 18-19.5 

18 19.5-19.5 

19 6.00-20 

2A 6.50-20 

2B 7.00-20 

2C 7.50-20 

2D 8.25-20 

2E 8.5-20 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

2F 9.00-20 

2H 9.4-20 

2J 10.00-20 

2K 10.3-20 

2L 11.00-20 

2M 11.1-20 

2N 11.50-20 

2P 11.9-20 

2T 12.00-20 

2U 12.5-20 

2V 13.00-20 

2W 14.00-20 

2X 6.50-20  LT 

2Y 7.00-20  LT 

21 13/80-20 

22 14/80-20 

23 2.75-21 

24 3.00-21 

25 2.50-21 

26 2.75-20 

27 10.00-22 

28 11.00-22 

29 11.1-22 

3A 11.9-22 

SB 12.00-22 

3C 14.00-22 

3D 11.50-22 

3E 4.10-18 

3F 4.10-19 

3H 7-22.5 

3J 8-22.5 

3K 8.5-22.5 

3L 9-22.5 

3M 9.4-22.5 

3N 10-22.5 

3P 10.3-22.5 

3T 11-22.5 

3U 11.1-22.5 

3V 11.5-22.5 

3W 11.9-22.5 

3X 12-22.5 

3Y 12.5-22.5 

31 1.5-22.5 

32 16.5-22.5 

33 18-22.5 

34 215/70  R  15 

35 225/70  R  15 

36 185/60  R  13 

38 9.00-24 

38 10.00-24 

39 11.00-24 

4A 12.00-24 

4B 14.00-24 

4C 3.50-7 

4D 3.00-4 

4E 12.5-24.5 

4F 11-24.5 

4H 12-24.5 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

4J 13.5-24.5 

4K 7.00-20  ML 

4L 7.50-20  ML 

4M 8.25-20  ML 

4N 9.00-20  ML 

4P 10.00-20  ML 

4T 10.00-22  ML 

4U 10.00-24  ML 

4V 11.00-20  ML 

4W 11.00-22  ML 

4X 11.00-24  ML 

4Y 11.00-25  ML 

41 12.00-20  ML 

42 12.00-21  ML 

43 12.00-24  ML 

44 12.00-25  ML 

45 13.00-20  ML 

46 13.00-24  ML 

47 13.00-25  ML 

48 14.00-20  ML 

49 14.00-21  ML 

5A 14.00-24  ML 

5B 14.00-25  ML 

5C 10.3-20  ML 

5D 11.1-20  ML 

5E 12.5-20  ML 

5F 9-22.5  ML 

5H 9.4-22.5  ML 

5J 10-22.5  ML 

5K 10.3-22.5  ML 

5L 11-22.5  ML 

5M 11-24.5  ML 

5N 14-17.5  ML 

5P 15-19.5  ML 

5T 15-22.5  ML 

5U 16.5-19.5  ML 

5V 16.5-22.5  ML 

5W 18-19.5  ML 

5X 18-22.5  ML 

5Y 19.5-19.5  ML 

51 23-23.5  ML 

52 18-21  ML 

53 19.5-21  ML 

54 23-21  ML 

55 6.00-13  ST 

56 7.35-14  ST 

57 8.25-14  ST 

58 7.35-15  ST 

59 8.25-15  ST 

6A 12.00-22  ML 

6B 4.30-18 

6C 3.60-19 

6D 3.00-20 

6E 4.25-18 

6F MP90-18 

6H 3.75-19 

6J MM90-19 

6K 3.25-7 


PART  574;  (TIRE  C0DE)-8 


TABLE  3.     TIRE  SIZE  CODES— Continued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

6L 2.75-16 

6M 4.00-16 

6N 7.9 

6P 25X  7.50-15 

6T 27X  8.50-15 

6U 27X9.50-15 

6V 29X  12.00-15 

6W 31X  13.50-15 

6X SIX  15.50-15 

6Y C70-14 

61 Not  Assigned 

62 Not  Assigned 

63 Not  Assigned 

64 Not  Assigned 

65 Not  Assigned 

66 3.40-5 

67 4.10-4 

68 4.10-5 

69 175-14  LT 

7A 11-14 

7B E78-14LT 

7C G78-15LT 

7D H78-15LT 

7E 180  R  15 

7F 185-16  LT 

7H 205-16  LT 

7J 215-16  LT 

7K F78-16LT 

7L H78-16LT 

7M L78-16LT 

7N 135  R  10 

7P 6.95-14  LT 

7T 7-14.5  MH 

7U 8-14.5  MH 

7V 9-14.5  MH 

7W 4.25/85-18 

7X A78-14 

7Y 7.50-18  MPT 

71 10.5-18  MPT 

72 12.5-18  MPT 

73 12.5-20  MPT 

74 14.5-20  MPT 

75 10.5-20  MPT 

76 10.5-20 

77 8.25-10 

78 150  R  12 

79 150  R  14 

8A 1^4-19 

8B iy4-i9y4 

8C 2-12 

8D 2-16 

8E 2-17 

8F 2-17  R 

8H 2-18 

8J 2-19 

8K 2-19  R 

8L 2-19% 

8M 2-22 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation ' 

8N 2-22% 

8P 2y4-15 

8T 2^4-16 

8U 2y4-17 

8V 2/4-18 

8W 2/4-19 

8X 2/4-19  R 

8Y 2/4-20 

81 2i^-8 

82 2i^-9 

83 2^-16 

84 2^-17 

85 2J^-18 

86 2^-19 

87 214-19  R 

88 2^4-9 

89 2^4-16 

9A 2y4-17 

9B 2^4-17  R 

9C 3-10 

9D 3-12 

9E 21  X  4 

9F 22x4!4 

9H 15.50-20 

9J 18.50-20 

9K 19.50-20 

9L 2/4-14 

9M 2i4-20 

9N 2^4-16  R 

9P 2y4-18 

9T 10-20 

9U 11-24 

9V 11.25-24 

9W 15  X  4^-8 

9X 14.75/80-20 

9Y 23x5 

91 25x6 

92 15  X  4^-8 

93 18x7-8 

94 21  X  8-9 

95 23  X  9-10 

96 27  X  10-12 

97 2.00-15  TR 

98 2.50-15  TR 

99 3.00-15  TR 

OA GR60-14 

OB 560  X  165-11 

OC 680  X  180-15 

OD 8.55-15  ST 

OE 3.50-14 

OF 3.25-14 

OH 3.50-15 

OJ AR70-13 

OK B60-13 

OL 245/60  R  14 

OM 255/60  R  15 

ON 23/4-15 

OP 2.50-20 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

OT Not  Assigned 

OU BR60-13 

OV 15.00-20 

OW 16.00-20 

OX 12/80-20 

OY 14/80-24 

01 15.5/80-20 

02 13-22.5 

03 21-22.5 

04 9/70-22.5 

05 10/70-22.5 

06 11/70-22.5 

07 12/70-22.5 

08 13/70-22.5 

09 7.25/75-17.5 

10 8.00/75-17.5 

20 8.75/75-17.5 

30 9.50/75-17.5 

40 7.25/75-16.5 

50 8.00/75-16.5 

60 8.75/75-16.5 

70 9.50/75-16.5 

80 6.70-14  C 

90 7-17.5  C 

RA 125-12  C 

RB 125-13  C 

RC 125-14  C 

RD 125-15  C 

RE 135-12  C 

RF 135-13  C 

RH 135-14  C 

RJ 135-15 C 

RK 145-10  C 

RL 145-12  C 

RM 145-13  C 

RN 145-14  C 

RP 145-15  C 

RT 155-12  C 

RU 155-13  C 

RV 155-14  C 

RW 155-15  C 

RX A60-13 

RY C60-15 

Rl 155-16 C 

R2 165-13  C 

R3 165-16 C 

R4 175-13  C 

R5 175-15 C 

R6 175-16  C 

R7 185-13 C 

R8 185-15  C 

R9 195-15 C 

AO 195-16  C 

BO 205-15  C 

CO 215-14  C 

DO 215-15  C 

EO 225-14  C 

FO 225-15  C 
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TABLE  3.     TIRE  SIZE  CODES-Contlnued 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code                Designation ' 

HO 225-16  C 

JO 235-14  C 

KO 235-15  C 

LO 235-16  C 

MO 21-400  C 

NO 3.50-20 

PO 3.75-15 

TO 3.60-18 

UO 3.00-10  C 

VO 4.00-10  C 

WO 4.00-8  C 

XO 4.50-8  C 

YO 265/60  R  14 

AR 215/60  R  15 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 
Code                Designation  ' 

BR LR60-15 

CR ER60-15 

DR D60-13 

ER C60-13 

FR D60-14 

HR. 175/70  R  14 

JR MN90-18 

KR MR90-18 

LR 4.25-19 

MR 230-15 

NR 5.4-10 

PR ER60-13 

TR FR60-14 

UR C60C-15 


Tire  Size  Tire  Size 

Code  Designation  ' 

VR 13/80-24 

WR 175-16  C 

XR 195-16  C 

YR BR70-13 

IR 185-15  LT 

2R 13-22.5  ML 

3R MR70-15 

4R E60-26.5 

5R 6.7-12 

BR 5.4-14 

7R 7.4-14 

8R 5.4-16 

9R 4.60-18 


36  F.R.  7539 
April  21,  1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 
Action  on   Petitions  for  Reconsideration — -Amendnient 


Regulations  requiring  manufacturers  of  pas- 
senger cars  and  motorcycles  to  provide  informa- 
tion on  vehicle  stopping  distance  (§  375.101),  tire 
reserve  load  (§375.102),  and  acceleration  and 
passing  ability  (§  375.106)  were  issued  by  the 
Federal  Highway  Administrator  and  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  January  25,  1969  (34 
F.R.  1246).  Several  petitions  for  reconsideration 
of  these  regulations  were  received.  In  response 
to  these  petitions,  and  in  order  to  clarify  and 
simplify  the  requirements  and  the  information 
to  be  provided  to  purchasers,  these  regulations 
are  hereby  amended  and  reissued  in  the  form  set 
forth  below. 

9  375.101  Vehicle  stopping  distance.  This  sec- 
tion required  that  manufacturers  state  the  tire 
size,  type  and  size  of  brakes,  method  of  brake 
actuation  and  auxiliary  brake  equipment,  and 
maximum  loaded  and  lightly  loaded  vehicle 
weights.  The  effect  of  stating  these  requirements 
was  to  greatly  restrict  the  grouping  of  vehicles 
and  options  that  was  permitted  for  the  pur- 
poses of  furnishing  information.  It  has  been  de- 
termined that  in  order  to  reduce  the  required 
number  of  different  information  documents,  man- 
ufacturers should  be  permitted  to  group  vehicles 
at  their  discretion,  as  long  as  each  vehicle  in  the 
group  can  meet  or  exceed  the  performance  levels 
indicated,  and  the  vehicles  in  each  group  are 
identified  in  the  terms  by  which  they  are  nor- 
mally described  to  the  public.  The  requirement 
for  specific  descriptive  information  is  therefore 
deleted. 

Since  the  information  must  be  valid  for  all 
vehicles  in  the  group  to  which  it  applies,  the  re- 
quirement that  it  refer  to  the  smallest  tire  size 
offered  has  been  found  unnecessary,  and  deleted. 
It  has  also  been  determined  that  variations  in 
stopping  distances  between  different  vehicles  at 
30  mph  are  not  as  meaningful  for  comparison 


purposes  as  those  at  60  mph,  and  therefore  in- 
formation is  required  only  for  the  latter  speed. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  regulations  estab- 
lish the  conditions  under  which  the  performance 
level  represented  by  the  information  provided 
can  be  met  or  exceeded  by  every  vehicle  to  which 
the  information  applies.  They  do  not  establish 
the  procedures  by  which  manufacturers  should 
generate  the  information,  although  those  pro- 
cedures are  to  be  inferred  from  the  regulations. 
For  example,  both  sections  contain  the  condi- 
tion that  wind  velocity  is  zero.  This  does  not 
mean  that  manufacturers'  tests  must  be  con- 
ducted under  still  air  conditions;  it  means  that 
the  performance  level  established  must  be  attain- 
able by  all  vehicles  in  the  group  under  those 
conditions.  One  obvious  method  of  satisfying  the 
condition  from  the  manufacturer's  standpoint  is 
to  conduct  verification  tests  under  adverse  wind 
conditions  (tailwind  for  braking,  headwind  for 
acceleration).  As  another  example,  the  condition 
that  ambient  temperature  be  between  32°F  and 
100°F  means  that  the  information  presented  must 
be  attainable  by  all  vehicles  in  the  group  at  all 
temperatures  within  that  range  (when  other  con- 
ditions are  as  stated). 

The  amended  section  requires  that  stopping 
distances  be  those  attainable  without  lock-up  on 
any  wheel.  This  condition  is  the  most  mean- 
ingful from  a  safety  standpoint,  since  steering 
control  tends  to  be  lost  when  wheels  are  locked. 
Several  petitioners  submitted  data  showing  min- 
imal differences  in  maximum  and  lightly  loaded 
vehicle  weight  stopping  distances  to  support 
their  request  for  substitution  of  a  single  test 
weight.  Their  results,  however,  were  apparently 
derived  from  tests  conducted  with  locked  wheels, 
under  which  conditions  stopping  distance  be- 
comes a  function  largely  of  vehicle  velocity  and 
the  friction  coefficient  between  the  tire  and  the 
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road,  and  has  no  relationship  to  vehicle  weight. 
It  is  believed  that  the  condition  of  no  wheel 
lock-up  will  result  in  data  showing  meaningful 
differences  in  stopping  distances  test  weights. 
Accordingly,  the  requirement  of  information  co\- 
ering  these  two  vehicle  weight  conditions  is  re- 
tained, and  petitions  on  this  point  are  denied. 

The  section  as  issued  required  performance  in- 
formation for  a  partially  failed  service  brake 
subsystem  ("emergency  brake  system")  only  at 
maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight.  It  has  been  de- 
termined that  in  some  cases  the  most  adverse 
condition  may  occur  at  lighter  loads.  The 
amended  rule  therefore  requires  information  for 
"the  most  adverse  combination  of  maximum  or 
lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight  and  complete  loss 
of  braking  in  one  or  the  other  of  the  vehicle 
brake  subsystems.'' 

Several  petitioners  suggested  that  information 
be  limited  to  one  test  weight,  instead  of  requiring 
it  for  both  lightly  loaded  and  maximum  loaded 
vehicle  weight.  It  has  been  determined,  how- 
ever, that  information  on  both  conditions  may 
reveal  vehicles  having  superior  brake  balance,  and 
the  advantage  of  anti-skid  or  load  proportioning 
devices,  and  also  aid  purchasers  who  travel  mainly 
in  one  or  the  other  of  the  loading  conditions.  The 
petitions  to  that  effect  are  therefore  denied. 

§  375.102  Tire  reverse  load.  The  section  re- 
quired that  manufacturers  state  the  number  of 
passengers  and  the  cargo  and  luggage  weight 
for  two  different  loading  conditions,  and  the  ac- 
tual vehicle  weight  within  a  range  of  no  more 
than  100  pounds  under  those  conditions.  These 
requirements  restricted  the  grouping  of  vehicles 
and  options  that  was  permitted  for  the  purposes 
of  furnishing  information.  It  has  been  deter- 
mined that  in  order  to  reduce  the  required  num- 
ber of  different  information  documents,  manu- 
facturers should  be  permitted  to  group  vehicles 
by  recommended  tire  size  designations  regard- 
less of  weight,  as  long  as  the  reserve  load  figure 
is  met  or  exceeded  by  every  vehicle  in  the  group. 
The  requirements  for  providing  weight  and  load- 
ing information  are  therefore  deleted. 

Section  375.102  as  issued  required  that  reverse 
load  figures  be  provided  for  the  vehicle  at  nor- 
mal vehicle  weight  (2  or  3  persons  and  no  lug- 
gage )as  well  as  maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight. 
It  also  required  the  furnishing  of  a  "tire  over- 


load percentage",  the  percentage  difference  be- 
tween the  load  rating  of  a  tire  at  recommended 
inflation  pressures  for  normal  vehicle  weight 
and  the  load  on  the  tire  at  maximum  loaded 
vehicle  weight.  Several  petitions  suggested  that 
the  providing  of  these  various  percentage  figures 
would  tend  to  confuse  persons  to  whom  the  in- 
formation is  furnished,  and  therefore  decrease 
its  usefulness  to  the  consumer.  Representatives 
of  consumer  groups  have  also  suggested,  in  earlier 
proceedings  concerning  the  consumer  information 
regulations,  that  for  maximum  usability  the  in- 
formation should  be  as  simple  and  clear  as  pos- 
sible. In  light  of  these  considerations,  it  has 
been  determined  that  the  tire  reserve  load  figure 
provided  should  be  limited  to  a  single  percentage 
for  each  recommended  tire  size  designation,  at 
maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight  and  the  manu- 
facturers recommended  inflation  pressure.  The 
requirements  for  tire  reserve  load  at  normal  ve- 
hicle weight  and  for  tire  overload  percentage  ac- 
cordingly are  deleted. 

Two  further  changes  in  the  calculation  methods 
have  been  made  for  simplicity  and  clarity.  In- 
stead of  using  the  actual  load  on  each  wheel  as 
the  basis  for  calculation,  the  wheel  load  figure  is 
changed  to  one-half  of  each  axle's  share  of  the 
maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight.  This  reflects 
the  method  used  in  Standard  No.  110  for  de- 
termining the  vehicle  maximum  load  on  the  tire. 
Also,  the  denominator  of  the  fraction  repre- 
senting the  tire  reserve  load  percentage  is  changed 
from  the  load  on  the  wheel  to  the  load  rating  of 
the  tire.  A  tire  with  a  load  rating  of  1500 
pounds,  for  example,  used  with  a  wheel  load  of 
900  pounds,  would  have  a  reserve  load  percentage 
of  40%  (600/1500  X  100)  rather  than  66%% 
(600/900  X  100).  The  former  figure  has  been 
determined  to  be  somewhat  more  meaningful  in 
cases  of  large  reserve  loads. 

§  375.106  Acceleration  and  passing  ability. 
The  section  as  issued  required  that  times  be  pro- 
vided for  acceleration  from  20  to  35  mph  and 
from  50  to  80  mph,  and  times  and  distances  for 
prescribed  passing  maneuvers  involving  two  lane 
changes.  On  the  basis  of  petitions  submitted, 
and  further  consideration  of  the  need  for  sim- 
plicity and  clarity  in  the  information  presented, 
it  has  been  determined  that  the  most  useful  in- 
formation would  be  in  the  form  of  passing  dis- 
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tances  and  times  for  a  simple  straight-line  pass- 
ing maneuver  at  low  and  high  speeds.  In  order 
to  eliminate  the  difficulties  of  conducting  a  uni- 
form passing  maneuver  involving  a  long  pace 
vehicle  and  a  limiting  of  the  passing  speed  pre- 
cisely to  a  specified  level,  the  information  re- 
quired is  to  be  derived  on  the  basis  of  a  time- 
distance  plot  of  vehicle  performance  at  maximum 
acceleration  from  20  to  35  and  50  to  80  miles  per 
hour. 

For  reasons  discussed  above  in  regard  to  section 
375.101,  the  requirement  of  providing  the  weight 
of  the  vehicle  is  deleted  from  this  section. 

Because  the  amended  section  does  not  require 
information  relating  to  an  actual  passing  maneu- 
ver, but  only  that  based  on  two  straight-line 
acceleration  maneuvers  with  a  simple  graphic 
computation,  the  exception  of  manufacturers  of 
500  or  fewer  vehicles  annually  from  certain  of  the 
requirements  is  removed  from  this  section. 

Several  petitioners  contended  that  the  re- 
quirement that  information  be  provided  under 
the  condition  of  full-power  operation  of  a  Aehicle 
air  conditioner  would  lead  to  variable,  non- 
repeatable  results.  This  may  be  true  of  the  re- 
sults achieved  in  manufacturers'  tests.  The  in- 
formation presented  is  not,  however,  to  be  simply 
the  results  of  manufacturers'  tests,  but  rather  a 
minimum  level  of  performance  that  can  be  met 
or  exceeded  by  every  vehicle  to  which  the  in- 
formation applies.  Manufacturers  are  free,  there- 
fore, to  adjust  the  data  to  account  for  any  varia- 
tion in  results  that  might  be  encountered.  The 
degradation  of  acceleration  ability  by  the  use  of 
an  air  conditioner  may  be  significant  in  some 
cases,  and  therefore  it  is  important  from  the 
standpoint  of  safety  that  it  be  reflected  in  the  in- 
formation provided.  The  petitions  to  the  con- 
trary are  accordingly  denied. 

Some  petitioners  objected  to  the  required  use  of 
a  correction  factor  to  ambient  conditions  in  ac- 
cordance with  SAE  Standard  J816a,  pointing  out 
that  the  factor  was  designed  to  be  applicable  ex- 
clusively to  engine  dynamometer  testing  and  not 
to  road  testing  of  vehicles.    The  contention  has 


been  found  to  have  merit.  In  the  section  as 
amended,  ranges  of  ambient  conditions  of  tem- 
perature, dry  barometric  pressure,  and  relative 
humidity  are  provided,  and  the  information  is 
required  to  be  valid  at  all  points  within  those 
ranges. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  a  new  paragraph  (c), 
containing  specific  definitions,  is  added  to  section 
375.2.  Definitions. 

In  order  to  allow  adequate  time  for  manufac- 
turers to  prepare  the  information,  the  three  sec- 
tions are  effective  for  vehicles  manufactured  on 
or  after  January  1,  1970. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  49  CFR 
§§  375.101,  375.102,  and  375.106  are  amended,  and 
a  new  paragraph  (c)  is  added  to  §  375.2,  to  read 
as  set  forth  below.  This  notice  of  action  on 
petitions  for  reconsideration  is  issued  under  the 
authority  of  sections  112  and  119  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
1401.  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  by 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  the  Federal 
Highway  Administrator.  49  CFR  1.4(c). 

Issued :  May  19,  1969. 

F.  C.  Turner 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 
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SUBPART  A— GENERAL 

Scop*. 

Definitions. 

Matter  Incorporated  by  reference. 

Applicability. 

Separability. 

Requirements. 


SUBPART  B— CONSUMER  INFORMATION  ITEMS 

375.101  Vehicle  Stopping  Distance. 

375.102  Tire  reserve  load. 

375.103  Reserved. 

375.104  Reserved. 

375.105  Reserved. 

365.106  Acceleration  and  passing  ability. 

May  23,  1969 
34  F.R.  8112 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 


Amended  regulations  concerning  the  furnishing 
of  consumer  information  for  motor  vehicles,  49 
CFR  §§  375.101,  102,  106,  were  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  May  23,  1969  (34  F.R.  8112). 
Sections  375.101,  Vehicle  Stopping  Distance^  and 
375.106,  Acceleration  and  Parsing  Ability,  in  sub- 
sections (d)(7)  and  (d)(1)  (vii)  respectively, 
specified  that  the  information  provided  shall  be 
valid  for  road  surfaces  with  a  skid  number  of 
70,  as  measured  in  accordance  with  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  Method  E-274 
at  40  miles  per  hour,  omitting  water  delivery  as 
specified  in  paragraph  7.1  of  that  Method. 

Several  petitions  for  reconsideration  have  been 
received,  requesting  that  the  skid  number  condi- 
tion be  set  at  higher  level  because  there  are  only 
a  limited  number  of  test  tracks  presently  with 
surfaces  of  that  low  a  skid  number.  It  is  recog- 
nized that  the  level  of  70  may  be  somewhat  lower 
than  many  existing  test  track  and  road  surfaces. 
It  has  been  determined,  in  light  of  the  petitions 
received,  that  the  skid  number  condition  can  be 
set  at  a  somewhat  higher  level  without  detracting 
from  the  value  of  the  information  provided  or 
the  enforceability  of  the  regulations.  Accord- 
ingly, the  figure  "70"  in  sections  375.101(d)(7) 
and  375.106(d)  (1)  (vii)  is  hereby  changed  to 
"75". 


One  petitioner  requested  a  delay  in  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  regulation  because  of  difficulties 
in  obtaining  equipment  for  the  measurement  of 
skid  number.  In  light  of  the  relaxation  of  the 
skid  number  requirement  embodied  in  this  notice, 
and  the  possibility  of  temporarily  leasing  either 
measuring  equipment  or  test  facilities,  evidenced 
by  fact  that  only  one  such  request  was  received, 
the  request  for  a  delay  in  effective  date  is  denied. 

Since  this  amendment  relaxes  a  requirement 
and  imposes  no  additional  burden  on  any  person, 
notice  and  opportunity  for  comment  thereon  are 
unnecessary  and  the  amendment  is  incorporated 
into  the  above-referenced  regulations  without 
change  in  the  effective  date.  This  notice  of 
amendment  in  response  to  petitioners  for  recon- 
sideration is  issued  under  the  authority  of  sec- 
tions 112  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1402,  1407) 
and  the  delegation  of  authority  by  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  to  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministrator, 49  CFR  §  1.4(c). 

Issued  on  July  14,  1969. 

F.  C.  Turner 

Federal  Highway  Administrator 

34  F.R.  11974 
July  16,  1969 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 


Regulations  requiring  manufacturers  of  motor 
vehicles  to  provide  information  to  consumers  con- 
cerning performance  characteristics  of  their  ve- 
hicles were  published  on  January  25,  1969  (34 
F.R.  1246),  and  amended  on  May  23,  1969  (34 
F.R.  8112).  By  notice  of  July  11,  1969  (34  F.R. 
11501)  it  was  proposed  that  the  regulations  be 
amended  to  require  manufacturers  to  provide  the 
information  to  prospective  purchasers,  as  well  as 
those  who  have  already  bought  a  vehicle,  and  also 
to  provide  the  information  to  the  Administrator 
30  days  before  the  information  is  required  to  be 
provided  to  purchasers. 

No  general  objections  to  the  proposed  amend- 
ment were  received.  One  manufacturer  objected 
to  the  requirement  of  providing  copies  to  the 
Administrator  30  days  in  advance,  on  the  basis 
that  this  did  not  allow  sufficient  lead  time  from 
the  date  of  the  proposal.  In  light  of  the  fact 
that  the  information  required  to  be  provided 
consists  only  of  performance  figures  that  the 
manufacturer  is  certain  can  be  exceeded  by  its 
vehicles,  that  the  information  must  be  provided 
in  large  quantities  to  dealers  by  January  1,  1970, 
and  that  no  other  manufacturers  evidenced  dif- 
ficulty in  meeting  the  December  1  date,  the  objec- 
tion is  found  not  to  be  meritorious. 

The  Automobile  Manufacturers  Association 
made  two  suggestions  for  changes  to  the  regula- 
tion, both  of  which  have  been  accepted  and  in- 
corporated into  the  regulation.  One  change  adds 
language  to  make  it  clear  that  the  locations  at 
which  the  information  is  to  be  provided  are  out- 
lets with  which  the  manufacturer  has  some  legal 
connection.  The  other  is  that  the  date  on  which 
information  relating  to  newly  introduced  vehicles 


is  required  is  the  "announcement  date",  on  which 
dealers  are  authorized  to  display  and  sell  the 
vehicles. 

The  proposal  stated  that  three  copies  should  be 
submitted  to  the  Administrator  by  December  1, 

1969.  It  has  been  determined  that  in  light  of 
the  need  for  immediate  processing  and  the  large 
amount  of  information  that  will  be  received  at 
that  time,  a  somewhat  larger  number  of  copies 
will  be  needed.  The  number  of  copies  has  been 
changed,  accordingly,  from  three  to  ten.  Since 
the  additional  burden  on  automotive  manufac- 
turers of  providing  these  copies  appears  to  be 
insubstantial,  a  further  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making is  found  to  be  unnecessary.  Other  minor 
changes  in  wording  are  made  for  clarity. 

Ejfective  Dates:  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
§  375.6,   Requirements,  are  effective  January   1, 

1970.  Subsection  (c)  of  that  section  is  effective 
December  1,  1969. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing.  Subpart  A — General, 
of  49  CFR  Part  375  is  amended  to  read  as  set 
forth  below.  This  amendment  is  issued  under 
the  authority  of  sections  112  and  119  of  the  Na- 
tional Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  (15 
U.S.C.  1401,  1407),  and  the  delegation  of  au- 
thority from  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  49  CFR 
§  1.4(c). 

Issued  on  October  16,  1969. 

E.  H.  Holmes,  Acting 

Federal   Highway  Administrator 

34  F.R.  17108 
October  22,  1969 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 
Motorcycle  Brake  Burnishing  Requirement 


On  May  23,  1969,  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration published  49  CFR  §  375.101,  Vehicle 
Stopping  Distance,  of  the  Consumer  Information 
Regulations  (34  F.R.  8112).  Paragraph  (e)- 
(1)  (ii)  of  that  section,  describing  the  burnishing 
procedures  for  motorcycles,  is  as  follows:  "Same 
as  for  passenger  cars,  except  substitute  30  m.p.h. 
for  40  m.p.h.  and  150°  F.  for  250°  F.,  and  main- 
tain hand  lever  force  to  foot  lever  force  ratio 
of  approximately  1  to  2." 

A  manufacturer  has  stated  that  such  a  burnish- 
ing procedure,  which  was  drawn  from  a  draft 
SAE  Recommended  Practice,  would  be  inappro- 
riate  for  its  vehicles,  and  suggests  that  the  re- 
quired burnishing  procedures  should  be  that  rec- 
ommended by  the  manufacturer.  Since  it  appears 
that  a  uniform  burnishing  procedure  suitable  for 
all  motorcycles  has  not  yet  been  developed,  the 
suggestion  is  found  to  have  merit,  to  the  extent 
that  manufacturers  have  recommended  such  pro- 
cedures. A  general  burnishing  procedure  must 
still  be  specified,  however,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  compliance  of  those  vehicles  for 
which  the  manufacturers  have  not  made  a  proce- 
dure publicly  available.  Accordingly,  subpara- 
graph (e)(1)  (ii)  of  section  375.101  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

^'•Motorcycles.  Adjust  and  burnish  brakes  in 
accordance  with  manufacturer's  recommendations. 
Wliere  no  burnishing  procedures  have  been  rec- 
ommended by  the  manufacturer,  follow  the  pro- 
cedure specified  above  for  passenger  cars,  except 
substitute  30  m.p.h.  for  40  m.p.h.  and  150°  F. 
and  250°  F.,  and  maintain  hand  lever  force  to 
foot  lever  force  ratio  of  approximately  1  to  2." 

The  Consumer  Information  regulations  require 
manufacturers    to    submit    information    to    the 


FHWA  by  December  2,  1969,  and  it  is  important, 
therefore,  that  this  amendment  to  the  regulations 
be  made  effective  without  delay.  The  regulations 
require  only  that  the  manufacturers  submit  in- 
formation to  purchasers  (and  to  the  FHWA) 
as  to  performance  levels  that  can  be  met  or  ex- 
ceeded by  their  vehicles,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
that  vehicles  be  retested  as  long  as  they  perform 
as  well  under  the  manufacturers'  own  burnishing 
procedures  as  under  the  previously  specified  ones. 
Manufacturers  are,  of  course,  free  to  provide  new 
performance  figures  at  any  time,  under  the  pro- 
cedures specified  in  Part  375.  If  in  a  particular 
case  a  manufacturer  determines  that  its  vehicles 
may  not  be  able  to  meet  the  performance  figures 
provided  when  its  own  recommended  burnishing 
procedures  are  utilized,  and  is  not  able  to  provide 
new  and  appropriate  figures  within  the  time 
specified,  it  should  include  a  notation  to  that  effect 
at  the  time  that  the  figures  are  first  provided  to 
the  FHWA.  The  vehicles  in  question  will  not 
be  considered  to  be  in  violation  of  the  regulations 
if  they  meet  the  performance  figures  provided 
under  the  previously  specified  burnishing  pro- 
cedures, and  if  new  and  corrected  figures  are  pro- 
vided under  section  375.101,  as  amended,  not  later 
than  September  1,  1970. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  providing  to  con- 
sumers by  January  1,  1970,  the  probability  that 
few  if  any  manufacturers  will  be  adversely 
affected  by  the  amendment,  and  the  provisions 
for  relief  included  herein,  notice  and  public  pro- 
cedure thereon  are  found  to  be  impracticable, 
unnecessary,  and  contrary  to  the  public  interest, 
and  the  amendment  described  above  is  made  effec- 
tive on  publication  in  the  Federal  Register. 


IR«v.   11/26/69) 
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This  amendment  is  issued  under  the  authority  Issued  on  November  24,  1969. 

of  sections  112  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic  p  q  Turner 

and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  j,^^^;^^  Highway  Administrator 
1401,  1407),  and  the  delegation  of  authority  from 

the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  the  Federal  34  F.R.  18865 

Highway  Administrator,  49  CFR  §  1.4(c).  Nov.mbtr  26,  1969 
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Effective:   Janupry    1,    1972 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART   575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Availability  Requirements) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  amend  section 
575.6  of  the  Consumer  Information  Regulations 
(49  CFR  Part  575)  to  require  that  the  informa- 
tion supplied  pursuant  to  Subpart  B  of  the  Reg- 
ulations be  provided  in  sufficient  quantity  to 
permit  retention  by  prospective  customers  or 
mailing  to  them  upon  request.  A  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  was  published  on  January  14, 
1971  (36  F.R.  557),  proposing  to  carry  out  the 
legislative  mandate  of  P.L.  91-625  (84  Stat.  262). 
That  legislation  was  designed  to  remedy  diffi- 
culties resulting  from  the  current  practice  of 
making  consumer  information  available  only  in 
the  showroom,  by  permitting  the  Secretary  to 
require  that  the  information  be  provided  in  a 
printed  format  which  could  be  retained  by  cus- 
tomers who  visit  the  showroom  or  mailed  to 
others  upon  their  request. 

A  limited  number  of  comments  were  received 
in  response  to  the  Notice,  some  of  which  merely 
expressed  support  for  the  additional  require- 
ment. The  Chrysler  Cororation  requested  that 
the  amendment  be  clarified  to  provide  that  tem- 
porary unavailability  would  not  constitute  a 
failure  to  comply  with  the  regulations.  As  is 
noted  in  the  Notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  the 
uncertainty  of  demand  makes  it  difficult  to  estab- 
lish precise  standards  as  to  what  is  "sufficient." 
It  has  been  determined,  therefore,  that  any  fur- 
ther specification  of  this  provision  would  be  in- 
appropriate  at   this   time.     It   is  intended  that 


manufacturers  and  dealers  will  cooperate  to  take 
all  reasonable  steps  to  ensure  that  a  continuous 
supply  of  the  information  is  available. 

The  Chrysler  Corporation  further  requested 
that  the  regulation  clearly  indicate  that  a  rea- 
sonable charge  can  be  made  for  the  materials. 
The  legislative  history  of  P.L.  91-625  indicates 
that  a  major  purpose  of  the  amendment  was 
to  make  consumer  information  more  easily  avail- 
able to  consumers  in  making  their  purchase.  A 
charge  for  consumer  information  on  several 
makes  and  models  of  vehicles  could  present  the 
car  shopper  with  as  great  an  obstacle  to  avail- 
ability of  information  as  is  the  case  with  the 
present  system.  In  view  of  this  purpose  and  the 
general  aim  of  the  consumer  information  regu- 
lations to  provide  for  as  wide  a  dissemination 
of  information  as  possible,  it  has  been  deter- 
mined that  the  retention  copies  should  be  pro- 
vided  without  charge. 

In  consideration  of  the  above,  49  CFR 
576.6(b)   is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  January  1,  1972. 

Issued  on  September  28,  1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

36  F.R.  19310 
October  2,    1971 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575 — CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Truck-Camper  Loading) 
(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice  5) 


This  notice  reissues  the  portion  of  49  CFR 
§571.126,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
126,  Trucker-Camper  Loading,  that  was  pre- 
viously applicable  to  truck  manufacturers  as 
a  consumer  information  regulation,  49  CFR 
§  575.103,  Tnick-Camfer  Loading.  It  also  re- 
sponds to  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  Stand- 
ard No.  126  on  issues  that  are  not  addressed  in 
Notice  4,  which  is  published  in  this  issue  (37  F.R. 
26605). 

Petitions  for  reconsideration  of  Standard  No. 
126  (37  F.R.  16497)  were  filed  by  Chrysler  Cor- 
poration (Chrysler),  Ford  Motor  Company 
(Ford),  General  Motors  Corporation  (GM),  Jeep 
Corporation  (Jeep),  Motor  Vehicle  Manufac- 
turers Association  (MVMA)  Recreational  Vehicle 
Institute,  Inc.  (RVI)  and  Toyota  Motor  Sales 
USA,  Inc.  (Toyota). 

In  response  to  information  contained  in  some 
of  the  petitions,  the  portions  of  the  standard 
previously  applicable  to  truck  manufacturers  are 
being  reissued  under  this  notice  as  a  consumer 
information  regulation  for  the  reasons  stated  in 
Notice  4.  Minor  amendments  are  also  made  to 
the  regulation  on  the  basis  of  some  of  the  peti- 
tions while  the  Administrator  has  declined  to 
grant  rexjuested  relief  from  other  requirements 
of  the  regulation. 

1.  Elective  date.  GM  has  petitioned  for  a  de- 
layed effective  date.  As  a  truck  manufacturer, 
GM  feels  that  additional  lead  time  is  required 
"to  develop,  process,  and  print  the  necessary  in- 
formation on  an  orderly  basis."  The  Admin- 
istration has  found  for  good  cause  shown  that 
an  effective  date  earlier  than  180  days  after 
issuance  of  Standard  No.  126  was  in  the  public 
interest;  however,  to  allow  truck  manufacturers 
sufficient   time   for  testing   to   determine   cargo 


center  of  gravity  locations  the  effective  date  of 
the  requirements  applicable  to  truck  manufac- 
turers is  being  extended  2  months,  imtil  March 
1,  1973. 

2.  Definitions  and  information.  As  discussed 
in  Notice  4  Ford  objected  to  the  definition  of 
"cargo  weight  rating"  and  the  term  "total  load". 
Standard  No.  126  has  been  amended  to  meet 
Ford's  objections,  and  similar  changes  are  made 
in  the  terminology  of  the  new  truck  consumer 
irtformation  regulation. 

Ford  also  suggests  that  the  phrase  "any  addi- 
tional weight  carried  in  or  on  the  camper"  should 
be  substituted  for  "the  weight  of  camper  cargo, 
and  the  weight  of  passengers  in  the  camper"  in 
paragraph  S5.2.1(d)  of  Standard  No.  126,  now 
§  575.103(e)  (3).  It  believes  the  suggested  lan- 
guage would  be  more  meaningful  to  the  average 
user  and  that  the  present  language  could  be  con- 
strued as  endorsing  the  carrying  of  passengers  in 
campers.  Ford's  request  is  denied.  The  NHTSA 
considers  that  the  specificity  of  references  to 
cargo  and  passengers  is  more  meaningful  to  con- 
sumers than  the  general  reference  to  "any  addi- 
tional weight".  Further,  given  the  prevalence  of 
carrying  passengers  in  campers,  the  NHTSA 
does  not  believe  that  the  present  language  can 
realistically  be  considered  to  have  a  significant 
effect  on  this  practice. 

Both  Ford  and  GM  objected  to  the  paragraph 
requiring  the  manufacturer  to  furnish  trailer 
towing  recommendations,  on  the  grounds  of 
vagueness  and  lack  of  prior  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity to  comment.  The  NHTSA  concurs,  and 
is  deleting  this  requirement. 

Ford  suggests  that  paragraph  S5.2.1(a)  of 
Standard  No.  126  (now  §  575.103(e)  (1)  should 
be  revised  to  make  clear  that  the  slide-in  camper 
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Effective:  March    1,    1973 

also  has  a  center  of  gravity  designation  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  the  regulation,  which 
falls  within  the  boundaries  specified  by  the  ve- 
hicle manufacturer.  Since  campers  manufactured 
before  the  effective  date  of  the  regulation  may 
be  mounted  on  trucks  manufactured  after  March 
1,  1973,  Ford's  suggestion  has  not  been  adopted. 

GM  has  petitioned  that  a  warning  be  required 
to  accompany  the  regulation's  information,  stat- 
ing that  the  longitudinal  center  of  gravity  is  only 
one  of  the  many  factors  affecting  the  overall  per- 
formance of  a  vehicle  and  that  other  factors  con- 
cerning vehicle  handling  should  be  considered 
by  the  operator.  The  NHTSA  denies  GM's  pe- 
tition on  this  point.  Proper  loading  and  load 
distribution  in  truck-camper  combinations  is  a 
highly  significant  handling  factor,  and  such  a 
warning  might  cause  a  truck  operator  to  feel 
the  loading  information  presented  is  of  little 
significance.  The  regulation  does  not,  however, 
prohibit  GM  or  other  manufacturers  from  fur- 
nishing such  additional  warnings  if  they  see  fit. 

GM  has  also  asked  for  a  confirmation  of  its 
assumption  that  "the  pictorial  representation  of 


the  recommended  longitudinal  center  of  gravity 
zone  for  the  cargo  weight  rating  need  not  be  to 
scale  but  can  be  generalized  so  long  as  the  lon- 
gitudinal boundaries  of  the  zone  are  clearly  set 
forth."  The  NHSTA  agrees  with  this  inter- 
pretation. 


Effectwe  Date:  March 


1,  1973. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  575  is  amended  by  adding  a  new  §  575.103, 
Truck-camper  Loading.  .  .  . 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  the  authority 
of  sections  112  and  119  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  USC 
1401,  1407)  and  the  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51. 


Issued  on  December  6,  1972. 


Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

37  F.R.  26607 
December  14,   1972 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

Truck-Camper  Loading 
(Docket  No.  71-7;  Notice  6) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  reconsid- 
eration of  49  CFR  §  575.103,  Truck-camper  load- 
ing, with  amendments  extending  the  effective 
date  to  April  1,  1973,  and  allowing  optional 
wording  of  certain  statements  until  October  1, 
1973. 

On  December  14,  1972,  Part  575  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  was  amended  by 
adding  §  575.103  Truck-camper  loading  (37  F.R. 
26607).  The  amendment  was  in  essence  that 
portion  of  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ard No.  126,  Truck-camper  loading  that  applied 
to  manufacturers  of  trucks  accommodating  slide- 
in  campers,  as  originally  published  on  August  15, 

1972  (37  F.R.  16497).  Pursuant  to  49  CFR 
§  553.35,  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  §  575.103 
have  been  filed  by  General  Motors  Corporation 
and  International  Harvester  Company.  Ford 
Motor  Company  has  asked  for  a  clarification. 

In  response  to  information  contained  in  these 
petitions  the  regulation  is  being  amended  in  cer- 
tain respects,  and  a  new  effective  date  of  April  1, 

1973  adopted.  Requested  changes  in  other  re- 
quirements of  the  regulation  are  denied. 

1.  Effective  date:  Both  petitioners  request  de- 
lay of  the  effective  date  of  the  regulation  for  at 
least  60  days,  until  May  1,  1973  at  the  earliest. 
One  reason  for  the  request  is  that  petitioners  had 
printed  their  manuals  on  the  basis  of  the  notice 
of  August  15,  1972,  and  that  the  additional  time 
is  needed  to  print  new  materials  conforming  to 
modified  texts  published  on  December  14,  1972. 
Greneral  Motors  also  states  that  the  additional 
time  is  needed  to  prepare  and  disseminate  data 
in  a  manner  meeting  the  requirement  that  it  be 
available  to  prospective  purchasers.  "While  data 
has  been  prepared  for  each  truck,  it  has  not  yet 
been  consolidated  into  a  single  sheet  or  pamphlet 


suitable  for  showroom  display  and  availability. 
The  requests  of  both  petitioners  reflect  the  prob- 
ability that  the  material  will  not  be  submitted 
to  the  Administrator  at  least  30  days  before  it  is 
available  to  prospective  purchasers,  as  required 
by  §  575.6(c),  and  the  possibility  that  the  data 
will  not  be  ready  by  March  1, 1973. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  good  cause 
has  been  shown  for  postponement  of  the  effective 
date  until  April  1,  1973.  This  agency  recognizes, 
however,  that  the  minor  textual  changes  made  in 
the  December  notice  create  problems  of  conform- 
ity for  those  manufacturers  who  in  good  faith 
relied  on  the  August  notice  in  ordering  materials. 
Accordingly,  the  regulation  is  being  amended  to 
allow  the  earlier  wording  on  an  optional  basis 
until  October  1,  1973.  These  amendments  permit 
use  of  the  phrase  "total  load"  instead  of  "total 
cargo  load"  in  paragraph  (e)  (3)  where  it  twice 
appears,  and  the  legend  "Aft  End  of  Cargo  Area" 
for  "Rear  End  of  Truck  Bed"  in  Figure  1,  Truck 
Loading  Information.  The  word  "rating"  ap- 
pearing on  the  last  line  of  paragraph  (e)(5)  is 
properly  "ratings"  as  printed  in  the  August 
notice,  and  a  correction  is  made.  Further,  the 
NHTSA  considers  it  important  that  a  manufac- 
turer fulfill  the  requirements  of  §  575.6(b)  by 
making  information  available  to  prospective  pur- 
chasers when  trucks  manufactured  on  or  after 
April  1,  1973  are  placed  on  sale.  Considering  the 
short  lead  time  between  December  14,  1972  and 
February  1,  1973  and  the  intervening  holidays, 
the  NHTSA  will  not  take  enforcement  action 
with  respect  to  the  furnishing  of  information 
under  §§575.103  and  575.6(c)  prior  to  April  1, 
1973,  if  manufacturers  provide  information  to 
this  agency  as  required  by  those  sections  not  later 
than  the  date  by  which  the  information  must  be 
provided  to  prospective  purchasers. 
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2.  Administrative  Procedure  Act.     Harvester 
believes  that  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act 
was  violated  in  that  interested  persons  were  not 
provided  an  opportunity  to  comment  upon  pro- 
viding   information    under    Part    575    prior    to 
enactment    of    §575.103.      The    NHTSA    views 
Harvester's  comment  as  a  narrow  construction  of 
the  requirements  of  the  Act,  and  disagrees  with 
petitioner's  conclusion.    The  content  of  §  575.103 
was  proposed  on  April  9,  1971   (36  F.R.  6837) 
and  adopted  as  a  safety  standard  on  August  15, 
1972  (37  F.R.  16497).    Pursuant  to  petitions  for 
reconsideration  from  Chrysler  Corporation,  Ford 
Motor  Company,  General  Motors,  Jeep  Corpora- 
tion, and  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers'  Associa- 
tion   that    Standard    No.    126    would    be    more 
appropriate  as  a  consumer  information  regula- 
tion, the  NHTSA  adopted  §  575.103  on  December 
14,  1972  with  content  virtually  identical  to  that 
issued  in  the  previous  August.    Thus  the  agency 
considers  it  has  met  5  USC  §  553  by  providing 
notice  of  the  terms  and  substance  of  the  rule,  and 
an  opportunity  to  comment.    It  is  true  that  notice 
was  not  provided  on  the  specific  issue  that  dis- 
tinguishes the  consumer  information  regulation 
from  a  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  (^.e.,  avail- 
ability of  information  to  a  prospective  purchaser 
and  the  agency  at  specified  time  periods),  but  the 
NHTSA  considers  this  issue  a  minor  one  in  rela- 
tion to  the  regulation  as  a  whole  for  which  ade- 
quate notice  was  given.     In  view  of  the  weight 
of  comment  that  the  standard  should  properly 
be  a  consumer  information  regulation,  no  further 
notice  was  deemed  necessary.    The  NHTSA  has 


already  in  this  notice  indicated  its  willingness  to 
liberally  interpret  §  575.6(c)  because  of  the  time 
factor  involved. 

3.  Clarification.  Ford  Motor  Company  has 
asked  for  a  clarification  of  the  term  "weight  of 
occupants"  used  to  compute  "cargo  weight  rat- 
ing", as  defined  by  the  regulation.  Specifically, 
Ford  inquires  whether  the  weight  is  that  of  a 
95th  percentile  male — that  of  an  "occupant"  as 
defined  by  §  571.3(b) — or  that  of  a  person  weigh- 
ing 150  pounds,  the  figure  applicable  to  other 
consumer  information  regulations  and  used  in  the 
safety  standards. 

The  NHTSA  intended  "weight  of  occupants" 
to  be  the  "normal  occupant  weight"  figure  of 
150  pounds  specified  in  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  110  rather  than  that  of  a  95th 
percentile  male,  which  is  greater.  To  clarify  this, 
the  phrase,  "computed  as  150  pounds  times  the 
uuniber  of  designated  seating  positions,"  is  added 
to  the  regulation. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
§  575.103,  Truck-camper  loading,  is  amended 

Effective  date :  April  1, 1973. 

(Sec.  112  and  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563;  80  Stat.  718, 
15  USC  1401,  and  1407;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  February  12, 1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  4400 
February  14,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

Subpart  A — General 
(Docket  No.  73-5;  Notice  1) 


This  notice  amends  the  definition  section  of  the 
regulation  on  Federal  motor  vehicle  consimier 
information  reflecting  previous  amendments  to 
definitions  in  the  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety 
standards. 

The  definitions  of  "brake  power  unit"  and 
"lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight"  in  49  CFR 
§  575.2(c)  have  been  obsoleted  by  recent  amend- 
ments to  these  terms  in  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  105a,  Hydraulic  Brake  Systems 
(37  F.R.  17970).  "Brake  power  unit"  has  been 
redefined  to  more  accurately  describe  the  char- 
acteristics of  the  component  concerned.  The 
term  "curb  weight"  used  in  defining  "lightly 
loaded  vehicle  weight"  has  been  replaced  by  "un- 
loaded vehicle  weight"  (as  defined  in  §  571.3)  as 
a  more  precise  description  of  vehicle  condition. 
Finally,    "Maximum    sustained    vehicle    speed" 


should  be  grammatically  a  speed  "attainable" 
rather  than  "obtainable". 

Effective  date :  February  28,  1973.  Since  these 
amendments  are  primarily  a  matter  of  form  and 
have  no  significant  effect  on  substantive  require- 
ments, it  is  found  for  good  cause  that  notice  and 
public  procedure  thereon  is  imnecessary,  and  an 
immediate  effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  112,  119  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15 
U.S.C.  1401,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  February  21, 1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  5338 
February  28,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

Subpart  A — General 
(Docket  72-24;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFR  575,  Consumer 
Information,  to  require  manufacturers  to  iden- 
tify specially-configured  vehicles  not  available 
for  purchase  by  tlie  general  public  as  "special 
vehicles"  in  the  information  submitted  to  the 
NHTSA  under  §  575.6(c). 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  to  this  effect 
was  published  on  November  8,  1972  (37  F.R. 
23732).  As  noted  in  that  proposal,  inclusion  of 
these  vehicles  in  compilations  or  rankings  pub- 
lished by  this  agency  as  consumer  information 
serves  no  beneficial  purpose,  and  could  confuse 
the  consumer. 

No  comments  opposed  the  proposal.  General 
Motors  Corporation  commented  that  the  amend- 
ment should  more  clearly  indicate  that  the  spe- 
cial vehicle  identification  requirements  only 
apply  to  the  information  supplied  to  NHTSA 
under  §  575.6(c).  The  new  section  reflects  this 
suggestion. 

Ford  Motor  Company  agreed  with  GM  that 
the  special  vehicle  identification  is  useful  in  in- 
formation supplied  to  NHTSA.  Ford  also  sug- 
gested, however,  that  consumer  information  on 
special  vehicles  need  not  be  included  at  all  in  the 


information  supplied  "on  location"  to  prospec- 
tive purchasers  in  accordance  with  §  575.6(b). 
The  NHTSA  does  not  have  information  at  pres- 
ent to  support  or  repudiate  this  suggestion,  which 
is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  proposal.  If  Ford  or 
any  other  person  wishes  to  petition  for  rule- 
making on  this  subject,  the  agency  will  consider 
it  for  possible  future  rulemaking. 

In  response  to  an  implied  question  by  Truck 
Body  and  Equipment  Association,  Inc.,  the 
amendment  does  not  change  the  applicability  of 
the  Consumer  Information  regulations,  as  set 
forth  in  Subpart  B  of  Part  575. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
Part  575,  Consumer  Information,  is  amended. . . . 

Effective  date :  June  11,  1973. 

(Sees.  112,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718, 
15  U.S.C.  1401,  1407 ;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  May  1,  1973. 

James  E.  Wilson 
Acting  Administrator 

38  F.R.  11347 
May  7,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Docket  No.  25,  Notice  8) 


This  notice  establishes  a  Consumer  Informa- 
tion regulation  on  Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grad- 
ing. The  notice  is  based  on  proposals  published 
March  7,  1973  (38  F.R.  6194),  and  August  14, 
1973  (38  F.R.  21939).  An  earlier  proposal, 
published  September  21,  1971  (36  F.R.  18751) 
was  later  withdrawn  (April  21,  1972;  37  F.R. 
7903).  Conaments  submitted  in  response  to  these 
proposals  have  been  considered  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  notice. 

The  regulation  will  require  tire  manufacturers 
and  brand  name  owners  to  provide  relative  grad- 
ing information  for  13-,  14-  and  15-inch  tire  size 
designations  for  tire  traction,  treadwear,  and 
high  speed  performance.  The  respective  grades 
will  be  molded  into  or  onto  the  tire  sidewall, 
contained  in  a  label  affixed  to  each  tire,  and 
provided  for  examination  by  prospective  pur- 
chasers in  a  form  retainable  by  them  at  each 
location  where  tires  are  sold.  The  requirements 
are  eflPective  with  respect  to  passenger  cars  when 
they  are  equipped  with  new  tires  bearing  quality 
grades. 

Treadwear:  The  regulation  requires  each  tire 
to  be  graded  for  treadwear  performance  using 
numbers  which  indicate  the  percentage  of  tread- 
wear the  tire  will  produce  when  compared  to  the 
treadwear  obtained  from  a  "control  tire"  speci- 
fied in  the  regulation.  Each  tire  will  be  graded 
with  either  the  number  "60",  representing  tread- 
wear performance  less  than  80  percent  of  the 
control  tire's,  or  the  number  "80",  "120",  "160" 
or  "200",  representing  at  least  that  percentage 
of  control  tire  wear.  The  grades  are  fewer  in 
number  and  represent  broader  performance 
ranges  than  those  proposed,  as  a  result  of  com- 
ments that  the  proposed  grades  were  too  numer- 
ous and  would  not  take  into  account  inherent 
differences  in  tire  performance. 


The  method  for  obtaining  treadwear  grades  is 
essentially  that  proposed  in  the  notice  of  March  7, 
1973.  Treadwear  grades  will  be  determined  by 
using  a  convoy  of  up  to  four  identical  passenger 
cars  with  one  vehicle  equipped  with  four  identi- 
cal control  tires,  and  each  of  the  remaining  ve- 
hicles equipped  with  four  identical  manufactur- 
er's tires  (candidate  tires)  having  the  same 
nominal  rim  diameter  as  the  control  tire.  The 
NHTSA  intends  that  the  convoy  vehicles  be 
driven  as  similarly  as  possible  with  respect  to 
such  factors  as  steering  and  braking.  The  ve- 
hicles are  run  for  16,000  miles  over  a  surface 
that  will  produce  control  tire  wear  equal  to  be- 
tween 65  and  85  percent  of  original  tread  depth. 
The  proposal  had  suggested  that  the  tires  be 
worn  to  90  percent  of  tread  depth.  This  per- 
centage has  been  reduced  to  prevent  the  tires 
from  being  worn  below  their  treadwear  indi- 
cators. The  proposal  had  further  suggested  that 
candidate  tires  be  loaded  to  100  percent  of  the 
load  specified  for  their  inflation  pressure  in  the 
1972  Tire  and  Rim  Association  Yearbook.  In 
response  to  comments  that  vehicles  are  rarely 
loaded  to  that  extent  in  practice,  the  load  has 
been  changed  to  90  percent  of  the  load  specified 
for  the  inflation  pressure  in  the  1972  Tire  and 
Rim  Association  Yearbook.  The  NHTSA  be- 
lieves the  road  test  method  for  measuring  tread- 
wear to  be  the  most  satisfactory  that  is  presently 
available.  Moreover,  the  method  has  been  used 
for  many  years  by  tire  manufacturers  to  eval- 
uate the  treadwear  potential  of  newly  developed 
tire  designs  and  compounds. 

Many  comments  agreed  that  a  16,000-mile 
road  test  was  appropriate  for  grading  the  tread- 
wear of  radial  tires.  Some  comments  urged, 
however,  that  only  a  12,000-mile  test  be  specified 
for  bias  and  biasA>elted  tires.    The  NHTSA  has 
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not  accepted  this  recommendation  as  it  believes 
the  comparative  data  for  candidate  tires  of  dif- 
ferent construction  types  will  necessarily  be 
more  accurate  if  the  comparisons  are  based  on 
the  same  degree  of  control  tire  wear. 

Certain  comments  referred  to  the  existing  na- 
tional energy  shortage,  requesting  that  the 
agency  take  into  account  the  problems  presented 
by  the  shortage  in  the  final  requirements.  The 
NHTSA  recognizes  the  degree  of  energy  that 
will  be  necessary  to  perform  the  appropriate 
grading  tests,  particularly  with  respect  to  the 
test  for  treadwear  grading.  Research  has  been 
undertaken  and  will  continue  with  a  view  to 
reducing  the  energy  needs  to  establish  treadwear 
performance  without  adversely  affecting  the  va- 
lidity of  test  results.  The  NHTSA  invites  sug- 
gestions or  proposals  in  this  regard,  including 
supportive  data,  directed  to  the  establishment  of 
alternative  methods  or  tests  for  grading  tire 
treadwear. 

Traction:  Each  tire  will  bear  a  traction  grade 
of  "90",  "105",  or  "120",  representing  at  least 
that  percentage  of  control  tire  performance.  The 
test  for  obtaining  traction  grades  is  similar  to 
that  proposed  on  March  7,  1973.  It  utilizes  a 
two-wheeled  test  trailer  built  essentially  to  speci- 
fications in  American  Society  of  Testing  and 
Materials  E-274-70,  Skid  Resistance  of  Paved 
Surfaces  Using  a  Full-Scale  Tire.  The  test  con- 
sists of  towing  the  trailer  over  specified  wet  test 
surfaces,  equipped  first  with  identical  control 
tires,  and  then  with  identical  candidate  tires  of 
the  same  rim  diameter  as  the  control  tire.  The 
average  coefficient  of  friction  is  computed  when 
one  trailer  wheel  is  locked  on  each  of  the  two 
surfaces  at  20,  40,  and  60  miles  per  hour.  The 
grade,  similarly  to  the  treadwear  grade,  is  the 
comparative  difference  between  candidate  and 
control  tire  performance.  The  final  rule  differs 
from  the  notice  in  that  the  proposed  traction 
grade  representing  less  than  90  percent  of  control 
tire  performance  has  not  been  included.  This 
results  from  the  notice  proposing  to  amend 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  109  (49 
CFR  571.109)  (38  F.R.  31841;  November  19, 
1973)  to  require  all  passenger  car  tires  to  achieve 
at  least  this  level  of  control  tire  performance. 
The  NHTSA  expects  that  this  requirement  will 
become   effective   on   the   effective   date   of   this 


regulation,  thereby  necessitating  the  deletion  of 
the  grade.  The  other  grades  specified  differ  from 
those  proposed  to  the  extent  that  the  range  be- 
tween grades  has  been  increased  to  better  allow 
for  inherent  gradations  in  actual  tire  perform- 
ance. 

Many  comments  urged  that  grading  for  tire 
traction  not  be  established  at  this  time.  The 
comments  argued  that  the  current  state  of  the 
art  has  not  advanced  to  the  point  where  reliable 
and  reproducible  results  can  be  obtained  using 
the  proposed  two-wheel  trailer  method. 

The  NHTSA  believes  the  traction  test  issued 
by  this  notice,  utilizing  the  two-wheeled  trailer, 
is  an  objective  procedure,  capable  of  producing 
repeatable  results,  and  is  therefore  satisfactory 
for  the  purpose  of  measuring  and  grading 
straight-line,  wet-surface  braking  traction.  In 
this  regard,  on  the  basis  of  information  received 
from  General  Motors,  that  company  is  presently 
using  the  identical  methodology  in  the  specifica- 
tions for  tire  traction  for  its  "TPC"  specification 
tire.  This  tire  is  presently  manufactured  by 
numerous  domestic  tire  companies.  Moreover, 
grading  tire  traction  is  a  necessary  adjunct,  in 
the  view  of  NHTSA,  to  grading  tire  treadwear, 
for  it  is  commonly  known  that  treadwear  and 
traction  performance  result  from  diverse  tire 
properties.  The  two  tests,  therefore,  serve  as  a 
check  that  manufacturers  will  not  design  tires 
that  perform  well  in  one  area  at  the  expense  of 
performance  in  the  other.  The  minimum  trac- 
tion performance  requirement  recommended  by 
the  comments  as  a  substitute  for  traction  grading 
is  insufficient,  in  the  view  of  NHTSA,  to  serve 
this  function  alone. 

Many  comments  stated  that  traction  test  sur- 
faces should  be  defined  by  test  surface  composi- 
tion and  skid  number,  rather  than  by  skid 
number  alone  as  proposed.  It  was  argued  that 
without  a  surface  specification,  reversals  in  tire 
performance  may  occur.  The  NHTSA  agrees 
that  the  inclusion  of  precise  surface  specifications 
may  improve  the  reliability  of  traction  test  re- 
sults. It  has  not  adopted  such  specifications  in 
this  notice  as  they  have  not  been  previously  pro- 
posed. However,  recent  developments  have  been 
made  in  the  establishment  of  test  surfaces  by  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation.    Test  surfaces  developed 
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by  that  agency  are  proposed  in  a  notice  issued 
concurrently  with  this  notice  (1061)  for  later 
inclusion  in  the  regulation. 

Some  comments  argued  that  the  description  of 
this  grading  parameter  as  "traction"  was  mis- 
leading, as  the  proposed  test  dealt  only  with  wet 
braking  traction  and  not  dry  pavement  or  cor- 
nering traction.  They  suggested  therefore  that 
the  grading  parameter  be  referred  to  as  braking 
or  stopping  traction,  or  as  "wet-surface  traction." 
The  NHTSA  does  not  dispute  that  these  other 
traction  properties  are  important  aspects  of  tire 
traction,  and  expects  to  add  these  performance 
aspects  to  the  traction  grading  scheme  when  ap- 
propriate test  procedures  are  developed.  The 
NHTSA  does  not  believe,  however,  that  the  de- 
scription of  the  existing  test  as  "traction"  is 
misleading.  The  terminology  suggested  by  the 
comments,  in  the  view  of  NHTSA,  would  be 
over  technical  and  unnecessary. 

High  speed  performance:  High  speed  per- 
formance grades  of  "A",  "B",  or  "C"  are  required 
to  be  affixed  to  each  tire  based  on  its  performance 
on  the  high  speed  laboratory  test  wheel  which  is 
presently  used  in  testing  for  conformity  to  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  109.  The  test 
utilized  is  as  proposed — an  extension  of  the 
Standard  No.  109  high  speed  performance  test. 
A  tire  will  be  graded  "C"  if  it  only  passes  the 
Standard  No.  109  test.  In  order  to  achieve  a 
grade  of  "B",  the  tire  must  run  without  failure 
an  additional  i/^  hour  at  425  rpm  and  two  addi- 
tional hours,  one  at  450  rpm  and  the  other  at 
475  rpm.  To  achieve  a  grade  of  "A"  the  tire 
must  be  run  without  failure  an  additional  hour 
at  500  rpm  and  another  hour  at  525  rpm.  The 
NHTSA  has  recently  revised  the  criteria  for  tire 
failure  in  Standard  No.  109  (38  F.R.  27050; 
September  28,  1973)  and  the  revised  criteria  are 
the  criteria  included  in  this  rule. 

The  principal  comment  regarding  the  proposed 
high  speed  grading  format  was  that  it  should 
consist  of  only  two  grades — one  recommended 
for  general  use  and  the  other  for  use  by  emer- 
gency vehicles.  The  comments  argued  that  fur- 
ther grading  of  high  'speed  performance  was 
unnecessary  and  would  promote  high  speed  driv- 
ing. The  NHTSA  views  the  suggested  2-grade 
scheme  as  rendering  any  high  speed  grade  mean- 
ingless for  most  consumers.    Essentially,  it  pro- 


vides no  information  other  than  conformity  to 
Standard  No.  109.  The  NHTSA  believes  driv- 
ing habits  with  respect  to  speed  do  differ  among 
the  driving  population  and  that  the  grading 
scheme  should  be  based  on  that  consideration. 

Control  Tires:  Both  treadwear  and  traction 
grades  are  based  on  comparative  results  using  a 
control  tire  specified  in  the  rule.  The  control 
tires  are  2-ply,  rayon  tires  of  bias  construction, 
in  sizes  6.50x13,  7.75x14,  and  8.55x15.  The 
control  tire  in  each  specified  rim  diameter  will 
be  used  in  testing  all  candidate  tires  having  that 
rim  diameter.  The  precise  specifications  for  the 
tires  are  identical  to  those  proposed. 

Control  tires  will  be  manufactured  pursuant 
to  NHTSA  contract  and  will  be  used  in  NHTSA 
compliance  testing.  They  will  be  made  available 
to  the  industry  for  testing  purposes,  and  the 
NHTSA  will  accept,  for  purposes  of  compliance 
tests,  results  based  upon  their  performance.  The 
agency  may  consider  manufacturers  who  use  dif- 
ferent test  devices  to  have  failed  to  exercise  the 
due  care  contemplated  by  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  should  their  tires 
fail  to  perform  to  the  specified  grades  when 
subject  to  agency  tests. 

The  final  rule  modifies  certain  aspects  of  the 
proposed  rule  apart  from  the  grading  tests.  In 
response  to  several  comments,  labels  are  not  re- 
quired to  be  affixed  to  the  tread  surface  of  tires 
which  are  furnished  as  original  equipment  on 
new  vehicles.  These  vehicles  are  generally  driven 
before  sale,  and  labels  on  the  tire  tread  surface 
are  therefore  of  questionable  value.  Information 
on  these  tires  will  still  be  required  to  be  otherwise 
furnished  with  the  vehicle,  and  available  for  re- 
tention by  prospective  purchasers.  The  NHTSA 
did  not,  however,  agree  with  comments  recom- 
mending that  the  affixed  label  requirement  be 
deleted  entirely.  Tires  are  frequently  on  display 
in  sales  outlets,  and  the  affixed  label  will  provide 
consumers  with  the  clearest  understanding  of  the 
grades  applicable  to  a  particular  tire. 

The  grades  molded  onto  the  tire  sidewall  are 
required  to  be  placed  between  the  shoulder  and 
the  maximum  section  width,  rather  than  between 
the  maximum  section  width  and  the  bead  as  pro- 
posed. The  NHTSA  believes  the  grades  should 
apply  only  to  the  original  tire,  and  the  placement 
of   grades    above   the   maximum   section   width 
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increases  the  likelihood  that  grades  will  be  re- 
moved if  the  tire  is  retreaded. 

Certain  comments  expressed  the  view  that 
providing  information  for  tires  placed  on  new 
vehicles  and  furnishing  that  information  to  the 
NHTSA  30  days  before  the  vehicles  are  available 
to  the  public  is  difficult  to  accomplish  because  of 
the  variety  of  tire  and  vehicle  combinations  in- 
volved. The  NHTSA  does  not  believe  sufficient 
justification  has  been  shown  for  deleting  these 
requirements.  While  some  modification  may  be 
necessary  to  existing  manufacturer  practices,  the 
NHTSA  cannot  agree  that  the  regulation  pre- 
sents unmanageable  problems  for  manufacturers. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1974.  The 
NHTSA  has  issued  this  notice  pursuant  to  an 
order  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 


District  of  Columbia.    That  order  specifies  that 
the  regulation  take  effect  on  September  1,  1974. 

In  light  of  the  above,  sections  575.4  and  575.6 
are  revised,  and  a  new  section  575.104  "Uniform 
Tire  Quality  Grading",  is  added  in  Chapter  V, 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  .  .  . 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  203;  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421, 
1423;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  December  28,  1973. 


James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

39  F.R.  1037 
January  4,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(Docket  No.  25;   Notice   11) 


This  notice  revokes  the  Uniform  Tire  Quality 
Grading  regulation  published  January  4,  1974 
(39  F.R.  1037),  and  responds  to  petitions  for 
reconsideration  received  with  respect  to  the 
regulation. 

The  Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading  regulation 
specified  the  use  of  "control  tires'"  in  the  estab- 
lishment of  grades  for  treadwear  and  traction. 
The  NHTSA  expected  that  control  tires  would 
be  manufactured  by  an  industry  source  pursuant 
to  NHTSA  contract,  and  would  be  available  for 
both  industry  and  government  use.  A  solicita- 
tion for  a  proposal  to  manufacture  control  tires 
was  advertised  to  the  domestic  tire  industry. 
Two  proposals  were  received.  Each,  however, 
has  been  determined  to  be  nonresponsive  to  the 
solicitation,  which  has  accordingly  been  can- 
celled. 

Due  to  the  failure  of  NHTSA  to  procure  a 
control  tire,  the  agency  must  revoke  the  Uniform 
Tire  Quality  Grading  regulation  in  its  present 
form.  The  revocation  of  the  regulation  renders 
moot  the  petitions  for  reconsideration  received. 


On  May  2,  1974,  an  order  was  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  tlie  District  of 
Columbia  in  the  case  of  Nash  v.  Brinegar  (Civil 
Action  No.  177-73)  requiring  the  NHTSA  to 
issue,  by  June  15,  1974,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  for  a  revised  Uniform  Tire  Quality 
Grading  regulation  having  a  proposed  effective 
date  of  May  1,  1975. 

In  light  of  the  above,  §  575.104  "Uniform  Tire 
Quality  Grading"  of  Chapter  V,  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations,  is  revoked,  effective 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  203;  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421, 
1423;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  May  6,  1974. 


Gene  G.  Mannella 
Acting  Administrator 

39  F.R.  16469 
May  9,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Docket  No.  74-18;   Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  Part  575,  Consumer  In- 
formation, so  that  the  requirement  that  manu- 
facturers have  consumer  information  available 
in  showrooms  does  not  apply  to  sjiecial  vehicles 
not  available  to  the  general  public. 

On  April  26,  1974,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  proposed  to  amend 
Part  575  to  provide  consumers  with  information 
for  only  those  vehicles  which  they  were  eligible 
to  purchase  (39  F.R.  14728).  The  i)roposal, 
which  was  in  response  to  a  petition  from  Ford 
Motor  Company,  stated  that  information  con- 
cerning special  vehicles  would  continue  to  be 
made  available  to  eligible  purchasers.  Com- 
ments concerning  the  proposal  were  received 
from    American    Motors    Corporation,    General 


]Motors  Corporation  and  Chrysler  Corporation. 
All  comments  favored  tlie  proposal. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
575.7  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  March  13,  1975.  Because  the 
amendment  relieves  a  restriction,  it  is  found  for 
good  cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  imme- 
diately upon  publication  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  114,  203,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1423;  dele- 
gation of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  March  7,  1975. 

Noel  C.  Bufe 
Acting  Administrator 

40  F.R.  11727 
March  13,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Docket  No.  25;   Notice   17) 


This  notice  establishes  Uniform  Tire  Quality 
Grading  Standards.  The  notice  is  based  on  pro- 
posals published  June  14,  1974  (39  F.R.  20808, 
Notice  12),  August  9,  1974  (39  F.R.  28644, 
Notice  14),  and  January  7,  1975  (40  F.R.  1273, 
Notice  15).  Comments  submitted  in  response  to 
these  proposals  have  been  considered  in  the  prep- 
aration of  this  notice. 

A  rule  on  this  subject  was  issued  on  January 
4,  1974  (39  F.R.  1037).  It  was  revoked  on  May 
9,  1974  (39  F.R.  16469),  due  to  the  inability  of 
the  NHTSA  to  obtain  from  the  tire  industry 
"control  tires"  which  were  to  have  been  used  as 
the  basis  for  determining  the  comparative  per- 
formance grades  for  treadwear  and  traction. 

The  rule  issued  today  requires  manufacturers 
to  provide  grading  information  for  new  passen- 
ger car  tires  in  each  of  the  following  perform- 
ance areas:  treadwear,  traction,  and  temperature 
resistance.  The  respective  grades  are  to  be 
molded  into  or  onto  the  tire  sidewall,  contained 
in  a  label  affixed  to  each  tire  (except  for  OEM 
tires) ,  and  provided  for  examination  by  prospec- 
tive purchasers  in  a  form  retainable  by  them  at 
each  location  where  tires  are  sold. 

TREADWEAR 

Treadwear  grades  are  based  on  a  tire's  pro- 
jected mileage  (the  distance  which  it  is  expected 
to  travel  before  wearing  down  to  its  treadwear 
indicators)  as  tested  on  a  single,  predetermined 
test  run  of  approximately  6400  miles.  A  tire's 
treadwear  grade  is  expressed  as  the  percentage 
which  its  projected  mileage  represents  of  a 
nominal  30.000  miles,  rounded  off  to  the  nearest 
lower  10%  increment.  For  example,  a  tire  with 
a  projected  mileage  of  24,000  would  be  graded 
"80",  while  one  with  a  projected  mileage  of  40,000 
would  be  graded  "130". 


The  test  course  has  been  established  by  the 
NHTSA  in  the  vicinity  of  San  Angelo,  Texas, 
as  described  in  Appendix  A.  It  is  the  same  as 
that  discussed  at  the  public  briefings  on  this  sub- 
ject which  took  place  July  23  and  July  29,  1974, 
except  that  the  direction  of  travel  has  been  re- 
versed on  the  northwest  loop  to  increase  safety 
by  reducing  the  number  left  turns.  The  course 
is  approximately  400  miles  long,  and  each 
treadwear  test  will  require  16  circuits.  It  is 
anticipated  that  both  the  industry,  at  each  manu- 
facturer's option,  and  the  agency  will  perform 
treadwear  tests  on  this  course;  the  former  for 
establishing  grades,  and  the  latter  for  purposes 
of  compliance  testing,  i.e.,  testing  the  validity 
of  the  grades  assigned.  To  arrange  for  alloca- 
tions of  test  time  at  the  site,  industry  members 
should  contact  the  NHTSA  facility  manager, 
P.O.  Box  6591,  Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base,  San 
Angelo,  Texas  76901;  telephone  (915)  655-0546. 
'WTiile  manufacturers  are  not  required  to  test  on 
the  site,  it  would  be  to  their  advantage  to  do  so, 
since  the  legal  standard  against  which  com- 
pliance with  the  rule  will  be  measured  is  a  tire's 
performance  in  government  tests  on  that  course. 

The  method  of  determining  projected  mileages 
is  essentially  that  proposed  in  Notice  12  as  modi- 
fied by  Notices  14  and  15  in  this  docket.  The 
treadwear  performance  of  a  candidate  tire  is 
measured  along  with  that  of  course  monitoring 
tires  (CMTs)  if  the  same  general  construction 
type  (bias,  bias-belted,  or  radial)  used  to  monitor 
changes  in  course  severity.  The  CMTs  are  tires 
procured  by  the  NHTSA — one  group  each  of 
the  three  general  types — which  are  made  avail- 
able by  the  agency  for  purchase  and  use  by  regu- 
lated persons  at  the  test  site.  To  obtain  course 
monitoring  tires,  regulated  persons  should  con- 
tact the  NHTSA  facility  manager  at  the  aboVe 
address. 
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Each  test  convoy  consists  of  one  car  equipped 
witli  four  CMTs  and  three  or  fewer  other  cars 
equipped  with  candidate  tires  of  tlie  same  con- 
struction type.  (Candidate  tires  on  the  same 
axle  are  identical,  but  front  tires  on  a  test  vehicle 
may  differ  from  rear  tires  as  lonji  as  all  four 
are  of  the  same  size  designation.)  After  a  two- 
circuit  break-in  period,  the  initial  tread  depth  of 
each  tire  is  determined  by  averaging  the  depth 
measured  at  six  equally  spaced  locations  in  each 
groove.  At  the  end  of  every  two  circuits  (800 
miles),  each  tire's  tread  depth  is  measured  again 
in  the  same  way,  the  tires  are  rotated,  vehicle 
positions  in  the  convoy  are  rotated,  and  wheel 
alignments  are  readjusted  if  necessary.  At  the 
end  of  the  16-circuit  test,  each  tire's  overall  wear 
rate  is  calculated  from  the  nine  measured  tread 
depths  and  their  corresponding  mileages-after- 
break-in  as  follows:  The  regression  line  which 
"best  fits"  these  data  points  is  determined  by 
applying  the  method  of  least  squares  as  described 
in  Appendix  C;  the  wear  rate,  is  defined  as  the 
absolute  value  of  the  slope  of  the  regression  line, 
in  mils  of  tread  depth  per  1000  miles.  This 
wear  rate  is  adjusted  for  changes  in  course  se- 
verity by  a  multiplier  consisting  of  the  base  wear 
rate  for  that  type  of  course  monitoring  tire 
divided  by  the  measured  average  of  the  wear 
rates  for  the  four  CMTs  in  that  convoy.  A 
candidate  tire's  tread  depth  after  break-in 
(minus  62  mils  to  account  for  wearout  when  the 
treadwear  indicators  are  reached)  divided  by  its 
adjusted  wear  rate  and  multiplied  by  1000,  plus 
800  miles,  yields  its  projected  mileage.  The  pro- 
jected mileage  is  divided  by  30,000  and  multiplied 
by  100  to  determine  the  percentage  which,  when 
rounded  off,  represents  the  candidate  tire's  tread- 
wear  grade. 

A  discussion  of  the  NHTSA  response  to  the 
comments  on  treadwear  grading  follows. 

Duration  of  hreak-in  period  and  test.  The  400 
mile  break-in  period  originally  proposed  in  Notice 
12  was  extended  in  Notice  15  to  800  miles,  to 
permit  the  rotation  of  each  tire  between  axles 
after  400  miles.  The  Rubber  Manufacturers 
Association  (RMA)  suggested  that  a  1600-mile 
break-in,  by  permitting  each  tire  to  be  rotated 


once  through  each  position  on  the  test  car,  would 
provide  more  reliable  results.  An  analysis  of  var- 
iance in  a  study  conducted  by  the  XHTSA  showed 
no  significant  variations  in  wear  from  one  side  of 
a  car  to  the  other.  Further,  a  review  of  data 
from  extensive  testing  on  the  San  Angelo  course 
showed  no  anomalies  or  consistent  variations  in 
wear  rate  occurring  after  the  first  800  miles. 
The  NHTSA  is  convinced  that  the  800-mile 
break-in  period  is  sufficient  to  allow  a  tire  to 
estalilish  its  equilibrium  inflated  shape  and  stabi- 
lize its  wear  rate.  Therefore,  the  RMA  sugges- 
tion has  not  been  adopted. 

Many  of  the  comments  to  Notice  12  suggested 
that  testing  distances  greater  than  6400  miles 
are  necessary  for  accurate  tread  life  projections. 
Testing  to  40%,  50%,  and  even  90%  of  wearout 
was  urged.  Unfortunately,  only  the  submission 
of  North  American  Dunlop  was  accompanied  by 
substantive  data.  These  data,  showing  non-linear 
wear  rates,  were  of  questionable  validity  because 
the  tires  were  not  broken  in  prior  to  testing  and 
because  the  data  were  collected  by  different  test 
fleets  in  different  parts  of  the  country.  None- 
theless, as  a  result  of  the  large  number  of  adverse 
comments,  the  NHTSA  requested  further  in- 
formation from  all  knowledgeable  and  concerned 
parties  to  docunient  and  substantiate  the  position 
that  a  longer  treadwear  test  is  necessary.  The 
additional  data  were  requested  in  a  written  in- 
quiry to  the  RMA  and  in  Notice  15.  Because 
of  the  need  to  limit  test  time,  test  cost,  and  fuel 
consumption,  the  objective  was  to  de*^ermine  the 
minimum  test  distance  which  can  reliably  pre- 
dict ultimate  tire  treadwear  life. 

The  responses  to  these  requests  have  been  re- 
viewed and  analyzed.  Again,  the  NHTSA  finds 
the  industry  data  and  conclusions  that  greater 
testing  distances  are  necessary  lacking  in  rigor 
and  completeness.  In  most  cases,  the  conditions 
of  the  industiy  tests  were  not  disclosed  or  did 
not  coincide  with  the  prescribed  control  proce- 
dures. Serious  doubt  is  cast  upon  the  conclusions 
because  of  inadequate  information  on  one  or  more 
of  the  following  test  conditions:  changes  in 
weather  and  season,  course  severity,  conformity 
with  prescribed  break-in  period,  mileage  between 
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readings,  method  of  projected  mileage,  size  of 
convoy,  number  of  tires  tested,  and  uniformity 
and  frequency  of  tread  depth  measurement. 

A  controlled  test  program  recently  completed 
by  the  NHTSA  was  designed  to  test  the  hypoth- 
esis that  the  rate  of  wear  of  tires  is  constant  after 
an  800-mile  break-in.  The  design  and  conclu- 
sions of  the  test  are  discussed  in  detail  in  a  paper 
by  Brenner,  Scheiner,  and  Kondo  ("Uniform 
Tire  Quality  Grading;  Effect  of  Status  of  Wear 
on  Tire  Wear  Rate,"  NHTSA  Techndal  Note 
T-lOU,  March,  1975 — General  Reference  entry 
no.  42  in  tliis  docket.)  The  general  conclusions 
of  the  test  are:  (1)  that  tlie  inherent  rate  of 
wear  of  tires,  aftei'  an  SOO  mile  break-in  period, 
is  constant  and  (2)  that  tlie  projected  tread  life 
for  a  tire  estimated  from  a  6,400-mile  test  after 
800-mile  break-in  is  accui-ate  for  all  tliree  tire 
tj-pes.  Accordingly,  the  6,400  mile  test  period 
has  been  retained. 

Grading  based  on  minimum  performance.  The 
RMA  expressed  strong  disagreement  with  any 
system  in  which  treadwear  grades  are  based  on  a 
tire  line's  niinimum  projected  mileage  on  tlie  San 
Angelo  test  course,  urging  instead  that  the  aver- 
age performance  of  a  line  is  a  more  ajipropriato 
grade.  The  RMA  suggested  furtlier  that  the 
proposed  grading  system  "ignores  the  Itell-shaped 
distribution  curve  wliich  describes  any  perform- 
ance characteristics  and  would  require  the  down- 
grading of  an  entire  line  of  tires  until  no  portion 
of  the  distribution  curve  fell  below  any  selected 
treadwear  grade,  notwithstanding  that  the  large 
bulk  of  a  given  group  of  tires  was  well  aliove 
the  grade." 

The  XHTSA  rejects  the  arguments  and  the 
position  taken  l\v  tlie  industry  on  tliis  issue.  It 
is  precisely  tlic  fact  that,  in  industrial  processes 
invohing  production  of  large  numbers  of  items, 
the  products  group  themselves  into  the  so-called 
bell-sliaped  or  normal  distribution  which  allows 
for  measurement  of  central  tendency  and  varia- 
tion and  forms  the  basis  of  scientific  quality 
control. 

Tests  performed  by  the  XIITSA  and  described 
in  the  paper  cited  above  have  shown  conclusively 
that  different  production  tires  exhibit  considerable 
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differences  in  their  variability  about  their  respec- 
tive average  values.  Thus,  two  different  tire 
brands  might  have  identical  average  values  for 
treadwear,  but  differ  markedly  in  their  variance 
or  standard  deviation.  These  diffeernces  would 
proliably  be  attributable  to  differences  in  process 
and  quality  control. 

Recognition  of  differences  in  inherent  variabil- 
ity among  tire  manufacturers  and  tire  lines  is 
of  the  utmost  importance  to  the  consumer.  The 
average  or  mean  measure  of  a  group  of  tires  does 
not  provide  sufficient  information  to  enable  the 
consumer  to  make  an  informed  choice.  If  one 
tire  on  a  user's  car  wears  out  in  10.000  miles, 
the  fact  that  the  "average"  tire  of  that  type 
wears  to  2."),000  miles  in  the  same  driving  environ- 
ment does  not  alter  his  need  to  purchase  a  new 
tire.  Ideally,  the  consumer  might  be  provided 
with  more  information  if  he  were  given  a  meas- 
ure of  the  mean  (central  tendency)  and  standard 
deviation  (variability)  for  each  tire  type,  but  the 
complexity  and  possible  confusion  generated  by 
such  a  system  would  negate  its  advantages.  In 
the  NIITSA's  judgment,  the  most  valuable  single 
grade  for  the  consumer  is  one  corresponding  to 
a  level  of  performance  wihch  he  can  be  reason- 
ably ceitain  is  exceeded  by  the  universe  popula- 
tion for  tliat  tire  brand  and  line. 

As  with  the  other  consumer  information  regu- 
lations is-ucd  by  this  agency,  a  grade  represents 
a  minimum  performance  figure  to  which  every 
tire  is  expected  to  C(mform  if  tested  by  the  gov- 
ernment under  the  procedures  set  forth  in  the 
rule.  Thus,  any  manufacturer  in  doubt  about 
the  performance  capabilities  of  a  line  of  his  tires 
is  free  to  assign  a  lower  grade  than  what  might 
actually  be  achieved,  and  he  is  expected  to  ensure 
that  substantially  all  the  tires  marked  with  a 
particular  grade  are  capable  of  achieving  it. 

Homogeneity  of  course  monitoHng  tires. 
Another  aspect  of  the  Notice  12  proposal  which 
generated  much  controversy  is  the  adoption  by 
the  XHTSA  of  production  tires  for  use  as  course 
uionitoring  tires.  The  commenters  suggested  that 
changes  in  course  severity  be  monitored  instead 
by  tires  manufactured  under  rigidly  specified 
conditions  to  ensure  homogeneity.    Because  varia- 
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tions  in  the  performance  of  course  monitoring 
tires  are  reflected  in  treadwear  projections  for 
all  candidate  tires,  it  follows  that  tlie  more  homo- 
geneous the  universe  of  the  monitoring  tires,  tlie 
more  precisely  the  performance  of  the  candidate 
tires  can  be  graded.  The  NHTSA  is  in  complete 
accord  witli  the  industry's  desire  to  minimize  the 
variability  of  tires  chosen  for  course  monitoring. 
The  development  of  specifications  for  special 
"control  tires",  in  which  materials,  processing, 
and  other  conditions  are  rigidly  controlled  to  a 
degree  beyond  that  possible  for  mass  production, 
will  continue.  The  NHTSA  hopes  to  work  with 
the  tire  industry  to  reduce  the  variability  of 
course  monitoring  tires  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  an 
earlier  version  of  this  regulation  had  to  be  re- 
voked due  to  the  difficulty  in  obtaining  such 
"control  tires."  Recent  tests  (summarized  in  the 
paper  cited  above)  demonstrate  that  implementa- 
tion of  a  viable  treadwear  grading  system  need 
not  be  delayed  further,  pending  development  of 
special  tires.  In  these  tests,  the  current  radial 
CMTs — Goodyear  Custom  Steelgards  chosen  from 
a  single,  short  production  run — show  a  coefficient 
of  variation  (standard  deviation  of  wear  rate 
divided  by  mean)  of  4.9%.  This  degree  of  uni- 
formity is  commensurate  with  universally  ac- 
cepted criteria  for  test  control  purposes.  Hence, 
grading  of  radial  tires  may  be  started  imme- 
diately. The  tentatively  adopted  bias  and  bias- 
belted  CMTs  showed  coefficients  of  variation  of 
7.3%  and  12.4%,  respectively.  Existing  test  data 
indicate  that  the  NHTSA  will  be  able  to  identify 
and  procure  other  tires  of  these  two  consti'uction 
types,  exhibiting  homogeneity  comparable  to  the 
current  radial  CMTs,  in  time  for  testing  in 
accordance  with  the  implementation  schedule  set 
out  below.  In  any  event,  the  variability  of  course 
monitoring  tires  will  be  taken  into  account  by  the 
NHTSA  in  connection  with  its  compliance  test- 
ing. At  worst,  the  degree  of  grading  imprecision 
associated  with  CMT  variability  will  be  no 
greater  than  one-half  the  levels  measured  for 
the  current  bias  and  bias-belted  tire  lots,  because 
the  standard  deviation  for  the  average  of  a  set  of 
four  tires  is  equal  to  one-half  that  of  the  universe 


standard  deviation.  It  is  the  NHTSA's  judg- 
ment that  treadwear  grades  of  this  level  of  preci- 
sion will  provide  substantially  more  meaningful 
information  to  the  prospective  tire  buyer  tlian  is 
currently  available. 

To  make  efficient  use  of  the  available  CMTs, 
the  NHTSA  expects  to  conduct  treadwear  tests 
with  used  CMTs,  as  well  as  with  new  ones.  This 
will  not  affect  any  mileage  projections,  because 
the  inherent  wear  rate  of  tires  is  constant  after 
break-in.  Test  results  will  be  discarded  if  the 
treadwear  indicators  are  sliowing  on  any  of  the 
CMTs  at  the  end  of  a  test. 

The  need  for  three  separate  course  monitoring 
tires.  Many  commenters  suggested  that  a  single 
CMT  of  the  bias-ply  type  be  used,  arguing  that 
the  use  of  a  different  CMT  for  each  general  con- 
struction type  would  create  three  separate  tread- 
wear rating  systems.  Tliese  suggestions  appear 
to  result  from  a  misunderstanding  of  the  role  of 
the  course  monitoring  tires.  They  are  not  used 
as  yardsticks  against  which  candidate  tires  are 
graded.  Instead,  they  are  used  to  monitor 
clianges  in  tlie  severity  of  the  test  course.  Ex- 
periments performed  by  the  NHTSA  (Brenner, 
F.C.  and  Kondo,  A.,  "Elements  in  the  Road 
Evaluation  of  Tire  Wear",  Tire  Sci&nce  and 
Technology,  Vol.  I,  No.  1,  Feb.  1973,  p.  17— Gen- 
eral Reference  enti-y  no.  17  in  this  docket)  show 
that  changes  in  test  course  severity  will  affect 
tires  of  differing  construction  types  to  differing 
degrees.  For  example,  tlic  imi)rovement  in  pro- 
jected tread  life  from  the  severest  to  the  mildest 
test  courses  in  the  experiments  was  12%  for  bias 
tii-es,  yet  it  was  91%  for  bias-belted  tires  and 
140%  for  radial  tires.  In  fact,  a  variety  of 
factors  influence  course  severity,  each  iiaving 
different  relative  effects  on  tlic  various  tire  types. 
Tiierefore,  the  use  of  a  single  coui'se  monitoring 
tire  on  courses  of  vai'ving  severity,  or  even  on  a 
given  course  wJiose  se\'erity  is  subject  to  varia- 
tion due  to  weatlier  and  road  wear,  would  not 
permit  the  correct  adjustment  of  measured  wear 
rates  for  environmental  influences.  Only  with 
a  CMT  for  each  construction  type  can  a  single, 
uniform  treadwear  grading  system  be  established. 
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Expression  of  treadwear  grades.  The  system 
of  treadwear  grading  proposed  in  Notice  12  spec- 
ified six  grades,  as  follows: 

Grade  X  (projected  mileage  less  than  15,000) 

Grade  15  (projected  mileage  at  least  15,000) 

Grade  25  (         "                "          "       "     25,000) 

Grade  35  (         "                "          "       "     35,000) 

Grade  45  (         "                "         "       "     45,000) 


Grade  60  ( 


60,000) 


Among  the  objections  to  this  proposal  was  that 
small  differences  in  actual  treadwear  in  the  vi-. 
cinity  of  grade  boundaries  would  be  misrepre- 
sented as  large  differences  because  of  the  breadth 
of  the  predetermined  categories.  The  NHTSA 
was  also  concerned  that  the  broad  categories 
could  in  some  cases  reduce  the  desirable  competi- 
tive impact  of  the  treadwear  grading  system  if 
tires  of  substantially  differing  treadwear  per- 
formance were  grouped  in  the  same  grade.  For 
these  reasons,  a  relatively  continuous  grading 
system  was  proposed  in  Notice  15,  in  which  tires 
would  be  graded  with  two  digit  numbers  repre- 
senting their  minimum  projected  mileages  in 
thousands  of  miles  as  determined  on  the  San 
Angelo  test  course.  The  major  objection  to  both 
of  these  proposals  was  that  grades  expressing 
projected  mileages  would  lead  consumers  to  ex- 
pect every  tire  to  yield  its  indicated  mileage. 
The  manufacturers  were  especially  concerned 
that  this  would  subject  them  to  implied  warranty 
obligations,  despite  the  disclaimer  on  the  label. 
The  NHTSA  remains  convinced  that  treadw-ear 
grades  which  are  directly  related  to  projected 
mileages  are  the  most  appropriate  way  of  ex- 
pressing treadwear  performance.  To  overcome 
any  possible  misinterpretation  by  consumers,  the 
grading  system  established  today  is  changed 
from  that  of  Notice  15  to  indicate  relative  per- 
formance on  a  percentage  basis,  as  described 
above.  This  decision  is  based  in  part  upon  the 
fact  that  testing  performed  to  date  on  the  Sa"n 
Angelo  course  has  given  projected  mileages  that 
are  generally  higher  than  those  the  average  user 
will  obtain ;  i.e.,  it  appears  to  be  a  relatively  mild 
course. 
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Wheel  alignment  procedure.  Test  vehicle 
wheel  alignment  procedures  received  considerable 
comment.  Notice  12  proposed  alignment  to  ve- 
hicle manufacturer's  specifications  after  vehicle 
loading.  Notice  15  proposed  that  this  be  done 
before  loading,  and  that  the  measurements  taken 
after  loading  be  used  as  a  basis  for  setting  align- 
ment for  the  duration  of  the  test.  The  majority 
of  the  commenters  strongly  favored  a  return  to 
the  original  procedure.  The  NHTSA  takes  par- 
ticular cognizance  of  the  fact  that  those  com- 
menters who  have  actually  tried  both  procedures 
in  testing  at  San  Angelo  find  the  procedure  of 
Notice  12  to  be  satisfactory  and  practicable,  and 
that  of  Notice  15  to  be  unusable.  NHTSA  repre- 
sentatives at  San  Angelo  have  reported  satis- 
factory operation  on  a  variety  of  vehicles  using 
the  originally  proposed  procedure,  and  have  not 
observed  any  uneven  tire  wear  that  would  indi- 
cate alignment  problems.  For  these  reasons,  the 
final  rule  prescribes  alignment  procedures  which 
are  identical  with  those  proposed  in  Notice  12. 

Tire  rotation  procedure.  Several  commenters 
objected  to  using  the  proposed  "X"  rotation 
procedure  for  testing  radial  tires.  The  NHTSA 
is  aware  that  this  procedure  differs  from  that 
recommended  by  many  groups  for  consumers' 
use.  While  some  vehicle  and  tire  manufacturers 
recommend  that  radial  tires  be  rotated  only  fore- 
aft,  others  recommend  no  rotation  at  all  and 
yet  others  are  silent  on  the  subject.  The  primary 
reason  for  these  other  methods  appears  to  be  to 
improve  passenger  comfort  by  reducing  vibra- 
tion. No  data  have  been  submitted,  however,  to 
suggest  that  the  proposed  method  has  any  adverse 
or  uneven  effect  on  radial  tire  wear.  Further, 
this  method  has  the  advantage,  for  treadwear 
testing,  of  balancing  out  any  side-to-side  or  axle 
wear  differences  attributable  to  the  vehicle  or  to 
the  course.  Accordingly,  the  proposed  tire  rota- 
tion method  has  been  adopted  without  change. 

Choice  of  grooves  to  be  measured.  Some  com- 
menters suggested  that  treadwear  projections  be 
calculated  from  measurements  of  the  most  worn 
grooves  on  candidate  tires,  rather  than  from  the 
averages  of  measurements  made  in  all  grooves. 
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It  was  argued  that,  because  many  States  require 
replacement  of  passenger  car  tires  when  tread- 
wear  indicators  appear  in  any  two  adjacent 
grooves,  the  proposed  method  of  calculation 
would  yield  misleadingly  high  projections.  Anal- 
ysis of  projections  based  on  both  methods 
(Brenner,  F.C.  and  Kondo.  A.,  "Patterns  of 
Tread  Wear  and  Estimated  Tread  Life,"  Tire 
Science  and  Technology,  Vol.  2,  No.  1,  1973 — 
General  Reference  entry  no.  27  in  this  docket) 
shows  a  high  correlation  between  the  resulting 
tire  rankings.  Because  the  treadwear  grading 
system  established  today  is  based  on  relative 
performance,  there  is  no  disadvantage  in  adopting 
the  proposed  method.  On  a  related  issue,  the 
E.T.R.T.O.  pointed  out  that  some  grooves  near 
tlie  tire  shoulder  which  are  designed  only  for 
esthetic  reasons  exhibit  practically  no  wear,  and 
suggested  that  measurements  be  made  only  in 
those  grooves  which  contain  treadwear  indicators. 
This  suggestion  has  been  adopted. 

Calculation  of  projected  mileage.  Several 
methods  for  calculating  the  tire  wear  rates  to  be 
used  in  determining  projected  mileages  wei'e  con- 
sidered. Notice  12  proposed  calculating  the 
geometric  mean  of  the  wear  rates  measured  for 
each  800-mile  increment.  This  approach  was 
rejected  because  the  geometric  mean  is  extremely 
sensitive  to  inaccurate  readings  in  any  single 
measurement.  Use  of  the  arithmetic  mean  of 
the  incremental  wear  rates  appears  to  be  the 
general  industry  practice.  Unfortunately,  how- 
ever, the  intermediate  readings  have  no  effect  on 
such  a  calculation,  because  the  result  is  a  func- 
tion only  of  the  initial  tread  depth  (after 
break-in)  and  that  measured  6,400  miles  later. 
Therefore,  a  wear  rate  calculated  by  the  industry 
method  is  extremely  sensitive  to  errors  in  these 
two  measurements.  In  Notice  15,  the  NHTSA 
proposed  that  wear  rate  be  calculated  by  the 
least-squares  regression  method,  as  described 
above.  This  approach  has  tlie  advantage  of 
weighting  all  measurements  and  minimizing  the 
effect  of  inaccurate  readings,  so  it  has  been 
adopted. 


Differing  tires  on  a  single  test  vehicle.  Uni- 
royal  and  the  E.T.R.T.O.  argued  that  each  test 
convoy  vehicle  should  be  equipped  with  four  iden- 
tical tires;  the  reason  given  was  that  otherwise, 
the  performance  of  a  candidate  tire  would  be  a 
function  of  the  tires  chosen  by  the  NHTSA  for 
use  on  the  other  axle  of  the  test  vehicle  during 
compliance  testing.  The  NHTSA  is  unaware  of 
any  data  that  support  this  position.  The  iiile 
adopted  today  requires  that  all  vehicles  in  a  single 
convoy  be  equipped  with  tires  of  the  same  general 
construction  type,  and  that  all  tires  on  a  single 
vehicle  be  of  the  same  size  designation.  In  exten- 
sive testing  at  San  Angelo  with  this  procedure, 
none  of  the  suggested  undesirable  variations  has 
lieen  observed. 

Differing  test  vehicles  in  a  single  convoy.  Sev- 
eral cominenters  suggested  that  the  inile  specify 
that  all  vehicles  in  a  given  convoy  be  identical, 
to  reduce  variations  in  projected  treadlife.  The 
NHTSA  is  in  complete  agreement  with  the 
premise  that  those  variables  which  can  be  iden- 
tified and  which  can  affect  treadwear  results 
should  be  controlled  as  closely  as  is  feasible. 
Variations  in  vehicle  type,  however,  do  not  ap- 
pear to  produce  significant  variations  in  tread- 
wear projections.  Nevertheless,  to  minimize 
such  variations,  tires  will  be  tested  for  compliance 
only  on  vehicles  for  which  they  are  available  as 
original  equipment  or  recommended  replacement 
options.  "Where  practical,  all  vehicles  in  a  given 
convoy  will  be  of  the  same  make.  However,  to 
test  tires  designed  for  the  range  of  wheel  sizes 
available,  the  suggested  method  would  require  a 
proliferation  of  course  monitoring  tires,  one  for 
each  combination  of  wheel  size  and  construction 
type.  Therefore,  the  suggestion  has  not  been 
adopted. 

Accuracy  of  tread  depth  measurements.  The 
RMA  suggested  that  the  interval  between  meas- 
urements be  increased  to  1,600  miles  to  reduce  the 
effects  of  measurement  error.  However,  if  this 
interval  were  used  instead  of  800  miles,  only  five 
readings  would  be  obtained  in  the  6,400  mile 
treadwear  test,  so  errors  in  any  one  reading 
would  result  in  a  greater  overall  error.  A  re- 
cently completed  study  (Kondo,  A.  and  Brenner, 


PART  575— PRE  34 


F.C.,  "Report  on  Round-Robin  Groove  Depth 
Measuring  Experiment,"  NHTSA  Technical  Note 
T~1012,  March  1975— General  Reference  entry 
no.  44  in  this  docket)  shows  that  variations 
among  measurements  of  tlie  same  tread  depth  by 
diflferent  operators  do  not  present  a  serious  prob- 
lem. The  study  found  that  the  only  significant 
variations  in  measurement  results  occur  as  a  re- 
sult of  differences  in  measuring  techniques 
between  different  laboratories.  Since  these  tech- 
niques are  consistent  within  a  given  laboratory, 
the  different  laboratories  arrive  at  the  same  re- 
sults in  terms  of  the  slope  of  the  tread  depth 
regression  line  that  is  the  basis  of  the  treadwear 
grade. 

TRACTION 

Traction  grades  are  based  on  a  tire's  traction 
coefiicient  as  measured  on  two  wet  skid  pads,  one 
of  asphalt  and  one  of  concrete.  Because  a  method 
for  producing  identical  skid  test  surfaces  at  dif- 
ferent sites  has  not  yet  been  developed,  the 
NHTSA  has  established  two  skid  pads,  described 
in  Appendix  B,  near  the  treadwear  test  course  in 
San  Angelo.  These  pads  represent  typical  high- 
way surfaces.  The  asphalt  surface  has  a  traction 
coefficient,  when  tested  wet  using  the  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM) 
E  501  tire,  of  0.50  ±0.10.  The  concrete  surface 
was  described  in  Notice  12  as  having  a  traction 
coefficient,  when  similarly  tested,  of  0.47  ±  0.05. 
Due  to  surface  polishing,  this  coefficient  has  de- 
clined and  stabilized  at  0.35  ±  0.10.  xVs  with 
the  treadwear  course,  these  pads  are  available 
for  use  by  manufacturers  as  well  as  the  agency. 
For  allocations  of  test  time,  industry  members 
should  contact  the  NHTSA  facility  manager  at 
the  above  address. 

Before  each  candidate  tire  test,  the  traction 
coefficient  of  each  surface  is  measured  with  two 
ASTM  tires  to  monitor  variations  in  the  surface, 
using  a  two-wheeled  test  trailer  built  in  ac- 
cordance with  ASTM  Method  E-274-70.  The 
candidate  tire's  traction  coefficient  is  similarly 
measured  on  each  surface,  and  then  adjusted  by 
adding  a  fixed  coefficient  (0.50  for  asphalt,  0.35 
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for  concrete)  and  subtracting  the  average  co- 
efficient obtained  from  measurements  with  the 
two  ASTM  tires. 

The  tire  industry's  major  objection  to  the  pro- 
posed rule  was  that,  with  four  possible  grades 
for  traction,  two  tires  might  be  graded  differently 
without  a  meaningful  difference  in  their  per- 
formance. The  RMA  suggested  a  scheme  with 
two  grade  categories  above  a  minimum  require- 
ment. The  rule  issued  today,  by  setting  two 
threshold  levels  of  performance,  establishes  three 
grades:  "0",  for  performance  below  the  first 
threshold;  "*",  for  performance  above  the  first 
threshold;  and  "**",  for  performance  above  the 
second  threshold.  The  NHTSA  is  convinced  that 
the  grades  thus  defined  reflect  significant  differ- 
ences in  traction  performance. 

Firestone  suggested  that  further  testing  may 
demonstrate  that  only  one  pad  is  necessary  to 
give  the  best  and  most  consistently  repeatable 
results.  However,  the  ranking  of  a  group  of 
tires  based  on  their  performance  on  one  surface 
can  differ  from  their  ranking  on  another  surface. 
In  fact,  one  tire  manufacturer  suggested  that  an 
additional  surface  of  low  coefficient  bo  included 
in  the  testing  scheme  for  this  reason.  The 
NHTSA  agrees  that  an  additional  surface  may 
increase  the  utility  of  the  traction  grading  sys- 
tem, and  anticipates  a  proposal  to  implement  this 
suggestion  in  the  future. 

The  suggestion  of  Pirelli,  that  measurements 
be  made  during  tlie  period  between  0.5  and  1.5 
seconds  after  wheel  lockup  instead  of  tlie  period 
between  0.2  and  1.2  seconds,  has  been  adopted. 
To  permit  more  efficient  use  of  the  skid  pads,  the 
rule  specifies  a  test  sequence  which  differs  slightly 
from  that  originally  proposed :  instead  of  being 
tested  repeatedly  on  the  asphalt  pad  and  then 
repeatedly  on  the  concrete  pad,  eacli  tire  is  run 
alternately  over  the  two  pads.  A  change  in 
paragraph  (f)  (2)  (i)  (A)  permits  tires  to  be  con- 
ditioned on  the  test  trailer  as  an  alternative  to 
conditioning  on  a  passenger  car.  Another  change 
facilitates  the  use  of  tiailers  with  instrumenta- 
tion on  only  one  side,  which  had  been  inad- 
vertently precluded  by  the  wording  of  the 
proposed  rule. 
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TEMPERATURE  RESISTANCE 

The  major  objection  to  the  proposed  hiph 
speed  performance  grading  scheme  was  that  it 
was  neither  necessary  nor  beneficial  to  the  con- 
sumer. Several  commenters  pointed  out  that 
Standard  No.  109  specifies  testing  a  tire  against 
a  laboratory  wheel  at  a  speed  corresponding  to 
85  mph,  and  argued  that  certification  of  a  tire 
to  this  minimum  requirement  provides  the  con- 
sumer with  adequate  information  about  its  per- 
formance at  all  expected  driving  speeds.  They 
suggested  that  only  one  higher  grade  be  estab- 
lished, for  tires  designed  to  be  used  on  emergency 
vehicles.  Some  commenters  indicated  that,  as 
proposed,  the  rule  seemed  to  condone  or  even 
encourage  the  unsafe  operation  of  motor  vehicles 
above  legal  speed  limits.  To  preclude  this  mis- 
interpretation, the  third  tire  characteristic  to  be 
graded  has  been  renamed  "temperature  resist- 
ance". The  grade  is  indicative  of  the  running 
temperature  of  the  tire.  Sustained  high  tem- 
perature can  cause  the  material  of  the  tire  to 
degenerate  and  reduce  tire  life,  and  excessive 
temperature  can  lead  to  sudden  tire  failure. 
Therefore,  the  distinctions  provided  by  three 
grades  of  temperature  resistance  are  meaningful 
to  the  consumer.  Except  for  the  name  change, 
this  aspect  of  quality  grading  has  been  adopted 
as  proposed.  A  grade  of  "C"  corresponds  to  the 
minimum  requirements  of  Standard  No.  109. 
"B"  indicates  completion  of  the  500  rpm  test 
stage  specified  in  paragraph  (g)(9),  while  "A" 
indicates  completion  of  the  575  rpm  test  range. 

PROVISION  OF  GRADING  INFORMATION 

Several  commenters  objected  to  the  proposed 
tread  label  requirement,  suggesting  that  point- 
of-sale  material  such  as  posters  and  leaflets  could 
provide  the  consumer  with  adequate  information 
about  tire  grades.  For  the  reasons  discussed  in 
Notice  12,  the  NHTSA  is  convinced  that  labels 
affixed  to  the  tread  of  the  tire  are  the  only  satis- 
factory method  of  providing  complete  informa- 
tion to  replacement  tire  purchasers.  Therefore, 
the  scheme  for  transmitting  quality  grading  in- 
formation to  consumers,  combining  sidewall  mold- 


ing, tread  labels,  and  point-of-sale  materials,  has 
been  adopted  substantially  as  proposed.  A 
change  in  paragraph  (d)  (1)  (ii)  clarifies  the 
respective  duties  of  vehicle  manufacturers  and 
tire  manufacturers  to  provide  information  for 
prospective  purchasers. 

Several  vehicle  manufacturers  requested  that 
new  vehicles  not  be  required  to  be  equipped  with 
graded  tires  until  six  months  after  the  date  that 
tires  must  be  graded.  These  commenters  appear 
to  have  misunderstood  the  scope  of  the  quality 
grading  standard.  The  NHTSA  expects  that 
tires  which  comply  with  the  standard  will  appear 
on  new  vehicles  as  inventories  of  ungraded  tires 
are  depleted.  Part  575.6  requires  of  the  vehicle 
manufacturer  only  that  he  provide  the  specified 
information  to  purchasers  and  prospective  pur- 
chasers when  he  equips  a  vehicle  with  one  or 
more  tires  manufactured  after  the  applicable 
effective  date  of  this  rule. 

The  NHTSA  has  determined  that  an  Infla- 
tionary Impact  Statement  is  not  required  pur- 
suant to  Executive  Order  11821.  Industry  cost 
estimates  and  an  inflation  impact  review  are  filed 
in  public  Docket  No.  25.  This  review  includes 
an  evaluation  of  the  expected  cost  of  the  rule. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  a  new 
§  575.104,  "Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading  Stand- 
ards" is  added  to  49  CFR  Part  575.  .  .  . 

Effective  dates.  For  all  requirements  other 
than  the  molding  requirement  of  paragraph 
(d)(l)(i)(A)  :  January  1,  1976,  for  radial  ply 
tires;  July  1,  1976,  for  bias-belted  tires;  January 
1,  1977,  for  bias  ply  tires.  For  paragraph 
(d)(1)  (i)  (A)  :  July  1,1976,  for  radial  ply  tires; 
January  1,  1977,  for  bias-belted  tires;  July  1, 
1977,  for  bias-ply  tires. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  203;  Pub.  L.  89-563. 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421, 
1423) ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  May  20,  1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  23073 
May  28,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Docket  No.  25;   Notice   18) 


This  notice  republishes,  with  minor  changes, 
paragraphs  (e)  (1)  (v)  and  (f)  (2)  (i)  (B),  Figure 
2,  and  the  appendices  of  §  575.104,  Uniform  Tire 
Quality  Grading  Standards,  which  was  published 
May  28,  1975  (40  F.R.  23073;  Notice  17). 

In  describing  the  rims  on  which  candidate  tires 
are  to  be  mounted.  Notice  17  inadvertently  re- 
ferred to  the  Appendix  to  Standard  No.  110. 
On  February  6,  1975,  the  definition  of  "test  rim" 
in  Standard  No.  109  was  amended  and  the  Ap- 
pendix to  Standard  No.  110  was  deleted  (Docket 
No.  74-25;  Notice  2;  effective  August  5,  1975). 
Under  the  new  definition,  a  "test  rim"  may  be 
any  of  several  widths,  only  one  of  which  is  equal 
to  that  listed  under  the  words  "test  rim  width" 
in  Table  I  of  the  Appendix  to  Standard  No.  109. 
Paragraphs  (e)  (1)  (v)  and  (f )  (2)  (i)  (B)  are 
corrected  to  specify  the  rim  mounting  scheme  in 
terms  of  the  new  definition. 

As  Figure  2  was  published  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister, the  words  "DOT  Quality  Grades"  appeared 
as  the  Figure's  title.  In  fact,  the  words  are  a 
part  of  the  text  which  must  appear  on  each  tread 
label  required  by  paragraph  (d)(1)(B),  and 
accordingly  the  figure  is  republished  with  the 
correct  title. 

The  treadwear  test  course  described  in  Ap- 
pendix A  is  changed  so  that  the  loops  are  traveled 
in  the  following  order:  south,  east,  and  north- 
west. This  change  is  designed  to  increase  safety 
by  reducing  the  number  of  left  turns.  The  table 
of  key  points  and  mileages  is  revised  to  reflect 


the  change.  Corresponding  changes  are  made  in 
the  numbers  used  to  designate  these  points  in  the 
text  and  in  Figure  3. 

To  prevent  the  bunching  of  test  vehicles  at 
STOP  signs  and  thereby  increase  safety,  the 
speed  to  which  vehicles  must  decelerate  when 
abreast  of  the  direction  sign  is  changed  in  Ap- 
pendix A  to  read  "20  mph". 

The  reference  to  Figure  2  in  the  second  para- 
graph of  Appendix  B  is  corrected  to  indicate 
that  the  asphalt  skid  lad  is  depicted  in  Figure 
4.  The  shading  of  the  skid  pads  is  corrected  to 
correspond  to  the  description  in  the  text. 

The  first  two  paragraphs  of  Appendix  C, 
Method  of  Least  Squares,  were  omitted.  Those 
paragraphs  are  now  inserted  and  the  graph  is 
designated  as  Figure  5. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  paragraphs 
(e)  (1)  (v)  and  (f)  (2)  (i)  (B),  Figure  2,  and  the 
appendices  to  §  575.104  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Fed- 
eral Regulations,  are  republished.  .  .  . 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  203;  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421, 
1423) ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 


Issued  on  June  25,  1975. 


James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  28071 
July  3,   1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Docket  No.   75-27;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  105-75,  Hy- 
draulic Brake  Systems,  49  CFE  571.105-75,  to 
revise  the  parking  brake  test  procedure  (S7.7). 
In  addition,  this  notice  amends  Subpart  B  of 
Part  575,  Consumer  Information,  49  CFK 
§  575.101,  by  replacing  tlie  present  test  pi'ocedures 
in  that  section  for  passenger  car  testing  with 
equivalent  procedures  from  Standard  No.  105-75. 

The  NHTSA  proposed  a  modification  of  the 
parking  brake  test  procedures  in  Standard  No. 
105-75  to  permit  a  reapplication  of  the  parking 
brake  if  the  first  application  of  the  brake  failed 
to  hold  the  vehicle  stationarj'  on  the  test  in- 
cline. Toyo  Kog^'o  requested  the  modification  as 
representative  of  normal  driver  action  (in  cases 
where  the  application  appears  to  be  insufficient 
to  hold  the  vehicle),  justifying  the  change  as 
necessary  to  permit  new  veliicle  components  to 
stretch  or  "set"  during  the  initial  application  as 
occurs  in  any  vehicle  delivered  to  a  purchaser. 
The  NHTSA  agreed  that  reapplication  would  be 
a  reasonable  test  procedure  and  proposed  a  re- 
vision of  S7.7. 

Comments  were  received  from  Toyo  Kogyo. 
General  Motors,  American  Motors  Corporation, 
and  Chrysler  Corporation  in  support  of  the 
change.  No  comments  were  received  that  ob- 
jected to  the  proposal.  The  standard  is  amciuled 
accordingly. 

The  NHTSA  also  proposed  that  tlio  coiisuiium- 
information  item  requiring  publication  of  the 
stopping  ability  of  passenger  cars  and  motor- 
cycles (49  CFR  §575.101)  be  modified  for  pas- 
senger cars  so  that  test  data  developed  under 
Standard  No.  10.5-75  could  be  the  basis  for  the 
required  consumer  information.  The  existing 
test  procedures  of  the  consumer  information  item 
would  be  replaced  by  Standard  No.  10.5-75  test 
procedures,   and   a   transition  period   until   Jan- 


uarj-  1.  1977,  would  be  provided  to  allow  manu- 
facturers latitude  in  adopting  the  new  procedures. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association 
(MVMA),  Chrysler  Corporation,  American  Mo- 
tors Corporation,  Ford  Motor  Company,  and 
General  Motors  Corporation  supported  the  mod- 
ifications. The  MVMA  and  Ford  pointed  out  an 
inadvertent  omission  in  the  proposal  of  a  required 
change  in  the  present  loading  specification  (max- 
imum loaded  vehicle  weight)  to  the  Standard 
No.  105-75  loading  specification  (gross  vehicle 
weight  rating  (GVWR)).  No  comments  op- 
posed the  modification,  and  the  consumer  in- 
formation item  is  therefore  amended  as  proposed, 
with  the  additional  modification  noted  by  the 
MA'MA  and  P'ord.  The  ti-ansition  period  for 
use  of  either  loading  specification  conforms  to 
the  transition  period  for  use  of  either  test  pro- 
cedure (until  January  1,  1977).  The  MVMA 
asked  for  a  June  1,  1977,  date  for  transition  to 
the  new  loading  specification  but  did  not  explain 
the  need  for  more  time.  The  NHTSA  will  con- 
sider anv  data  on  this  subject  submitted  by  the 
MVMA." 

With  regard  to  test  loading.  Chrysler  Cor- 
poration repeated  a  request  for  revision  of  the 
loading  conditions  of  Standard  No.  105-75.  The 
request  was  earlier  submitted  improperly  as  a 
petition  for  reconsideration  of  an  NHTSA  ac- 
tion wliicli  did  not  deal  witli  test  loading  (40 
F.R.  24525,  June  9,  1975).  Section  553.35  of 
NHTSA  regulations  (49  CFR  553.35)  allows 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  rules  issued  by 
the  NHTSA,  but  in  tliis  case  no  rule  was  issued 
on  test  loading  that  could  form  the  basis  for  re- 
consideration. The  NHTSA  discussed  Chrysler's 
request  at  a  meeting  with  Chrysler  officials  on 
August  21,  1975.  Based  on  the  limited  informa- 
tion presented  by  Chrysler  at  that  meeting,  the 


PART  575— PRE  39 


Effective:   January   6,    1976 


NHT8A  has  concluded  tliat  a  reduction  in  test 
weight  would  not  be  justified.  At  the  meeting  it 
was  agreed  that  Chrysler  would  submit  any  addi- 
tional data  it  had  in  support  of  the  request.  To 
date  no  data  have  been  received,  and  the  NHTSA 
cannot  meaningfully  reconsider  Chrysler's  re- 
quest without  further  data. 

The  NHTSA  also  proposed  modification  of  the 
means  for  establishing  the  skid  number  of  the 
surface  on  which  stopping  distance  tests  are  con- 
ducted in  Standard  No.  105-75,  Standard  No. 
121,  Ah-  Brake  Systems,  Standard  No.  122.  Mo- 
torcycle  Brake  Systems,  and  the  Consumer 
Information  Item  on  brake  performance.  Com- 
ments received  were  not  in  agreement  on  how  to 
accomplish  the  transition  from  the  former  ASTM 
method  to  the  new  one.  The  skid  number  pro- 
posal will  therefore  be  treated  separately  at  a 
later  date  so  that  its  resolution  will  not  delay 
this  amendment  of  the  parking  brake  and  con- 
sumer information  item  test  procedures. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  amendments 
are  made  in  Chapter  V  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Fed- 
eral Regulations.  .  .  . 

Effective  date ;  January  6,  1976.  Because  these 
amendments,  to  the  extent  that  they  impose  new 
substantive  requirements,  are  made  optional  for 
an  interim  period,  and  because  manufacturers 
must  plan  future  testing  based  on  the  test  pro- 
cedures as  they  exist  in  the  present  standard,  it 
is  found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate 
effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718  (15 
U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51). 

Issued  on  December  31,  1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

41     F.R.    1066 
January  6,    1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER.  INFORMATION 

(Docket  No.  76-1;   Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFR  567  and  575  to 
allow  manufacturers  an  alternative  method  of 
referring  purchasers  to  appropriate  consumer 
information  tables. 

On  January  22,  1976,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  issued  in  the 
Federal  Register  (40  FR  3315)  a  notice  which 
proposed  amending  49  CFR  575,  Consumer  In- 
formation, and  49  CFR  567,  Certification,  to  allow 
the  consumer  information  document  provided  to 
the  purchaser  of  a  vehicle  to  refer  the  reader  to 
the  vehicle's  certification  label  to  detennine  which 
information  applied  to  that  vehicle.  This  infor- 
mation, which  relates  to  the  performance  char- 
acteristics of  the  vehicle,  is  required  to  be  made 
available  to  purchasers  by  49  CFR  575.6(a). 
Currently,  if  the  document  containing  this  infor- 
mation also  contains  infonnation  relating  to  other 
vehicles,  the  document  itself  must  clearly  indi- 
cate which  information  is  applicable  to  the  ve- 
hicle purchased.  The  NHTSA  proposal  was 
made  in  response  to  a  petition  from  the  General 
Motors  Corporation  which  suggested  that  the 
proposed  alternative  procedure  would  for  some 
companies  be  a  more  efficient  and  less  costly 
method  of  accomplishing  the  purposes  of  tlie 
regulation. 

Comments  in  support  of  the  proposal  were  re- 
ceived from  General  Motors  Corporation,  Amer- 


ican Motors  Corporation,  Chrysler  Corporation 
and  Ford  Motor  Company.  No  comments  in 
opposition  were  received. 

Based  on  the  petition  of  General  Motors  and 
the  comments  concerning  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking,  the  NHTSA  concludes  that  allowing 
an  alternative  method  of  designating  the  appro- 
priate consumer  information  tables  would  reduce 
the  possibility  of  error  and  lessen  the  cost  to  the 
manufacturer. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Parts  567 
and  575  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
are  amended.  . . . 

Effective  date :  April  1, 1976.  Because  the  pro- 
cedures established  herein  are  optional  and  im- 
pose no  increased  burden  on  any  party,  it  is 
found  for  good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate 
effective  date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  112,  114,  119,  Pub.  L.  80-563,  80 
Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1403,  1407); 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on :  March  26, 1976. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  13923 
April  1,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 

(Docket  No.  75-27;   Notice  4) 


This  notice  amends  Standard  No.  105-75, 
Hydraulic  Brake  Systems,  and  Standard  No.  122, 
Motorcycle  Bi'ahe  Systems,  to  modify  the  means 
for  establishing  the  frictional  resistance  of  the 
surface  on  which  stopping  distance  tests  are  con- 
ducted. A  similar  amendment  is  made  to  Part 
575,  Consumer  /nfo7^nation,  of  Title  49  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (NHTSA)  proposed  the  change  in 
Standard  No.  105-75  (49  CFR  571.105-75), 
Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems  (49  CFR 
571.121),  Standard  No.  122  (49  CFR  571.122), 
and  the  Consumer  Information  Regulations  (49 
CFR  575.101)  in  response  to  a  petition  from 
British-Leyland  Motors  Limited  (40  FR  45200, 
October  1,  1975).  The  existing  test  procedure 
in  these  regulations  has  specified  use  of  the 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials 
(ASTM)  E-274-65T  procedure,  using  an  ASTM 
E249  tire  that  is  no  longer  manufactured. 

Responses  were  received  on  the  proposed 
ASTM  change  from  "Wliite  Motor  Corporation 
(White),  Mack  Trucks,  Inc.  (Mack),  Freight- 
liner  Corporation  (Freightliner),  Ford  Motor 
Company  (Ford),  General  Motors  Corporation 
(GM),  Chrysler  Corporation  (Chrysler),  Amer- 
ican Motors  Corporation  (AMC),  and  Interna- 
tional Harvester  (IH).  The  National  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Advisory  Council  made  no  com- 
ment on  the  proposal. 

Most  commenters  supported  use  of  the  new 
test  procedure  and  tire,  although  they  differed  in 
recommendations  for  correlating  the  reading 
produced  under  the  new  procedure  with  that 
produced  under  the  old  procedure.  Manufactur- 
ers are  presently  certifying  compliance  to  brake 
standards  on  test  surfaces  with  a  satisfactory 
reading  under  the  old  procedure,  and  they  should 
be  able  to  continue  testing  and  certifying  com- 


pliance on  the  same  surface  without  any  increase 
in  the  severity  of  the  tests.  To  accomplish  this 
transition,  the  correlation  in  readings  between 
the  procedures  has  been  determined,  and  the  dif- 
ference is  reflected  in  a  change  of  the  dry  surface 
value  from  "skid  number"  75  to  "skid  number" 
81. 

Freightliner  urged  postponement  of  any  action 
until  it  could  be  supported  by  "adequate  and 
statistically  reliable  test  data."  AMC  also  rec- 
ommended that  the  NHTSA  do  nothing  "until 
the  industry  has  had  sufficient  time  to  evaluate 
and  verify  the  performance  of  the  ASTM  E501 
test  tire  on  all  types  of  surfaces." 

The  change  in  procedure  is  prompted  by  the 
ASTM  decision  to  utilize  a  new  tire  in  ascertain- 
ing the  frictional  coefficient  of  test  surfaces.  As 
a  result  the  old  tire  is  no  longer  manufactured 
and  only  the  new  tire  is  available  for  skid  num- 
ber measurement.  Manufacturers  have  conducted 
comparative  tests  with  the  new  tire  to  determine 
the  correlation  between  the  readings  given  by  the 
two  tires.  Neither  Freightliner  nor  AMC  sub- 
mitted data  showing  that  the  agency's  proposal 
to  adjust  the  dry  surface  skid  number  upwards 
is  unjustified.  Only  Mack  submitted  data  and  it 
supported  the  NHTSA  and  Federal  Highway 
Administration  test  data  that  have  been  placed 
in  the  docket.  General  Motors  considered  the 
agency's  proposed  upward  adjustment  to  be  the 
maximum  desirable  based  on  its  data.  Interna- 
tional Harvester,  Chrysler,  and  Ford  supported 
the  change  in  dry  surface  skid  number  without 
qualification,  and  White  suggested  that  a  skid 
number  of  85  be  utilized.  The  agency  finds  that 
the  AMC  and  Freightliner  requests  for  further 
delay  are  unjustified. 

Ford  and  Freightliner  asked  that  the  skid 
number  for  the  lower  coefficient  (wet)  surface 
also  be  adjusted.     The  agency's  purpose  in  pro- 
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posing  the.  adjustment  is  limited  to  changes  nec- 
essary to  avoid  a  modification  of  the  test  surfaces 
or  an  increase  in  the  severity  of  performance 
levels  specified  under  the  safety  standards.  The 
NHTSA  earlier  concluded  that  change  of  the  wet 
surface  specification  was  unnecessary,  and  no  evi- 
dence has  been  supplied  that  would  modify  the 
earlier  determination. 

General  Motors  noted  that  an  editorial  change 
to  the  newer  ASTM  procedure  does  not  appear 
in  early  publications  of  that  procedure.  To  put 
all  interested  persons  on  notice  of  the  editorial 
change,  the  NHTSA  has  included  the  change  in 
its  references  to  the  ASTM  E274r-70  procedure. 

Freightliner  asserted  that  the  newer  procedure 
included  modification  of  a  formula  that  justified 
a  larger  upwards  adjustment  than  that  proposed 
by  the  agency.  Actually,  the  modifications  only 
corrected  an  error  in  the  earlier  formula  which 
had  no  effect  on  the  determination  of  frictional 
coefficient.  Manufacturers  either  utilized  a  test 
trailer  that  obviated  the  need  for  calculations 
using  the  formula,  or  were  aware  of  the  error 
and  corrected  for  it  in  their  calculations.  Thus 
the  adjustment  requested  by  Freightliner  is  not 
warranted. 

In  accordance  with  recently-enunciated  De- 
partment of  Transportation  policy  encouraging 
adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of  regula- 
tory action  (41  FR  16201,  April  16,  1976),  the 
agency  herewith  summarizes  its  evaluation  of  the 
economic  and  other  consequences  of  this  amend- 
ment on  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including 
possible  loss  of  safety  benefit.  Because  the  new 
references  to  procedures  and  a  test  tire  are  ex- 
pected to  accord  with  existing  practices,  the 
amendment  is  judged  not  to  have  any  significant 
impact  on  costs  or  benefits  of  the  standards  and 
consumer  information  item  that  are  modified  by 
the  change. 


Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Systems,  is  pres- 
ently subject  to  judicial  review  under  Section 
105(a)  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C.  Section  1394(a)).  The 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  hearing  the  petition  for 
review  has  indicated  that  it  prefers  to  review  the 
standard  as  it  presently  exists,  without  unneces- 
sary amendment.  To  the  degree  possible,  the 
agency  is  complying  with  that  request  and  there- 
fore, in  the  case  of  Standard  No.  121,  will  delay 
the  update  of  ASTM  procedure  until  review  is 
completed. 

It  is  noted  that  this  change  in  procedure  for 
ascertaining  the  frictional  resistance  of  the  test 
surface  does  not  invalidate  data  collected  using 
the  older  procedure,  and  manufacturers  can  pre- 
sumably certify  on  the  basis  of  stopping  distance 
tests  conducted  on  surfaces  measured  by  the  old 
tire. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  amendments 
are  made  in  Chapter  V  of  Title  49,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  June  14,  1976.  Because  the 
older  test  tire  is  no  longer  manufactured,  and 
because  the  amendment  of  procedure  and  test  tire 
is  intended  only  to  duplicate  the  existing  proce- 
dure and  tire,  this  amendment  creates  no  addi- 
tional requirements  for  any  person,  and  an 
immediate  effective  date  is  found  to  be  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  June  8,  1976. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

41   F.R.  24592 
June  17,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION  REGULATIONS 


Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading 
(Docket  No.  25;   Notice   24) 


Action:  Final  rule. 


Summary:  This  notice  announces  the  effective 
dates  for  implementation  of  a  uniform  tire  qual- 
ity grading  regulation  with  respect  to  bias  and 
bias-belted  tires,  as  authorized  by  Section  203  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  of  1966.  This  notice  also  responds  to  com- 
ments on,  and  makes  final,  proposals  concerning 
course  monitoring  tires  and  labeling  as  well  as  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the  rule. 

Effective  date:  For  all  requirements,  other  than 
the  molding  requirement  of  paragraph  (d)(1) 
(i)  (A),  the  effective  dates  are:  March  1,  1979  for 
bias  ply  tires,  and  September  1,  1979  for  bias- 
belted  tires. 

For  paragraph  (d)  (1)  (i)  (A),  the  molding  re- 
quirement, the  effective  dates  are:  Septeml)er  1. 
1979  for  bias  ply  tires,  and  ^larch  1,  1980  for 
bias-belted  tires.  No  effective  date  is  established 
at  this  time  for  radial  tires. 

Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the 
tire  labeling  amendments  should  refer  to  the 
docket  number  and  be  submitted  to:  Room  .ol08. 
Xassif  Building,  400  Seventh  Street  S.W..  Wasli- 
ington.  D.C.  20590. 

For  further  information  contact : 

Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner,  Office  of  Automotive 
Ratings,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
AVashington,  D.C.  20.-)90   (202)   426-1742. 

Supplementary  information:  On  May  28,  1975 
(40  FR  23073).  the  XHTSA  published  as  a  final 
rule  a  regulation  pertaining  to  Uniform  Tire 
Quality  (xrading  (UTQG)  as  autliorized  by  the 
National  Tiaffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of 
1966    (the  Act)    (15  U.S.C.   1381  ct  seq.).     The 


purpose  of  this  regulation  is  to  alleviate  confusion 
in  the  purchase  of  passenger  car  tires  and  to 
provide  simple  comparative  data  upon  which  an 
informed  tire  selection  can  be  made  by  consum- 
ers. Under  the  regulation,  tires  will  be  graded 
in  three  areas  of  performance :  treadwear,  trac- 
tion, and  temperature  resistance. 

Implementation  of  the  regulation  was  delayed 
pending  litigation  of  the  validity  of  its  grading 
procedures.  In  B.F.  (Toodrich  ct  aJ  v.  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation^  541  F.2d  1178  (6th  Cir., 
1976),  the  court  upheld  for  the  most  pai't  the 
agency's  approach  to  tire  quality  grading.  The 
court  remanded  for  further  agency  consideration, 
however,  two  aspects  of  the  regulation.  Fii'st.  the 
court  suggested  that  the  NIITSA  reexamine  the 
labeling  requirements  of  the  regulation  to  ensure 
that  sufficient  warnings  would  Ije  provided  to 
consumers  to  avoid  tlie  misapplication  of  the 
label  information.  Second,  the  court  remanded 
to  the  agencj'  the  matter  of  the  selection  of  course 
monitoring  tires,  for  the  agency  to  complete  its 
testing  and  selection  of  the  three  course  monitor- 
ing tires  or,  if  this  had  already  been  accom- 
plished, foi-  reopening  of  the  record  to  permit  a 
brief  period  of  industry  conuuent  on  the  selec- 
tions. The  court  upheld  the  rule  in  all  other 
respects. 

Pursuant  to  the  remand  in  the  B.  F.  (Goodrich 
decision,  the  agency  issued  two  proposals;  one  to 
modify  labeling  requirements  and  the  other  an- 
nouncing tiie  selection  of  the  course  monitoring 
tires.  Comments  wei-e  received  from  several 
manufacturei's  and  manufacturer  representatives. 
This  notice  responds  to  those  connnents. 

In  respon.se  to  the  publication  of  the  UTQG 
regulation  (May  28,  1975)  (40  FR  23073),  the 
agency  received  several  petitions  for  reconsidera- 
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tion.  The  agency  aTinounced  that  these  petitions 
would  not  be  immediately  answered  owin<r  to  the 
on<roin<i:  liti<ration  involvinnr  the  regulation  (40 
FR  57806).  Sinee  the  challenge  to  the  re<rulation 
has  now  been  disposed  of  by  the  court,  this  notice 
responds  fully  to  those  petitions  for  reconsidera- 
tion. 

/.     Laheling  (Notice  21 ). 

On  December  18.  1076,  the  \HTSA  published 
a  notice  of  i)roj)osed  lulemakinfr  to  revise  the 
traction  and  temperatuiv  resistance  labelinjr  re- 
quirements of  TTTQG  (49  CFR  r<7r,.104).  That 
notice  was  in  response  to  the  decision  in  the  B.  F. 
Goodrich  case. 

The  petitioners  in  the  B.  F.  (rood rich  case 
ar<rued  that  the  then  existing  lalieling  require- 
ments would  be  misleadiTip-  in  several  respects 
pertaining  to  traction  testing  and  tempei'atnre 
resistance.  The  court  remanded  those  issues  to 
the  agency  for  further  consideration,  suggesting 
the  addition  to  the  labels  of  clarifying  warnings. 
The  agency's  Decenilier  13,  1976  notice  jiroposed 
warnings  in  accordance  with  the  court's  decision 
that  would  ensure  that  UTQG  label  information 
would  not  be  misconstrued. 

Tiie  XPITSA  received  seven  comments  in  re- 
sponse to  tiie  notice  of  ])roposed  rulemaking. 
Most  of  these  conunents  favored  the  warnings 
proposed  by  the  agency  with  several  comments 
pi'oposing  miiuu-  editorial  changes  for  clarity. 
The  agency  has  altered  somewhat  the  final  version 
of  these  warnings  in  consideration  of  the  com- 
ments. The  Vehicle  Equipment  Safety  Commis- 
sion did  not  submit  conunents. 

Trcadwear  Ijabeling 

The  Rubber  Manufacturers  .Association 
(RMA)  reconuuended  in  its  comments  that  the 
ageiu'y  mo<lify  the  ti-eadwear  exami)lc  in  Figure  '2 
whicli  explains  that  tii'es  rated  at  1*00  will  achieve 
twice  the  mileage  as  tires  rated  at  100.  R^NT.V 
indicated  that  few  if  any  conuiiercially  axailable 
tii'es  could  achieve  such  a  rating,  .\ccordingly. 
they  sugji'ested  that  (he  example  show  that  a  tire 
rated  150  would  wear  IVj  times  as  well  as  a  tire 
gi-aded   100. 

The  agency  considei's  RM.V's  suggestion  to 
have  merit.  Initially,  the  -JOO  figure  was  selected 
foi-  the  example  becaiiM-  it  facilitates  mulei'staiul- 


ing  of  the  treadwear  grading  concept  since  it 
speaks  in  terms  of  round  nmnbers  (e.g.,  a  tire 
grade  200  wears  twice  as  well  as  a  tire  grade 
100).  However,  since  few  tires  can  achieve  such 
a  rating,  the  example  would  have  little  practical 
api)licati()n.  Therefore,  the  agency  modifies  the 
example  to  reflect  that  loO  represents  a  treadlife 
11/2  times  as  good  as  that  represented  by  the 
grade  of  100. 

Traction  Labeling 

Goodyear  Tire  and  Rubber  Company,  Firestone 
Tire  and  Rubber  Company,  and  the  RMA  sug- 
gested in  their  conunents  that  the  NHTSA  amend 
the  traction  information  in  Figure  2  of  the  label 
to  indicate  that  the  tires  were  tested  under  con- 
ti'olled  conditions  on  specified  government  test 
surfaces.  The  agency  believes  that  this  informa- 
tion is  useful  to  prevent  misleading  the  consumer 
an<l  amends  Figui'e  2  accordingly. 

GeiuM'al  Motors  Corjjoration  (GM)  recom- 
mended that  the  agency  add  further  warnings  to 
the  traction  infonnation  that  would  indicate  that 
actual  traction  results  would  dilTer  depending 
upon  tread  depth,  road  surface,  and  speed.  GM 
contended  that  the  proposed  warning  did  not 
sufficiently  detail  the  extent  of  the  limitations 
upon  the  use  of  these  traction  data. 

The  XHTSA  is  concerned  that  the  warnings 
printed  in  the  tire  information  be  kept  to  the 
absolute  minimum  in  length  while  ensuring  ade- 
([uate  consumer  information.  If  warnings  and 
tire  information  become  so  lengthy  as  to  become 
burdensome  upon  the  consumer  to  read,  it  is  pos- 
sible that  the  information  would  go  unused.  The 
agency  has  determined  that  the  statement  in  the 
warning  that  a  tire  was  "measured  under  con- 
trolled conditions  on  specified  go\ernnient  test 
surfaces"  indicates  that  the  test  I'esults  were 
achie\'e(l  under  highly  specified  conditions. 
Clearly,  changes  in  any  of  the  test  conditions 
could  art'ect  the  traction  results.  This  meaning 
is  obxidus  from  the  pieseut  wording  of  the  warn- 
ing aiul  fui'tliei'  elaboration  would  needlessly 
lengthen  the  tiic  infoiiiiation.  Therefoiv.  the 
agency  ilcclincs  to  ado])t  GM's  suggested  modifi- 
cation. 

The  agency  has  reached  I  lie  i)Osition  that  the 
claiitv  of  the  tiaction  trading  infiu'iuation  might 
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be  enhanced  by  the  use  of  the  letters  A,  B,  and  C 
in  place  of  the  symbols  **,  *,  and  O  presently 
employed  to  denote  traction  grades.  A  proposal 
to  modify  the  ti'action  grading  system  by  substi- 
tution of  the  letters  A,  B,  and  C  for  the  present 
traction  symbols  is  published  concurrently  with 
this  notice  in  the  proposed  rule  section  of  the 
Federal  Register. 

Temperature  Resistance  Labeling 

Several  commenters  suggested  that  the  tire  tem- 
perature warning  be  clarified  to  indicate  that  ex- 
cessive speed,  underinflation,  or  excessive  loading, 
either  alone  or  in  combination,  can  result  in  tem- 
perature increases  and  possible  tire  failure.  The 
commenters  suggested  this  change  because  heat 
build-up  can  occur  at  normal  speeds  when  there 
is  tire  underinflation  or  overloading.  The  current 
proposal,  however,  implies  that  heat  build-up 
would  only  occur  at  excessive  speeds.  The 
NHTSA  agrees  with  this  suggestion  and  modifies 
the  temperature  warning  accordingly. 

The  RMA  suggested  that  the  label  elaborate 
on  the  meaning  of  the  temperature  grades  C,  B, 
and  A.  The  grades  C,  B,  and  A  represent  com- 
parative differences  in  a  tire's  ability  to  with- 
stand the  generation  of  heat  without  suffering 
structural  degeneration  and  potential  tire  failure. 
Although  the  grades  C,  B,  and  A  in  themselves 
do  not  inform  a  consumer  of  the  specific  amount 
of  difference  between  tires  in  the  three  grades, 
the  grades  do  convey  to  the  consumer  the  fact 
that  one  tire  performs  better  than  the  other  in 
this  specific  test.  To  specify  more  exactly  the 
amount  of  difference  in  heat  dissipation  repre- 
sented by  each  grade  or  the  technical  nature  of 
the  test  involved  would  merely  confuse  many 
people  not  vei'sed  in  the  technical  nature  of  the 
test.  Therefore,  the  agency  has  determined  that 
the  temperature  grading  method  should  be  re- 
tained as  it  is.  The  NHTSA  notes  further  tiiat 
the  court  in  the  B.  F.  Goodrich  case  examined 
this  aspect  of  temperature  grading  and  found  it 
to  be  adequate. 

Miscellaneous  Labeling 

Several  conmienters  requested  that  the  agency 
implement  a  lalieling  system  similar  to  that  em- 
ployed l)y  the  Federal  Trade  Conmiission  (FTC) 
under  tlie  Magnuson-Moss  "Warranty  Act    (Pub. 


L.  93-637).  The  FTC  in  its  regulations  (16  CFR 
Part  702)  permits  the  display  of  warranty  infor- 
mation in  any  of  four  l(X>ations.  The  commenters 
to  Notice  21  suggested  that  the  agency  should 
adopt  the  FTC's  approach  since  Congress  could 
not  have  intended  that  our  regulations  be  more 
burdensome  than  those  imposed  under  the 
Maoiiiison-Moss  "Warranty  Act  ("Warranty  Act). 

The  purpose  of  the  Warranty  Act  is  to  ensure 
the  open  display  of  warranty  data  in  order  to 
provide  consumers  an  opportunity  to  make  buy- 
ing choices  based  upon  available  warranties.  The 
purpose  of  UTQG  is  similar  but  not  identical  to 
the  "Warranty  Act.  UTQG,  like  the  "Warranty 
Act,  is  intended  to  provide  information  to  the 
consumer  permitting  him  or  her  to  make  a  ra- 
tional choice  in  the  selection  of  a  product — 
specifically  tires.  Beyond  the  warranty  data, 
however,  the  UTQG  will  dispel  some  of  the  in- 
accuracies and  otherwise  misleading  information 
currently  extant  in  the  tire  marketinjr  business. 

Congress  considered  tire  retailing  procedures 
to  be  a  substantial  problem.  Accordingly,  the 
Congress  enacted  a  special  provision  in  the  Na- 
tional Traffic  and  Motor  "N^ehicle  Safety  Act  of 
1966  to  provide  information  to  consumer  on 
these  products.  The  agency  considers  this  spe- 
cific mandate  to  justify  the  requirement  that 
grading  information  be  provided  in  several  loca- 
tions. At  present,  grading  information  must  be 
contained  on  the  tire  sidewall  (49  CFR  575.104 
(d)  (1)  (i)  (A) ),  on  a  label  affixed  to  the  tread 
surface  (49  CFR  575.104(d)  (1)  (i)  (B) ),  and  in 
the  information  furnished  under  CFR  575.6(a) 
and  (c)  to  motor  vehicle  purchasers  and  to  pro- 
spective purchasers  of  vehicles  or  tires  (49  CFR 
.575.104(d)  (1)  (ii)  and  (iii)).  The  provision  of 
UTQG  information  in  several  locations  will  en- 
sure the  broadest  possible  dissemination  of  this 
information  to  consumers. 

Furtlier,  unlike  many  other  consumer  goods 
that  can  be  adequately  handled  by  the  "Warranty 
Act,  tires  deserve  additional  consumer  safeguards 
owing  to  their  varied  methods  of  marketing  and 
their  importance  to  traffic  safety.  Many  con- 
sumer goods  are  purchased  only  as  a  single  final 
unit  from  a  retail  outlet  (e.g.,  small  appliances). 
Tires,  on  the  otlier  hand,  can  be  purcha.sed  indi- 
vidually or  can  come,  as  in  the  case  of  original 
equipment,    as    a    component    of    another    retail 
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pi'oduct  (:i  motor  vehicle).  Accordin<rIy.  the 
need  for  maxiinuin  dissemination  of  information 
through  sevei'al  liihelinjr  locations  is  inci'eased  by 
the  varied  methods  of  tiie  retaiiinj):.  The  cniciai 
lolc  of  tires  in  motor  vehicle  safety  makes  it 
imix'iative  that  infoimation  on  tire  quality  be 
broiifiht  to  the  attention  of  consumers  refrardless 
of  the  iuarlvetin<r  method  employed. 

The  ajrenc}'  has  previously  carefully  assessed 
its  re(iuireiiients  for  labelin<r  in  compliance  with 
UTQ(i.  In  that  assessment  the  a<;ency  deter- 
iiiiiu'd  that  the  Con^iiessional  mandate  coupled 
with  the  unicjue  nature  of  tire  marketing:-  war- 
ranted the  labelin<r  requirements  estal)lished  by 
the  XliTSA.  Further,  the  court  in  the  /?.  /■'. 
Gomhhh  case  upheld  this  labeling  approach. 
Therefore,  the  aj^ency  declines  to  adopt  the  modi- 
fication sufTfiested  by  the  connnenters  concernin<r 
the  establishment  of  alternative  labelinjr  rather 
than  mandatory  labelinp-  in  several  locations. 

With  rejrard  to  the  wisdom  of  the  UTQ(t 
label inj^'  system  in  comparison  with  Warranty 
Act  provisions,  it  is  instructive  that  the  FTC 
Chairman  concluded  in  a  Septem])er  16,  1977 
letter  to  Goodyear  that  "it  is  apparent  that  the 
Uniform  Tire  Quality  (Tradin<jr  System  will  pro- 
duce useful,  reliable  information  for  the  buyinjr 
public."  Tiie  letter  contained  no  su<rj:estions  for 
improvement  of  the  UTQG  rejiulation,  or  that 
the  UTQG  rejiulation  is  in  conflict  with  the 
Warranty  Act. 

On  a  matter  of  <;eneral  application  to  tiie  infor- 
mation laliel  issue,  (iofxlyear  reconunended  that 
the  a<rency  ensure  tiiat  the  tire  piadinp-  infoinia- 
tion  will  be  piesented  to  the  tire  purchaser.  To 
achieve  this  <:oal,  (ioodyear  sujrjicsted  that  the 
lire  retailer  be  re(|uiied  to  display  the  informa- 
tion. 'Without  ^ucli  a  ie(|niiement  they  ai'jrued. 
tire  frradiuii"  information  would  not  be  useful. 

'!'he  a.iiency  ai;ives  that  tiie  i)rovision  of  infor- 
mation in  an  easily  identifiable  and  readily  ac- 
cessible location  is  necessary  to  the  success  of  the 
tire  irradiuji-  concept.  This  is  one  of  the  reason> 
liiat  I  he  ai;cucy  has  lieen  insistent  about  i-e(|uirinfi- 
tiie  display  of  tiiis  information  in  a  uniform 
fasliion.  Tiie  NHTSA  encoiii-aj;es  tlic  open  dis- 
[)lay  of  tiii^  information  liut  remain-  (•on\inced 
that  llie  re(|nircm('nl  tlial  tin'^  contain  a  lalx'l  on 
the   tire    tread    cxplainiui;-   llie   j^radin^'   >\>tem    i> 


necessary  for  purposes  of  informinjr  the  public  of 
tire  pradin<i'.  This  label  cannot  be  removed  from 
the  tii'e  prior  to  sale.  It  is  noted  that  a  proposal 
to  modify  the  requirements  for  this  label  is  pub- 
lished concuriently  with  this  notice  in  the  pro- 
posed rule  section  of  the  Federal  Register. 

II.     Cont'He  Monitoring  Tires 

On    Feliruary    14,    1977,   the   agency    issued   a      i 
notice   of   proposed    rulemakini^  that    tentatively       . 
selected  the  course  monitoi-inp;  tires   (CMT's)   to 
l)e   used    for  treadwear  testin<r    (4-J    FR    10320; 
February  22,  1977).    The  CMT's  are  run  on  the      i 
treadwear  test  course  simultaneously  with  candi-       1 
date  tires  in  order  to  provide  an  index  of  course 
\ariability  that   allows  the  adjustment  of  tread- 
wear results  for  sucii   variability.     The  agency 
had    previoiisly    selected    the    CilT's    for    radial 
tires.    The  court  in  B.  F.  Gooehieh  suggested  that 
the  XHTSA  select  all  three  of  the  CMT's  con- 
currently   including    bias    ply    and    bias-belted 
Chit's  which  the  agency  had  previously  not  se- 
lected.     The   court    further   suggested   that   the 
agency  permit  a  short  comment  period  to  receive 
responses  on  the  agency  CMT  selections. 

Most  of  the  co)nments  to  this  proposal  did  not 
question  the  selection  of  tires  chosen  by  the 
XHTvSA.  Eather,  the  comments  focused  uixjn 
alleged  inadequacies  in  the  XHTSA  rulemaking 
procedures  and  the  statistical  analysis  employed 
by  the  agency  to  determine  the  coefficients  of 
variation  (COV)  for  the  tires  selected.  Several 
connnenters  criticized  aspects  of  the  UTQG  pro- 
cedures previously  determined  to  be  valid  by  the 
court  in  the  B.  F.  (roodtieh  case. 

Adequacy  of  XHTSA  Data 

B.  F.  Goodrich  and  several  other  commenters 
argued  that  the  agency  did  not  provide  ample 
time  for  meaningful  comment  to  the  notice  an- 
nouncing tiie  selection  of  CMT's.  These  com- 
menters alleged  tliat  the  agency  did  not  submit 
data  to  the  docket  in  a  timely  fashion  nor  in 
complete  form.  For  example,  they  ai'gued  that 
over  2.000  pages  of  data  wcri'  docketed  on  Feb- 
ruary It.  1977.  wliicli  could  liave  lieen  iilaced  in 
tiie  doclvct  as  il  was  generated  tlirough  tliei 
montlis  of  testing. 

Tlie  agency  plac('(l  in  llie  piililic  docl<et  on 
FebiuMr\    11.  1977.  more  tlian  2()<l()  pages  of  data 
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accumulated  through  tests  of  the  course  monitor- 
ing tires.  The  notice  announcing  the  CMT  selec- 
tions was  issued  simultaneously,  and  l)oth  the 
data  and  the  notice  were  promptly  brought  to  the 
industry's  attention,  even  though  the  notice  was 
not  published  by  the  Federal  Register  until 
February  22.  Thus,  the  industiT  was  given 
somewhat  more  than  the  30-day  comment  period 
to  analyze  and  evaluate  the  data.  Commentei's 
should  note  that  the  court  in  the  B.  F.  Goodrieh 
case  considered  that  a  30-day  comment  period 
would  be  sufficient  to  permit  adequate  comment 
on  the  agency  announcement  of  the  C^IT  selec- 
tions. 

The  agency  did  not  submit  the  data  pertaining 
to  the  CMT  selections  to  the  docket  in  a  piece- 
meal fashion  as  the  commenters  suggested  should 
be  done  for  several  reasons.  First,  until  all  the 
data  were  generated  and  reviewed  by  the  agency 
no  decision  could  be  made  concerning  the  ade- 
quacy, in  light  of  the  court's  mandate,  of  the 
CMT's  initially  selected  by  the  agency.  Only 
after  accumulating  a  mass  of  data  from  many 
tests  could  the  agency  be  sure  of  its  selections  and 
accordingly  go  forward  with  a  notice  making 
public  its  selections.  To  have  released  this  infor- 
mation prior  to  the  actual  determination  of  the 
adequacy  of  the  chosen  tires  would  have  been 
premature. 

A  second  reason  for  waiting  to  release  the  in- 
formation was  the  ongoing  litigation  on  the  sub- 
ject of  UTQG.  The  court's  remand  did  not 
formally  reach  the  agency  until  the  mandate  is- 
sued on  December  3,  1976.  Since  further  agency 
rulemaking  action  depended  upon  the  outcome  of 
the  B.  F.  Goodrich,  case,  the  XHTSA  considered 
it  necessary  to  receive  the  final  mandate  of  the 
court  prior  to  continuing  with  its  rulemaking 
effort  with  respect  to  UTQG.  Upon  receipt  of 
the  mandate  of  the  court,  the  agency  began  rule- 
making in  compliance  with  the  remand.  Rule- 
making proceeded  expeditiously  even  though 
petitioners  in  the  B.  F.  (roodrirh  case  had  filed 
a  petition  for  certiorari. 

A  further  criticism  by  the  commenters  con- 
cerned an  alleged  continued  withholding  by  the 
agency  of  data  necessary  for  informed  comments 
on  the  CMT  selections.  Several  commenters 
stated  that  the  data  in  the  docket  contain  omis- 


sions. For  example,  the  numbered  data  do  not 
progress  in  a  serial  manner. 

The  agency  has  not  withheld  relevant  informa- 
tion from  the  docket  as  the  connnenters  suggest. 
The  extent  that  the  numl>ered  data  (test  num- 
Ijers)  do  not  proceed  in  a  serial  manner  re- 
sults from  the  inclusion  of  the  docket  only  of 
those  tests  involved  with  the  computation  of  the 
coefficients  of  variation  (COY).  The  COVs  were 
computed  from  the  first  6,400-mile  cycle  (after 
an  800-mile  break-in)  of  the  CMT,  as  prescribed 
in  the  UTQG  regulation.  Subsequent  cycles  run 
on  the  same  CMT  were  not  run  for  purposes  of 
computing  the  COV.  Therefore,  subse(]uent  test 
cycles  of  the  same  tires  were  deleted  fi'om  the 
docketed  data  so  as  not  to  be  confused  with  the 
computation  of  the  COVs.  All  of  the  data  upon 
wiiicii  the  agency  based  its  determinations  per- 
taining to  the  COVs  were  placed  in  the  docket. 

A  further  argument  of  tiie  commenters  was 
that  the  agency  failed  to  include  an  analysis  of 
the  data  indicating  how  our  conclusions  concern- 
ing COVs  were  achie\ed.  The  agency  has  used 
an  established  method  for  the  determination  of 
the  coefficients  of  variation.  The  method  chosen 
is  an  accepted  statistical  technique.  The  NHTSA 
does  not  consider  it  necessary  to  reproduce  under- 
lying, routine  computations  when  each  set  of  data 
is  put  into  the  docket. 

In  connection  with  the  alleged  lack  of  informa- 
tion in  the  docket,  several  connnenters  suggested 
that  the  XHTSA  make  further  submissions  to 
the  docket  concerning  the  test  procedtires  used 
l)y  the  agency  in  testing  the  CMT's.  The  existing 
rule  on  UTQG  contains  the  test  pi-ocedures  for 
conducting  trcadwear  tests,  and  the  B.  F.  (iond- 
rich  case  upheld  these  test  procedures.  A\'hen  the 
agency  tests  CMT's,  the  procedures  outlined  in 
the  rule  are,  of  course,  rigidly  followed.  Xo 
other  infonnation  relevant  to  the  conduct  of  these 
tests  exists  to  be  placed  in  the  docket. 

Some  commenters  argued  that  the  XHTSA 
should  make  public  some  of  the  test  variables  in 
existence  on  the  days  tests  were  conducted.  For 
example,  they  suggested  that  weather  could  ha\e 
an  impact  upon  test  results  and,  therefoi'e,  rec- 
ords of  such  weather  conditions  should  l)e  made 
availalile  to  them.  The  agency  did  not  maintain 
such  records,  for  the  simple  reason  that  tiie  (-MT 
procedure  is  specifically  intended  to  account  for 
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all  such  variables.  Of  course,  data  such  as 
weatiu'r  conditions,  can  he  determined  from  the 
information  contained  in  the  docket.  The  test 
data  list  tlie  date  each  test  was  run.  If  parties 
caie  to  fiatiier  extraneous  data  for  their  own 
purposes,  weather  information  for  the  days  in 
([iiestion  can  be  obtained  by  contactin<i'  a  weatliei- 
service.  It  should  be  noted  tiiat  many  major  tire 
numufacturers  test  in  Soutiiwest  Te.xas.  Indeed, 
(joodyear  has  stated  in  a  brocluire  which  de- 
scribes its  San  An^elo  provinji'  <iround,  that  ''the 
San  Anf^elo  area  presents  the  most  ideal  condi- 
tions for  tire  testin<i'  in  the  United  States." 
(Docket  25,  GR  86.) 

The  KMA  rcfpiested  as  part  of  their  comments 
that,  since  further  information  shouhl  in  tiieir 
opinion  be  i)laced  in  tiie  docket,  the  agency  ex- 
tend tiie  comment  period.  The  agency,  as  stated 
abo\e.  placed  all  pei'tinent  information  in  the 
doclvct.  ohxiatiiiii'  tiie  need  for  an  extended  com- 
ment period.  Further.  XIITSA  procedures  for 
re((ui'stinjr  extensions,  4!)  CFR  iloS.lO,  requii'e  that 
such  a  recpiest  be  submitted  not  less  than  10  days 
before  exi)iiation  of  the  comment  period  in  ac- 
cordance with  those  procedures.  Instead,  the 
]\MA  included  a  recpiest  for  extension  in  the 
body  of  their  docket  comment.  It  should  be 
noted  that,  while  the  procedurally  defective  re- 
({uest  was  not  j^ranted,  the  a<rency  has  continued 
to  accept  and  consider  the  conunents  of  the  EMA 
and  otiiers  that  have  been  received  well  after  the 
comment  closini;'  date. 

Se\eral  commenters  sujr^ested  that  the  XIITSA 
pulilisli  the  base  couise  wear  rates  for  the  C"MT"s 
ciiosen  liy  tlie  agency.  Publication  of  these  wear 
rates,  the  conunenters  arj^iied.  was  necessary  for 
fheii'  testinii'  of  the  (\MT"s  and  tlnis  for  meaning- 
ful conunents  on  .Notice  -I'l.  The  aji'ency  dis- 
aji^rees  that  it  is  iiecessaiT  to  have  the  base  couise 
wear  rates  foi-  purposes  of  commentin<i'  upon  the 
tires  selected  by  tlie  a^i'ency  as  CMT"s.  It  is  tlie 
coelKcient  of  \ariation  experienced  in  the  testinji' 
tliat  is  ie]e\ant  to  their  selection  as  monitors  of 
the  couise.  and  the  base  course  wear  rate  is  ir- 
relevant to  this  consideration. 

Since  the  commenters  desired  tlu>  publication 
of  these  tiii'ui-es.  albeit  iii'ele\ant  to  the  selection 
of  the  CMTV.  the  aii'ency  hereby  makes  them 
[Miblic.      The    wear    rates    for    the    iiias    ply    tire 


(Armstronp-  Surveyor  78)  and  for  the  bias-belted 
tire  (General  Jumbo  780)  are  9.00  mils  and  6.00 
mils  per  1.000  miles,  respectively.  Since  these 
fijiures  have  no  impact  upon  the  .selection  of 
(^MTs  announced  in  Xotice  22.  no  comment 
period  is  required  as  a  result  of  the  publication 
of  the  base  course  wear  rates. 

Firestone  submitted  two  XHTSA  technical 
papers  for  inclusion  in  the  Docket.  These  papers 
have  been  modified  by  Fii'estone's  underlining 
without  other  comment.  These  papers  are  in- 
cluiled  in  the  docket  even  though  they  are  not 
relevant  to  the  present  UTQG  regulation. 

Possible  Radial  Wear  Rate  Problem 

In  Xotice  22,  the  agency  stated  that  the  data 
appeared  to  indicate  that  the  wear  rate  for  some 
I'adial  tires  may  not  be  constant.  The  XHTSA 
concluded,  therefore,  that  radials  would  not  be 
included  foi-  the  time  being  under  the  UTQG 
rule,  since  computations  made  under  that  nde 
contemplate  a  constant  adjusted  wear  rate  for 
projection  purjioses.  Industry  commenters  ob- 
jected to  this  treatment  of  radials  and  argued 
that  the  agency  shoidd  not  proceed  with  any  of 
the  grading  requirements  unless  it  proceeds  with 
them  all  simultaneously. 

These  commenters  cited  the  B.  F.  Goodrich  case 
which  renmnded  the  cour.se  monitoring  tire  issue 
to  the  agency,  because  a  selection  of  all  of  the 
CMT's  had  not  been  made  prior  to  the  establish- 
ment of  an  etl'ective  date  for  the  implementation 
of  the  rule  to  all  tire  types.  The  commenters 
interpreted  this  court  mandate  to  mean  that  the 
agency  was  required  to  proceed  with  the  promul- 
giition  of  grading  re<|uireiiients  for  all  three  tire 
types  concurrently.  The  agency  does  not  inter- 
pret the  court  <lecision  in  that  manner. 

The  fitli  Circuit  Court  remanded  to  the  agency 
the  issue  of  the  selection  of  the  CMT"s.  It  should 
be  noted  that  at  the  time  of  the  court  decision 
the  agency  had  not  selected  the  bias  and  bias- 
belte<l  CMT's  c\en  though  it  had  established  the 
eti'ecti\e  dates  for  all  tire  ty[)es.  Moreover,  the 
court  noted  that  the  selection  of  tiie  radial  CMT 
had  been  base<l  upon  a  sci'ies  of  tests  (reported 
in  XHTSA  Technical  Xote  T-1014)  which  were 
Hawed  by  a  problem  not  clearly  identified  or  ex- 
plained.     The   courtV^  conclusion,   therefore,   was 
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that  it  was  inappropriate  to  schedule  the  eft'ective 
date  for  compliance  of  tires  with  UTQG  wlien 
the  XHTSA  had  not  given  notice  and  invited 
comment  on  its  selection  of  the  CMT's.  This 
mandate  of  the  court  does  not  prohibit  the  pro- 
mulgation of  the  rule  in  phases,  however. 

The  court's  opinion  stated  that  it  would  be 
inappropriate  to  require  grading  of  a  tire  when 
all  of  the  procedures  (in  this  case  the  C^IT  selec- 
tion) had  not  been  chosen,  and  commented  upon, 
for  that  tire.  The  court  did  not.  in  tlie  opinion 
of  the  XHTSA,  state  that  the  agency  could  not 
proceed  with  rulemaking  on  some  tire  types  pend- 
ing further  study  of  the  application  of  the  rule 
to  another  tire  type.  Therefoie,  the  agency  does 
not  find  merit  in  the  position  of  the  connnenters 
who  allege  that  the  agency  must  proceed  with  a 
rule  for  all  tire  types  at  the  same  time. 

The  agency  has  responded  to  the  remand  in 
Xotice  22  by  announcing  the  selection  of  all 
CMT's.  That  notice  gave  the  industry  adequate 
time  to  comment  upon  the  agency's  selections. 
However,  until  possible  problems  concerning  the 
testing  of  radials  are  resolved,  the  agency  will 
not  set  an  effective  date  for  the  application  of 
the  rule  to  radial  tires.  As  long  as  an  effective 
date  applicable  to  the  grading  of  radials  is  not 
established  prior  to  the  establishment  of  grading 
procedures  for  that  tire,  the  XHTSA  caii  imple- 
ment the  rule  with  respect  to  the  other  tire  types 
and  is  not  in  violation  of  the  court's  remand. 

Several  commenters  argued  that  regardless  of 
the  court  mandate,  the  XHTSA  should  not  go 
forward  with  tire  grading  for  two  tire  types 
while  excluding  radials.  The  commenters  as- 
serted that  altered  test  procedures  for  radials 
could  result  in  different  tests  or  a  different  test 
course  for  radial  tires  which  would  make  com- 
parisons between  them  and  the  other  tire  types 
meaningless. 

By  this  comment,  it  is  apparent  that  some 
people  may  have  misunderstood  tlie  agency's 
earlier  notice  announcing  the  possible  problem 
with  radials.  The  prolilem  that  may  attend  the 
grading  of  radial  tires  is  one  of  comimting  the 
wear  rate  after  the  64fl0-mile  test  has  been  com- 
pleted, since  tliere  is  some  evidence  suggesting 
that  these  tires  may  not  wear  at  a  constant  rate 
after  only  an  800-mile  lireak-in.     Xo  comparable 


problem  lias  been  found  for  bias  and  bias-belted 
tires.  An\ple  data  have  been  generated  demon- 
strating that  the  wear  rates  for  bias  ply  and 
bias-belted  tires  are  constant  after  an  800-mile 
break-in.  At  present  there  are  no  plans  to  alter 
the  test  course  or  the  actual  test  procedures.  If 
changes  were  considered  necessary  in  either  the 
test  course  or  procedures,  careful  attention  woidd 
then  l)e  given  to  their  impact  upon  the  compara- 
tive nature  of  the  grades  given  other  tire  types. 
The  agency  would  not  implement  test  procedures 
foi-  radial  tires  that  differ  from  the  procedures 
used  for  bias  and  bias-belted  tires  without  afford- 
ing adequate  time  for  comment  upon  such  test 
procedures  and  without  carefully  evaluating  com- 
ments received  on  such  test  procedures. 

The  agency  would  like  to  note  that  with  re- 
spect to  the  issue  of  radials,  it  was  stated  in  the 
earlier  notice  that  an  apparent  problem  had  been 
discovered  with  radials.  The  agency  is  not  yet 
convinced  that  this  problem  does  exist.  How- 
ever, until  such  time  as  further  analysis  can  be 
accomplished,  the  XHTSA  considers  it  prudent 
to  proceed  cautiously  with  the  implementation  of 
the  UTQG  requirements  for  radial  tires. 

Several  commenters  questioned  the  validity  of 
the  test  procedures  for  testing  treadwear.  Good- 
year stated  that  the  driving  instnictions  are  un- 
clear and.  in  particular,  tlie  braking  piwedure  is 
not  good.  They  stated  further  that  the  spacing 
in  convoys  was  dangerously  close  on  comers. 
Cooper  Tire  Company  stated  that  the  tests  could 
not  be  repeated  within  statistically  acceptable 
margins  of  error  and.  therefore,  would  be  imen- 
forceable. 

The  XHTSA  does  not  agree  with  these  com- 
ments questioning  the  validity  of  the  test  meth- 
odolog}'.  The  agency  has  determined  that  these 
procedures  provide  a  viable  testing  technique 
which  can  lie  duplicated  for  enfoicement  pur- 
poses. Further,  the  court  in  B.  F.  Goodrich  up- 
lield  the  test  methodology.  Accordingly,  the 
agency  sees  no  need  to  modify  the  test  procedures. 

Goodyear  also  argued  that  the  test  course  has 
been  changed  since  the  last  update  of  the  rule  by 
the  agency.  For  example,  they  argued  that  some 
stop  signs  are  now  yield  signs.  On  a  test  course 
of  this  size  and  nature,  minor  modifications  of 
i-oad  signs  are  to  be  expected  with  certain  regu- 
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larity.  Tlie  rejiulation  only  lists  "kov  jioints"  to 
assist  regulated  parties,  and  has  updated  the 
I'efifulation  to  reflect  clian<res  in  these  key  points 
and  will  continue  to  do  so.  The  minoi-  changes 
in  the  test  track  which  have  occui'rcd  since  the 
last  publication  of  the  regulation  are  included  in 
this  notice. 

The  agency  notes  that  with  respect  lo  sign 
changes  in  the  treadwear  course,  such  minor 
changes  have  no  significant  impact  on  tii'e  grad- 
ing. Tlie  use  of  CMT's  is  designed  to  I'educe  the 
effects,  if  any,  of  the  course  variables,  including 
course  markings.  Therefore,  the  agency  consid- 
ers that  minor  changes  in  the  road  markings 
which  will  occur  from  time  to  time  should  have 
no  impact  upon  the  comparati\e  ratings  of  tires. 
Xevertheless,  the  NHTSA  will  make  eveiy  effort 
to  update  the  regulation  periodically  to  reflect 
changed  course  markings. 

///.    Effective  dates 

Several  commenters  asserted  that  the  agency 
must  propose  effective  dates  to  give  the  industry 
time  to  comment  on  the  appropriateness  of  such 
dates.  Notice  2ii  did  not  proi)ose  effective  dates 
for  the  implementation  of  the  regulation  to  bias 
and  bias-belted  tires.  The  agency  has  established 
the  effective  dates  for  all  provisions  other  than 
the  molding  requirement  as  seven  months  from 
the  publication  of  the  final  rule  in  the  case  of 
bias  pi}-  tires  and  13  months  from  publication  in 
the  case  of  bias-belted  tires.  An  additional  six 
months  has  been  provided  in  each  case  for  the 
revision  of  tire  molds.  The  issue  of  effective 
dates  was  litigated  in  the  B.  F.  (roodrich  case. 
The.  court  there  held  that  the  imi)lenientation 
lead  time  as  chosen  by  the  agency  was  sufficient. 
The  determination  was  based  upon  an  evaluation 
of  the  capacity  of  the  treadwear  course  and  trac- 
tion skid  pads  in  relation  to  the  ninnber  of  tires 
to  be  tested.  Therefore,  since  the  agency  has  not 
modified  the  test  jiiocedure  in  any  manner,  there 
is  no  need  to  raise  again  the  issue  of  effective 
dates  as  long  as  the  agency  allows  the  same  lead 
lime  as  was  held  \alid  by  the  couit.  Moreover. 
as  noted  in  the  court's  o[)iTiion.  I  lie  agency  will 
closely  monitor  the  actual  use  of  the  treadwear 
course  and  tiaction  skid  pa<ls  and  will  cxei'cise 
its  discretion  to  extend  tlie  lead  time  peiiods  if  it 
siiould  become  necessarv  to  do  so  in  tlie  future. 


Cooper  Tire  Company  stated  that  changing  the 
order  of  implementation  of  the  requirements  re- 
quires a  I'eassessment  of  the  effective  date  require- 
ments. For  example,  radial  tires  no  longer  will 
be  the  first  tii'e  tyi)e  to  lie  tested.  According  to 
Cooper,  a  manufacturer  may  be  harmed  by  the 
change  in  the  ordei-  of  implementation  and  fur- 
ther study  of  the  effective  dates  is  thus  warranted. 

The  agency  does  not  agree  that  a  change  in  the 
order  of  implementation  of  the  grading  regida- 
tion  for  different  tire  types  requires  total  recon- 
sideration of  the  effective  dates.  As  set  forth  in 
this  notice  and  in  Xotice  22,  bias  ply  will  be  the 
first  tire  construction  type  required  to  be  graded. 
A  count  by  XHTSA  staff'  of  the  number  of  pas- 
senger tire  lines  set  forth  in  a  standard  reference. 
"1977  Tread  Design  Guide"  (published  by  the 
Tire  Information  Center.  Commack,  Xew  York), 
excluding  winter  treads  (snow  tires)  and  dupli- 
cates of  the  same  tread  design,  indicates  that  of 
some  1139  tire  lines  on  the  market,  approximately 
431  are  ladials,  408  are  bias-ply,  and  the  remain- 
ing 30U  are  bias-lielted.  llierefore.  if  ample  time 
was  provided  in  the  previous  rule  for  tlie  testing 
of  radials,  and  the  court  held  that  the  lead  time 
was  sufficient,  there  certainly  should  be  sufficient 
lead  time  to  test  bias  ply  tires  which  are  fewer 
in  number.  Although  this  change  may  create 
greater  test  burdens  for  individual  manufactur- 
ers, it  will  not  impair  the  ability  of  the  test  fa- 
cilities to  accommodate  tire  grading. 

IV.     Statistical  Comments 

The  KMA  criticized  the  XHTSA's  statistical 
analysis  of  the  data  upon  which  the  coefficients 
of  variation  were  derived.  The  RMA  submitted 
a  paper  written  by  Dr.  Shelemyahu  Zacks  pur- 
porting to  discredit  the  XHTSA's  aiuilysis. 
Through  this  paper  the  KMA  suggested  that  the 
coefficients  of  variation  ((^OV)  were  largei'  than 
the  agency  had  iiulicated. 

The  analysis  done  by  the  XIITSA  was  con- 
ducted according  to  statistically  acceptable  pro- 
cedures, but  the  XIITSA  concluded  that  it  wouhi 
be  prudeiU  lo  obtain  an  imi)ai'tial  re\iew  of  both 
the  Zack's"  and  the  XHTSA's  analyses  of  the 
(X)\"s.  The  agency  contracted  with  a  noted 
statistician.  Dr.  Herbert  Sdlomou.  who  re\iewed 
the  agency's  procedures  in  \iew  of  Dr.  Zacks' 
<  liticisms  of  those  procedures  and  concluded  that 
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the  agency  was  correct  in  its  method  of  computa- 
tion of  tile  COV's.  The  full  text  of  both  the 
Zacks  and  Solomon  papers  as  well  as  the  agency's 
analyses  of  the  former  are  in  the  pulilic  docket. 

Subsequent  to  the  Solomon  report,  the  RMA 
submitted  several  comments  intended  to  refute 
the  accuracy  of  the  report.  In  particular,  the 
RMA  contended  that  the  use  by  NHTSA  of  ''n" 
("n"=sample  size),  rather  than  "n-l"',  as  the 
divisor  in  computing  the  sample  standard  devia- 
tion was  incorrect  and  produced  an  inaccurately 
low  GOV.  After  carefiil  review  of  this  question, 
the  agency  has  concluded  that  the  use  of  "n"  in 
the  formula  for  the  sample  standard  deviation 
is  a  proper  statistical  approach  as  a  step  in  the 
process  of  determining  the  sample  COV.  More- 
over even  if  the  alternative  "n-l"  formula  were 
adopted,  the  resulting  COV's  of  4.74,  3.08.  and 
2.70  for  bias,  belted  bias,  and  radial  tires  respec- 
tively would  still  fall  within  the  5%  coefficient 
of  variation  which  was  approved  by  the  coui't  in 
the  B.  F.  Goodrich  case.  The  RMA's  other  con- 
tentions wei'e  also  carefully  reviewed  and  were 
found  to  be  invalid  and  to  reiterate  much  of  the 
information  contained  in  earlier  RMA  comments. 
Therefore,  the  agency  declines  to  adopt  the  sta- 
tistical approach  proffered  by  the  RMA  as  well 
as  the  other  recommendations  of  the  RMA  that 
attend  their  method  of  statistical  analysis. 

B.  F.  Goodrich  submitted  a  statistical  study  by 
its  engineering  staff  of  models  of  the  wear  be- 
havior of  tires.  (C.  Thomas  Wright,  "The  Ade- 
quacy of  Linear  Models  in  Tread  Life  Testing"). 
The  agency's  analysis  of  the  study  revealed  that 
significant  errors  in  the  study  accounted  for 
Wright's  differences  with  the  linear  model  em- 
ployed in  the  regidation.  The  agency  analysis 
was  placed  in  the  docket,  and  B.  F.  Goodrich 
subsequently  filed  a  rebuttal  to  the  analysis.  Re- 
view by  the  agency  of  that  rebuttal  confirms  that 
Wright's  differences  with  the  regulation's  linear 
model  involve  his  failure  to  oViserve  conventional 
statistical  precepts. 

Uniroyal  submitted  comments  suggesting  that 
the  XHTSA  testing  procedure  did  not  adequately 
consider  the  effects  of  actual  driving  conditions 
tipon  tire  grades.  Uniroyal  conducted  a  random 
sampling  of  tires  on  automobiles  in  parking  lots. 
The  conclusion  of  that  studv  was  that  tires  wear 


at  varied  rates  depending  upon  the  type  of  car, 
size  of  tire,  load  on  the  tire,  ajid  many  other 
variables.  Uniroyal  suggested  that  its  results 
indicated  that  it  would  have  to  test  unlimited 
combinations  of  its  tires  to  ensure  correct  grading. 

The  XHTSA  has  always  stated  that  UTQG 
does  not  give  an  exact  measurement  of  a  tire's 
life  under  all  conditions.  The  agency  realizes 
that  tire  life  will  vary  depending  upon  a  number 
of  conditions.  The  court  in  B.  F.  Goodrich  also 
recognized  this  fact  when  it  stated  that  no  test 
designed  to  grade  millions  of  tires  will  he  perfect. 
Few  measuring  teclmiques  are.  However,  for 
this  reason  the  agency  cautions  individuals  con- 
cerning misapplication  of  the  grading  informa- 
tion. 

The  Uniroyal  survey  yields  results  that  are  to 
be  expected  but  that  have  no  impact  upon  the 
validity  of  the  UTQG  test  procedures.  The  test 
procedures  for  UTQG  control  most  of  the  vari- 
aldes.  The  course,  speed,  drivers,  stopping  con- 
ditions, and  many  other  variables  are  controlled 
for  tire  testing  purposes.  For  those  environ- 
mental variables  beyond  the  control  of  the  agency, 
the  XHTSA  uses  the  CMT  to  measure  their 
effect.  The  Uniroyal  study  did  not  control  these 
variables.  Accordingly,  it  does  not  present  an 
accurate  picture  of  compaiative  data  between  tire 
lines.  The  agency  has  determined  that  compar- 
ing different  tires  luuler  similar  conditions  on  the 
treadwear  course  and  traction  skid  pads  does 
yield  excellent  comparative  data.  Therefore,  the 
agency  discounts  tlie  value  of  the  Uniroyal  study 
for  purposes  of  questioning  tlie  validity  of  UTQG 
testing.  The  Uniroyal  study  merely  indicates 
that  the  pul)lic  must  lie  cautioned  against  the 
misuse  of  grades  provided  on  the  tires.  The 
XHTSA  concludes  that  the  warnings  provided 
on  the  grading  label  information  provide  suffi- 
cient cautionary  advice  to  the  consumer. 

Cooper  Tire  Company  ran  computer  tests  in- 
tended to  show  that  the  same  tire  might  receive 
different  grades  with  any  two  tire  treadwear  tests. 
According  to  Cooper  tiiis  indicated  that  the 
UTQG  I'equii'cments  are  unenforceable. 

It  has  been  aigued  in  the  past  that  enforcement 
testing  for  many  of  tlie  agency's  regulations  and 
standards  dej)ends  upon  a  test  of  a  single  piece 
of  equipment  or  motor  vehicle  and  accordingly 
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the  results  cannot  be  projected  to  all  vehicles  or 
equipment.  In  other  words,  the  connnenters  sug- 
gest that  a  noncompliance  in  one  vehicle  or  item 
of  motor  vehicle  equipment  does  not  mean  that 
all  vehicles  are  defective. 

Tlie  ajrency's  enfoi'ccment  actions  pertainin<;'  to 
all  standards  liave  been  conducted,  in  the  past. 
usin<r  a  variety  of  data.  A  failure  of  equipment 
or  a  vehicle  to  reach  a  performance  standard 
durinji:  an  agency  enforcement  test  indicates  a 
potential  noncompliance.  Tlie  agency  then  goes 
to  the  manufacturer  of  the  affected  vehicle  or 
equipment  and  requests  the  results  of  the  manu- 
facturers tests  or  other  data  upon  which  he  based 
his  certification  of  compliance  with  the  standard. 
A  similar  method  of  enfoicement  is  contemplated 
for  UTQG. 

T'.     Petitionsi  for  Reconsideration. 

On  May  28,  1975,  the  XHTSA  published  the 
final  UTQG  rule.  In  response  to  that  rule,  sev- 
eral petitions  for  reconsideration  were  received 
by  the  agency.  A  response  to  these  petitions  foi- 
reconsideration  was  delayed  pending  the  outcome 
of  the  litigation  in  the  B.  F.  Goodrich  case. 
Several  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  petitions  have 
been  answered  by  that  litigation  or  in  subsequent 
notices  issued  by  the  agency.  Tlie  XHTSA  will 
now  respond  to  those  issues  raised  in  the  peti- 
tions and  not  previously  addressed. 

Several  tire  manufacturers  commented  that  the 
lead  time  allowed  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
the  regulation  was  not  adequate.  The  Japan 
Automobile  Tire  Manufacturers'  Association.  Inc. 
argued  that  there  were  significant  time  prol)lems 
in  the  shipment  of  tires  to  the  United  States  for 
treadwear  testing  on  our  tost  course  and  trans- 
mission of  tlie  resultant  data  back  to  Japan. 

The  issue  of  lead  time  was  litigated  in  the 
B.  F.  Goodrich  case.  The  couit  upheld  the 
agency's  proposed  lead  time.  Since  the  agency 
does  not  propose  to  reduce  the  amount  of  lead 
time  from  that  pi-oposed  in  ir>7."i.  tliei-e  should  l)c 
no  problem  with  mooting  tlio  offoctixc  date  of  the 
I'ogulation. 

Automobile  maiuifactuioi->  argued  that  tlioA' 
need  more  load  time  tlian  tiro  inauufaoturorN 
since  the  specificity  of  llio  (hita  io(|iiirod  in  tiio 
owner's   manual    foicos  tht'iii   to   wait    until   tliov 


receive  the  newly  graded  tires  before  printing 
the  manuals.  On  a  related  point,  many  of  the 
manufacturers  suggested  that  the  agency  require 
in  the  owner's  manual  only  general  tire  grading 
information.  Tliey  argued  that  this  is  necessary 
because  frequently  manufacturers  are  unable  to 
obtain  the  tire  with  which  they  normally  equip 
tiieir  cars.  In  such  an  event,  they  would  have  to 
print  a  new  owner's  manual  containing  the  new 
tire  information  and  would  be  required  by  Part 
oTo  of  our  regulations  to  submit  a  copy  of  this 
new  information  to  the  XHTSA  .30  days  prior  to 
its  issuance. 

The  agency  has  determined  that  the  automobile 
manufacturers  should  operate  under  the  same 
lead  time  constrictions  as  the  tire  manufacturers. 
Therefore,  the  effective  date  of  the  requirements 
applicable  to  the  tire  manufacturers  shall  also  be 
applicable  to  the  automobile  manufacturers.  This 
will  ensure  complete  dissemination  of  grading 
information  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 

The  agency  has  concluded  that  the  manufac- 
turer's suggestion  to  provide  only  general  tire 
information  in  the  owner's  manual  has  merit. 
It  would  be  cumbersome  for  a  manufacturer  to 
submit  to  the  agency  for  30-day  review  its  own- 
er's manual  information  every  time  a  change  in 
tires  was  contemplated  or  required.  The  agency 
considers  it  sufficient  for  purposes  of  informing 
consumers,  for  manufacturers  to  provide  general 
grading  information  in  the  owner's  manual.  This 
information  would  explain  the  grading  system, 
giving  the  cautionary  warnings  to  the  consumei' 
concerning  the  po.ssible  misuse  of  the  UTQ(i  in- 
formation. The  consumer  could  then  be  directed 
to  look  at  the  tire  sidewall  for  the  particular 
grading  of  the  tire.  The  rule  lias  been  amended 
to  reflect  this  modification. 

The  [Motor  A'ehicle  Manufacturers  Association 
(MVMA)  and  (iM  argued  that  the  temperature 
resistance  grading  system  woidd  be  misleading  to 
oonsuuiers.  Both  suggested  a  two  grade  appi'oacii 
to  tompeiature  testing  using  the  "high  speed" 
designation  for  tii'cs  designed  to  operate  under 
tliose  conditions.  The  agency  does  not  agi'ce  that 
the  tenipoi-aturo  information  will  l)o  misleading. 
The  imploinontatiim  of  tiie  pr(>|)oso(l  warnings  on 
the  iiii>n>o  (if  tl:o  tenq)oraturo  information  should 
pi'oN'oiit    any    [lotoiitial    for   consumer    misundei'- 
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standing.  The  agency  notes  furtlier  that  the 
court  upheld  the  existing  temperature  resistance 
test. 

Several  manufacturers  suggested  that  the 
XHTSA  exempt  the  space  saver  tire  from  the 
UTQG  requirements.  They  argued  that  this  tii'e 
is  designed  for  a  limited  life  and  for  a  special 
use  only  and,  therefore,  should  not  he  required 
to  comply  with  the  regulation. 

The  XHTSA  agi'ees  that  the  space  saver  tire 
and  other  temporary  use  spare  tires  should  be 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  i-egulation. 
These  tires  are  of  reduced  size  or  are  inflatable. 
They  are  designed  so  tliat  as  installed  in  the 
vehicle,  they  reduce  vehicle  weight  and  create 
more  vehicle  interior  space.  Since  the  useful  life 
of  these  tires  is  frequently  limited  to  2.000  miles, 
it  would  be  inappropriate  to  require  them  to 
comply  with  the  treadwear  requirements.  The 
agency  amends  the  regulation  to  indicate  that  the 
space  saver  and  temporary  use  spare  tires  are 
exempted  from  the  regulation's  requirements. 

Volkswagen  and  the  European  Tyre  and  Kim 
Technical  Organisation  (ETRTO)  argued  that 
the  treadwear  information  would  confuse  the 
public  and  be  misused.  ETRTO  argued  furtlier 
that  treadwear  grading  has  nothing  to  do  with 
safety  and  should  be  deleted  from  the  require- 
ments. 

The  treadwear  labeling  requirements  are  proper 
and  were  upheld  by  the  court.  .Accordingly,  the 
agency  declines  to  change  or  delete  those  require- 
ments as  suggested  by  the  manufacturers.  Fur- 
ther, the  agency  notes  that  tlie  UTQG  regulation 
is  promulgated  imder  a  special  authorization  of 
the  Act  (1.5  U.S.C.  1423).  It  is  a  consumer  infor- 
mation regulation  issued  at  the  behest  of  the 
Congress. 

On  a  related  matter  of  labeling.  ETRTO  also 
requested  that  the  words  "treadwear".  "tempera- 
ture", and  "traction"  not  be  required  to  be  molded 
into  tlie  sidewall  owing  to  the  expense  of  that 
operation.  Once  again,  the  6th  Circuit  upheld 
the  agency  on  its  proposed  labeling  requirements 
while  suggesting  additional  warnings  to  prevent 
tlie  misuse  of  that  information.  The  XHTSA 
requires  the  use  of  the  words  "traction",  "tread- 
wear". and  "temperature",  because  these  words 


will  help  avoid  confusion  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the  symliols  molded  onto  the  tire  sidewall. 

ETRTO  also  suggested  that  XHTSA  extend 
the  effective  dates  for  the  traction  requirements 
since  the  standard  test  trailer  can  not  accommo- 
date small  tires.  The  agency  declines  to  extend 
the  effective  date  for  the  implementation  of  the 
requirements.  However,  small  tires  are  being  ex- 
cluded from  the  requirements  until  such  time  as 
a  test  trailer  is  equipped  to  test  them. 

Dunlop  recommended  that  the  lowest  of  the 
three  possible  tire  traction  grades  be  eliminated, 
on  grounds  that  an  open-ended  grade  would 
allow  production  of  tires  with  extremely  poor 
traction  in  order  to  obtain  higher  treadwear  or 
temperature  resistance  grades.  In  effect.  Dunlop 
was  requesting  a  minimum  traction  standard. 
The  agency  has  an  outstanding  proposal  that 
wotdd  establish  such  a  minimum  standard  (38 
FR  31841) :  Xovember  19.  1073)  and  will  respond 
to  Dunlop's  request  by  means  of  the  separate 
rulemaking. 

Dunlop  suggested  that  the  agency  permit  the 
tire  information  to  be  molded  onto  the  tire  in 
two  tiers  using  smaller  size  lettering.  Currently 
the  regulation  requires  that  the  information  be 
molded  into  the  sidewall  in  either  one  or  three 
tiers  using  14  inch  lettering.  Dunlop  argued  that 
some  of  their  tires  are  too  small  to  pemiit  the 
display  of  information  printed  in  one  tier  without 
conflicting  with  other  information  molded  on  the 
sidewall.  Further,  they  stated  that  the  depth  of 
their  tires  was  such  that  three  tiei-s  of  informa- 
tion would  not  easily  fit  on  them. 

The  exclusion  of  the  smallest  tires  from  the 
UTQG  recpiirements  for  the  time  being  may 
alleviate  this  problem  since  these  are  the  tires 
that  present  the  greatest  problems  concerning 
available  space  for  sidewall  molding.  Xonethe- 
less  the  agency  amends  the  regulation  to  reduce 
the  print  size  of  the  required  molding  from  i^ 
inch  to  %2  inch.  Finally,  the  XHTSA  can  see 
no  reason  not  to  permit  the  molding  of  informa- 
tion into  the  sidewall  in  two  tiers.  Accordingly, 
the  agency  amends  the  regulation  establishing  a 
format  for  two  tier  information. 

In  a  comment  liy  ETRTO.  it  was  suggested 
that  the  agency  clarify  its  position  with  respect 
to  the  use  of  front  wheel  drive  and  rear  wheel 
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drive  vehicles  in  a  convoy  for  treadwear  testin<r. 
The  reguhition  states  tliat  the  veliicles  used  will 
be  rear  wheel  drive  vehicles,  but  the  preamble 
(Notice  17)  stated  that  testinfr  would  be  accom- 
plished by  the  use  of  vehicles  for  which  the  tires 
were  desi<ined,  which  mipht  include  fiont  wheel 
drive  vehicles.  In  accordance  with  the  regulation 
which  was  issued  in  lOTn  and  upheld  by  the  court, 
the  a<rency  has  determined  that  only  rear  wheel 
drive  vehicles  will  be  used  for  treadwear  testinjr. 
This  removes  the  possibility  that  any  vehicle 
variations  between  front  and  rear  wheel  di'ive 
vehicles  will  afi'ect  the  tire  test  results. 

In  accordance  with  Department  policy  encour- 
aging adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences  of 
regulatory  action,  the  agency  has  evaluated  the 
anticipated  economic  and  other  consequences  of 
this  amendment  on  the  public  and  private  sectors. 
The  agency  has  determined  that  the  regulation 
will  benefit  tire  consumers  by  atfording  them 
more  detailed  information  upon  which  to  malvc 
informed  tire  purchases.  The  regulation  will 
thus  reduce  some  of  the  existing  confusing  claims 
associated  with  tire  marketing. 

As  the  purpose  of  UTQGs  is  to  help  the  con- 
sumer make  an  informed  choice  in  the  purchase 
of  passenger  car  tires,  the  agency  will  soon  ini- 
tiate action  to  evaluate  whether  the  rule  is  meet- 
ing this  goal.  It  is  planned  that  surveys  will  be 
undertaken  to  determine  how  easily  understand- 
able and  meaningful  the  grades  are  to  purchasers, 
how  the  grades  are  utilized  in  ptirchase  decisions 
aiul  any  measurable  economic  effect  that  may 
occur  both  within  the  passenger  tire  industry  and 
to  consumers  as  a  result  of  the  rule.  The  empha- 
sis will  be  on  the  utility  of  the  grading  system  to 
consumers.     Major  points  of  interest  of  the  con- 


sumer survey  will  be  the  extent  to  which  consum- 
ers use  the  grading  system  in  their  purchase 
decisions,  the  extent  to  which  it  has  increased 
their  knowdedge  and  awareness  of  the  characteris- 
tice  of  various  tire  constructions  and  tire  lines 
and  whether  they  feel  the  grading  system  is  valid 
and  worthwhile. 

Effective  date  fiiuliny :  Under  section  203  of  the 
Act,  the  Congress  stated  that  the  regulation 
siiould  become  effective  not  sooner  than  ISO  days 
nor  later  than  one  year  from  the  date  that  the 
i-ule  is  issued.  Based  upon  this  direction  and 
other  agency  findings  concerning  required  lead 
time  for  grading  tires,  the  agency  has  determined, 
and  the  Court  has  upheld,  that  phased  implemen- 
tation of  the  nde  in  essentially  6-month  intervals 
is  appropriate. 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  rulemak- 
ing document  are  Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner  and 
Richard  Hipolit,  respectively. 

In  con.sideration  of  the  foregoing  Part  575.104 
of  Title  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
is  amended.  .  .  . 

(Sees.  103,  lli^,  119,  201,  203;  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421, 
1423)  ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 


Issued  on  July  12,  1978. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 


43  F.R.  30542 
July   17,    1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION  REGULATIONS 


Temperature  for  Tire  Testing 
(Docket  No.   25;  Notice  25) 


Action:  Final  rule. 


Summary :  This  notice  establishes  a  uniform  tire 
testing  temperature  for  the  test  requirements  of 
the  Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading  regulation 
and  the  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard 
for  non-passenger-car  tires.  This  amendment 
simplifies  existing  requirements  by  permitting 
various  tire  tests  to  be  conducted  at  the  same 
temperature. 

Effective  date:  July  17,  1978. 

For  further  information  contact : 

Arturo  Casanova  III,  Crash  Avoidance  Di- 
vision, OflSce  of  Vehicle  Safety  Standards, 
National  Highway  TraflBc  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20590  (202)  426-1715. 

Supplementary  information :  The  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA) 
proposed  on  March  3,  1977  (42  FR  12207),  to 
amend  the  ambient  temperature  conditions  for 
tire  testing  contained  in  Standard  No.  119,  New 
Pneumatic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than  Pas- 
senger Cars  (49  CFR  571.119),  and  in  Part  575, 
Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading  (49  CFR  575.104) 
(UTQG).  The  purpose  of  this  proposed  amend- 
ment was  to  harmonize  existing  tire  testing  tem- 
peratures as  requested  by  the  Goodyear  Tire  and 
Rubber  Company.  The  ambient  temperatures 
were  previously  specified  as  follows : 

Standard  No.  109 :  "100zt5°  F." 

Standard  No.  119:  "any  temperature  ...  up  to 
100°  F." 

UTQG :  "at  105°  F." 

In  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  the 
agency  proposed  to  amend  Standard  No.  119  and 
UTQG  to  reflect  the  tire  temperature  utilized  in 


Standard  No.  109  (100±5°  F.).  As  an  alterna- 
tive method  of  expressing  the  test  temperature, 
the  NHTSA  proposed  to  amend  the  standards  to 
specify  "any  temperature  up  to  95°  F. 

Five  comments  were  received  in  response  to 
that  proposal.  All  comments  favored  the  pro- 
posed amendment  that  would  have  instituted  a 
100±5°  F.  temperature.  The  Vehicle  Equipment 
Safety  Commission  did  not  take  a  position  on 
this  proposal. 

After  consideration  of  the  issues  involved  in  the 
proposal  and  review  of  the  comments,  the  agency 
has  determined  that  the  test  temperature  should 
be  expressed  as  "any  temperature  up  to  95°  F." 
Accordingly,  Standard  No.  119  and  UTQG  are 
amended  to  specify  temperature  testing  at  "any 
temperature  up  to  95°  F."  It  is  the  NHTSA's 
opinion  that  the  95°  F.  test  temperature  is  in 
effect  the  same  test  temperature  as  would  be 
achieved  by  using  the  5-degree  tolerance  (100±5). 

The  NHTSA  has  often  stated  in  interpretations 
on  similar  issues  that  the  use  of  tolerances  in 
safety  standards  reflects  a  misunderstanding  of 
the  legal  nature  of  the  safety  standards.  Stand- 
ards are  not  instructions,  but  performance  levels 
that  vehicles  or  equipment  are  required  by  law  to 
be  capable  of  meeting.  Any  tolerance  in  this 
context  would  be  meaningless  and  misleading, 
since  it  would  merely  have  the  effect  of  stating  a 
performance  level  that  the  equipment  must  meet 
when  tested  by  the  government,  but  in  a  confus- 
ing manner. 

Recognizing  that  no  measurement  is  perfectly 
precise,  a  manufacturer's  tests  should  be  designed 
to  show,  using  tire  testing  temperature  as  an 
example,  that  his  tires  will  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements at  exactly  95°  F.  This  may  be  done 
in  at  least  two  ways:  (1)  by  using  a  test  method 
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that  corresponds  so  closely  to  the  required  tem- 
perature that  no  significant  differences  could 
occur  as  a  result  of  differences  between  the  actual 
temperature  and  the  specified  one,  or  (2)  by  de- 
termining which  side  of  the  specified  temperature 
is  adverse  to  the  product  tested,  and  being  sure 
that  the  actual  temperature  of  the  test  differs 
from  the  specified  one  on  the  adverse  side. 

The  amendment  of  Standard  Xo.  119  and 
UTQG  to  reflect  the  95°  F.  temperature  creates 
a  different  temperature  phraseology  for  those 
standards  than  exists  in  Standard  Xo.  109  which 
still  has  the  100zt5°  F.  temperature.  As  stated 
earlier,  the  XHTSA  considers  the  Standard  Xo. 
109  temperature  tolerance  to  mean  in  actuality 
"any  temperature  up  to  95°  F."  However,  since 
modification  of  that  standard  was  not  proposed 
in  the  earlier  notice,  the  agency  does  not  amend 
it  in  this  final  rule.  However,  the  agency  intends 
to  issue  an  interpretive  amendment  that  will 
amend  Standard  Xo.  109  to  adopt  the  alternative 
expression  for  tire  temperature  testing  (any  tem- 
perature up  to  95°  F.)  unless  objections  are  re- 
ceived. 

In  accordance  with  Departmental  policy  en- 
couraging analysis  of  the  impact  of  regulatory 
actions  upon  the  public  and  private  sectors,  the 
agency  has  determined  that  this  modification  will 


result  in  no  appreciable  safety  gains  or  losses. 
These  amendments  may  result  in  slightly  lower 
costs  for  tire  temperature  testing  since  all  tem- 
peratures will  be  uniform. 

Since  these  amendments  relieve  restrictions  and 
impose  no  additional  burdens,  it  is  found  for 
good  cause  shown  that  an  immediate  effective 
date  is  in  the  public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  .  .  .  amend- 
ments are  made  in  Parts  571  and  575  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  rulemak- 
ing document  are  Arturo  Casanova  and  Roger 
Tilton,  respectively. 

(Sees.  103,  112,  119,  201,  203,  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1421,  1423) ; 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 


Issued  on  July  12, 1978. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 


43  F.R.  30541 
July  17,   1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER   INFORMATION    REGULATIONS 

Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading 
(Docket  No.   25;   Notice   27) 


This  notice  amends  the  Uniform  Tire  Quality 
Gradinof  (UTQG)  Standards  to  revise  the  grrad- 
ing  symbols  used  to  indicate  traction  <rrades  and 
responds  to  a  petition  for  reconsideration  of  the 
effective  dates  for  the  information  requirement 
regarding  first  purchasers  of  motor  vehicles.  The 
notice,  further,  responds  to  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration submitted  by  the  Eubber  Manufactur- 
ers Association  and  The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber 
Company,  regarding  an  amendment  of  the  tire 
testing  temperature  employed  in  the  UTQG 
regulation  and  the  non-passenger-car  tire  safety 
standards,  which  established  a  single  test  tem- 
perature for  the  performance  requirements  of  the 
two  standards.  The  notice  also  withdraws  a 
XHTSA  proposal  to  modify  the  tread  label  re- 
quirements of  the  Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading 
Standard.  These  actions  are  intended  to  aid 
consumer  understanding  of  the  UTQG  grading 
system  and  facilitate  industi-y  tire  testing. 

Elective  date :  October  23,  1978. 

For  further  information  contact  ; 

Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner,  Office  of  Automotive 
Ratings,  Xational  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590,  (202)  426-1740. 

SuppJe77ientary  information :  On  July  17.  1978, 
(43  FR  30542),  XHTSA  republished  "the  UTQG 
Standards  (49  CFR  .575.104)  to  assist  the  con- 
sumer in  the  informed  purchase  of  passenger  car 
tires.  (Docket  Xo.  25.  Xotice  24).  The  standard 
requires  that  manufacturers  and  lirand  name 
owners  provide  simple  comparative  data  on  tire 
performance,  whicli  can  be  considered  by  purchas- 
ers in  selecting  between  competing  tire  lines. 
Concurrently,  with  issuance  of  the  final  rule,  the 
agency  proposed  modifications  of  the  standard's 
provisions  relating  to  traction  grading  symbols 
and  tread  labels  (43  FR  30586;  July  17,  1978). 


Traction  Grading  Symbols 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (43  FR 
30586).  issued  concurrently  with  the  republished 
final  rule,  proposed  revision  of  the  symbols  used 
to  denote  tire  traction  grades.  The  agency  in- 
vited comment  on  the  use  of  an  A,  B,  C  hierarchy 
of  traction  grades  in  place  of  the  **,  *,  0  system 
now  required  by  paragraph  (d)  (2)  (ii). 

The  Automobile  Club  of  Xew  York  commented 
that  the  proposed  traction  grading  symbols  would 
be  "far  more  meaningful  to  consumers"  than  the 
asterisks  and  zeros  used  in  the  existing  regulation. 
The  Xational  Tire  Dealers  &  Retreaders  A.ssocia- 
tion  viewed  the  letter  grading  proposal  as  an 
improvement,  and,  in  response  to  Xotice  24,  the 
Metropolitan  Dade  County.  Florida,  Office  of  the 
Consumer  Advocate  approved  of  an  A,  B,  C 
grading  system  as  falling  within  the  experience 
of  all  consumers. 

The  only  negative  comment  came  from  Atlas 
Supply  Company  which  expressed  concern  that, 
if  consumers  are  warned,  as  the  rule  requires, 
that  tires  wit);  a  C  traction  grade  may  have  poor 
traction  performance,  they  may  assume  that  a  C 
temperature  resistance  grade  likewise  denotes 
poor  temperature  resistance  qualities.  Atlas  rec- 
ommended that  the  lowest  traction  grade  be  abol- 
ished completely  and  that  only  the  symbols  A 
and  B  be  used  to  represent  traction  grades. 

In  fact,  the  agency  is  currently  considering 
promulgation  of  a  tire  traction  safety  standai-d 
which  would  set  a  minimum  performance  level 
such  that  tires  falling  within  the  lowest  UTQG 
traction  performance  grade  would  not  comply 
with  the  safety  standard  (43  FR  11100:  March 
16,  1978,  and  38  FR  31841;  Xovember  19,  1973). 
Pending  issuance  of  such  a  standard,  however, 
consumers  should  not  be  misled  as  to  tlie  nature 
of  the  C  temperature  grade,  since  the  explanation 
of  the  grading  system,  to  be  furnished  under  the 
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standard,  specifically  states  that  the  C  grade  in- 
dicates a  level  of  performance  which  meets  tlie 
applicable  Federal  safety  standard. 

The  agency  has  concluded  tliat  tlie  .V.  B.  C 
grading  symbols  for  traction  performance  will  be 
an  aid  to  consumer  understanding  of  the  UTQG 
system  due  to  the  general  familiarity  with  letter 
grading  systems  and  the  hieiarcliy  inherently 
associated  with  these  syml)ols.  C'onsumei'  com- 
prehension of  the  grading  system  will  also  be 
improved  by  eliminating  the  need  to  use  three 
different  sets  of  symbols.  The  symbols  A,  B,  and 
C  are,  therefore,  adopted  to  represent  traction 
grades  under  tiie  UTQG  Standard. 

Tread  Label  Requiiements 

The  existing  UTQG  i-egulation  pi-ovides  tliat 
each  passenger  car  tire,  other  than  one  sold  as 
original  equipment  on  a  new  vehicle,  shall  have 
affixed  to  its  tread  surface  a  label  indicating  the 
specific  treadwear,  ti'action,  and  temperature 
grades  for  that  tire,  as  well  as  a  general  explana- 
tion of  the  grading  .system.  In  its  July  17,  1978 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (43  FR  30586). 
the  agency  proposed  to  amend  section  575.104 
(d)(1)  (i)(B)  of  the  standard,  to  require  onlj' 
general  grading  information  on  the  tread  label, 
while  retaining  a  separate  requirement  that  spe- 
cific grades  be  molded  on  the  tire  sidewall.  The 
tread  laliel  woidd  iiave  been  modified  to  include  a 
statement  refeiring  the  consumer  to  the  tire  side- 
wall  for  the  actual  grades  of  the  particular  tire. 
The  notice  also  proposed  that  specific  tire  grades 
be  supplied,  at  the  manufacturer's  option,  on 
either  tread  lal)els  or  on  the  sidewall  during  the 
six-montii  period  piior  to  the  efi'ecti\e  dates  of 
the  molding  requirement. 

In  commenting  on  the  notice,  Goodyear  argued 
that  provision  of  specific  grading  information  on 
the  tread  label  would  not  be  feasible  and  would 
add  to  the  cost  of  implementation  of  the  stand- 
ard. American  Motors  ('orfxiration  conunented 
that  provision  of  sj)ecific  grades  in  two  places 
would  be  redundant  and  an  unnecessary  expense. 

However,  ^lichael  Peskoe.  an  individual  in- 
\olved  in  early  development  of  the  standard, 
argued  that  the  tiead  labeling  re(|uirenient  is  not 
redundant,  since  tii-e  sidewall  molding  was  in- 
tended  primarily  to  supply  a   permanent   rveord 


of  the  tire  grades,  to  be  considered  when  replac- 
ing the  tires,  rather  than  to  convey  information 
to  the  prospective  i)urchaser.  He  also  stated  that, 
with  regard  to  cost  and  feasibility  considerations, 
tire  specific  identification  labels,  bearing  informa- 
tion such  as  tire  line  and  size,  are  already  in 
widespread  use  within  the  industry  to  aid  in  the 
distribution  of  tires.  Therefore,  the  burden  of 
adding  the  specific  UTQG  grades  for  the  par- 
ticular tire  classification  should  be  minimal. 

The  Automobile  Club  of  Xew  York  and  Mr. 
Peskoe  commented  that  provision  of  specific  tire 
grades  only  on  the  sidewall  would  hinder  use  of 
the  information  in  the  situation,  common  in  tire 
dealerships  and  service  stations,  where  tires  are 
displayed  on  racks,  sidewall  to  sidewall.  Tires 
would  have  to  be  removed  from  the  display  rack 
before  the  grades  molded  on  the  sidewall  could 
be  observed.  The  problem  would  be  compounded 
where  the  purchaser  wishes  to  compare  the  grades 
on  several  tires. 

While  XHTSA  is  concerned  with  keeping  the 
cost  of  the  UTQG  regulation  at  a  mininuim, 
existing  tire  labeling  and  marketing  practices 
lead  the  agency  to  the  conclusion  that  tread  labels 
containing  specific  tire  grading  information 
should  continue  to  be  required  for  replacement 
tires.  The  agency  had  earlier  determined  that 
identification  of  specific  tire  grades  on  tread 
labels  is  feasible  and  involves  a  very  limited  cost 
to  manufacturers  and  consumers.  Tire-specific 
tread  labels  have  been  demonstrated  to  be  an 
integral  and  necessary  part  of  the  regulation's 
plan  for  getting  useful  information  to  tire  pur- 
chasers. The  proposal  to  reqiure  only  general 
grading  information  on  tire  tread  labels  is,  there- 
fore, withdrawn. 

Effective  Dates  for  Point  of  Sale  Information 
Xotice  24  set  ]\Iarch  1,  1979,  in  the  case  of  bias- 
l)ly  tires  and  September  1,  1979,  in  the  case  of 
bias-belted  tires,  as  effective  dates  for  all  UTQG 
ie<[uirements  except  the  molding  re(iuirements  of 
paragraph  (D)  (1)  (i)  (A).  The  molding  require- 
ments applicable  to  bias  and  bias-belted  tires 
were  made  effective  September  1.  1979,  and  ^larch 
1,  1980,  respectively. 

The  i)urpose  of  this  delayed  phase-in  schedule 
foi'  tire  >-idewa'l  molding  is  to  pro\i(le  manufac- 
turers witii  extra  time  to  prepare  new  tire  molds 
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containing  grading  information.  However,  the 
delay  in  effective  dates  for  tire  molding  had  tlie 
unintended  eifect  of  creating  a  six-month  interval 
between  the  time  vehicle  manufacturers  must 
provide  point  of  sale  information  on  tire  quality 
grading  to  prospective  purchasers,  and  first  pur- 
chasers of  motor  vehicles  (49  CFE  57.5.104(d) 
(1)  (ii)  and  (iii))  and  the  date  on  which  gi-ading 
information  actually  must  appear  on  the  tires 
sold.  In  the  case  of  information  to  lie  furnished 
to  first  purchasers  under  paragraph  (d)  (1)  (iii). 
potential  for  confusion  exists  since  consumers 
will  be  referred  to  the  tire  sidewall  for  specific 
tire  grades,  when  in  many  cases,  molds  will  not 
yet  have  been  modified  for  the  tire  lines  being 
supplied. 

To  correct  this  situation.  American  ]\Iotors 
Corporation  has  petitioned  XHTSA  to  recon- 
sider the  effective  dates  for  paragraph  (d)  (1) 
(iii).  American  Motors  has  recommended  that 
the  effective  dates  for  paragi-aph  (d)(1)  (iii)  be 
amended  to  correspond  to  those  of  paragraph 
(d)  (1)  (i)  (A),  the  molding  requirement.  The 
agency  has  already  recognized  the  difficulties  in- 
volved in  providing  specific  grades  for  original 
equipment  tires  through  the  use  of  tread  labels 
(39  FR  1037;  January  4.  1974)  or  point  of  sale 
information  (43  FR  30547;  July  17.  1978).  To 
better  coordinate  the  availability  of  specific  tire 
grading  information  on  tire  molds  and  the  pro- 
vision of  explanatory'  information  through  ve- 
hicle owner's  manuals.  American  Motors'  petition 
for  reconsideration  is  granted.  The  effective 
dates  for  paragraph  (d)  (1)  (iii)  are  changed  to 
September  1,  1979.  for  bias-ply  tires  and  ^larch  1. 
1980,  for  bias-belted  tires. 

Paragraph  (d)(1)  (ii)  of  the  regulation  re- 
quires that  vehicle  and  tire  manufacturers  furnish 
to  prospective  purchasers  an  explanation  of  the 
UTQG  grading  system.  Although  this  provision 
also  takes  effect  six  months  prior  to  the  tire  mold- 
ing requirements,  the  agency  has  concluded  that 
no  corresponding  change  in  effective  dates  is  nec- 
essary. Paragraph  (d)(1)  (ii)  provides  for  the 
availability  of  valuable  information  to  prospec- 
tive tire  purchasers,  since  specific  grading  infor- 
mation will  be  available  on  replacement  tires  sold 
during  the  six-month  pliase-in  period.  Furtlier. 
the  paragraph  contains  no  potentially  confusing 


reference  to  the  tire  sidewall  as  does  paragraph 
(d)  (1)  (iii).  Prospective  vehicle  purchasers  who 
obtain  the  information  prioi'  to  the  sidewall  mold- 
ing effective  dates  will  be  given  the  opportunity 
to  familiarize  themselves  in  advance  with  the 
new  grading  system. 

Temperature  for  Tire  Testing 

On  March  3,  1977  (42  FR  12207),  XHTSA 
proposed  to  amend  Standard  \o.  119,  Neir  Pncii- 
mittic  Tires  for  Vehicles  Other  Than  Passenger 
Cars  (49  CFR  571.119),  and  the  UTQG  Stand- 
ards to  establish  the  same  ambient  temperature 
for  tire  testing  in  botli  standards,  to  allow  more 
efficient  use  of  tire  test  facilities.  The  notice 
proposed  "any  temperature  up  to  95°  F"  and 
''100±5°  F"  as  alternative  means  of  phrasing 
the  new,  identical  test  temperature. 

After  consideration  of  comments,  the  agency 
determined  that  the  ambient  test  temperature 
should  be  expressed  as  "any  temperature  up  to 
95°  F"'  (43  FR  30541;  July' 17,  1978).  NHTSA 
received  petitions  for  reconsideration  from  the 
Rubber  Manufacturers  Association  (RMA)  and 
The  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Company,  recom- 
mending that  the  test  temperatures  for  Standard 
Xo.  119  and  the  UTQG  regulation  include  toler- 
ances and  be  specified  as  "100°  F±5°  F."  As 
XHTSA  has  frequently  stated  in  past  notices 
on  these  and  other  standards  (e.g.,  40  FR 
47141;  October  8,  1975),  such  a  recommenda- 
tion reflects  a  misundei-standing  of  the  legal 
nature  of  motor  vehicle  standards,  XHTSA 
standards  are  not  instructions  to  test  engineers, 
but  performance  levels  that  vehicles  and  equip- 
ment must  be  capable  of  meeting.  The  use  of  a 
tolerance  range  in  this  context  is  confusing  since 
it  creates  ambiguity  as  to  the  performance  level 
required. 

Establishment  of  a  precise  performance  re- 
quirement, expressed  without  a  tolerance,  still 
recognizes  tliat  measurement  techniques  cannot 
be  controlled  perfectly.  Given  a  specified  per- 
formance level,  manufacturers  can  design  their 
tests  to  assure  compliance  in  at  least  two  ways: 
(1)  by  using  a  test  procedure  that  conforms  so 
closely  to  the  specified  measurement  that  no  sig- 
nificant variations  could  occur,  or  (2)  by  deter- 
mining which  side  of  the  specified  level  is  adverse 
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to  the  product  being  tested,  and  tar<retin<T  test 
conditions  so  that  any  deviation  will  occur  on  the 
adverse  side.  In  this  case,  a  tire  manufacturer 
may  use  an  ambient  temperature  slightly  above 
95°  F  to  demonstrate,  tlirough  advei-se  conditions, 
that  its  tire  would  comply  at  the  specified  tem- 
perature. 

In  its  petition  for  reconsideration,  Goodyear 
commented  that  all  test  laboratories  sliould  em- 
ploy the  same  ambient  temperature  conditions. 
However,  sucli  uniformity  is  not  advantageous 
in  a  regulatory  context,  since  government  com- 
pliance testing  and  manufacturers'  laboratory 
evaluations  are  undertaken  for  different  purposes. 

Goodyear  also  argued  that  a  fixed  9.5°  F  test 
temperature  and  a  "100+5°  F"  tolerance  range 
do  not  establish  "in  effect  the  same  test  tempera- 
ture", as  stated  in  the  agency's  July  17,  1978 
notice  (43  FR  30541).  A  fixed  95°  F  requirement 
is,  in  fact,  from  the  manufacturers'  perspective 
identical  to  a  "100±5°  F"  provision,  since,  given 
a  controlled  variation  in  test  conditions  of  5°  F 
in  either  direction  from  the  target  temperature, 
manufacturers  seeking  to  assure  compliance  with 
a  95°  F  requirement  will  set  their  test  target 
temperature  at  100°  F.  For  these  reasons,  the 
petitioners"  recommendation  of  a  "100±5°  F"  test 
temperature  is  rejected. 

The  RMA  and  Goodyear  petitions  noted  that 
tiie  open-ended  nature  of  the  requirement  "any 
temperature  up  to  95°  F"  appeared  to  require 
that  tires  be  capable  of  attaining  specified  per- 
formance levels  when  tested  at  temperatures 
ranging  from  95°  F  to  sub-zero  conditions.  The 
RMA  petition  stated  as  its  primary  concern  the 
possibility,  under  the  UTQG  system,  tliat  a  tire 
could  be  conditioned  at  a  higlier  temi)erature  tiian 
that  at  wliich  it  is  tested  for  temperature  resist- 
ance. Such  inconsistency  could,  the  RMA  sug- 
gested, result  in  the  tii-e  being  imderinflated 
during  testing. 

The  agency  has  concluded  that  the  ambient 
temperature  specification  "at  95°  F"  moie  ac- 
curately describes  the  fixed  temperature  which 
the  agency  intended  to  establish  than  does  the 
open-ended  provision  "any  temperature  up  to 
95°    F."      Standard    No.    119    and    the    UTQG 


Standards  are,  therefore,  amended  by  substitu- 
tion of  a  fixed  temperature  requirement  of  95° 
F  in  place  of  "any  temperature  up  to  95°  F.'' 

To  the  extent  that  the  RMA  and  Goodyear 
petitions  for  reconsideration  are  not  granted  by 
this  amendment,  the  petitions  are  denied. 

In  accordance  with  Departmental  policy  en- 
couraging analysis  of  the  impact  of  regulatory 
actions  upon  the  public  and  private  sectors,  the 
agency  has  determined  that  these  actions  will 
have  no  appreciable  negative  impact  on  safety. 
Since  the  modification  of  effective  dates  relieves 
a  restriction,  and  the  change  in  grading  symbols 
will  result  in  no  new  burdens,  no  additional  costs 
will  be  imposed  on  manufacturers  or  the  con- 
sumer. Withdrawal  of  the  tread  labeling  pro- 
posal imposes  no  new  costs  not  contemplated  in 
issuance  of  the  UTQG  Standards.  The  new  tem- 
perature phraseology  has  absolutely  no  effect  on 
the  tire  performance  requirements,  but  will  elim- 
inate any  possible  ambiguity  in  the  standards' 
meaning.  For  these  reasons,  the  agency  hereby 
finds  that  this  notice  does  not  have  significant 
impact  for  purposes  of  the  internal  review. 

Effective  date:  In  view  of  the  need  for  a  fixed 
temiJerature  requirement  to  allow  tire  perform- 
ance testing  to  proceed,  and  the  ongoing  prepara- 
tion by  the  industry  for  implementation  of  the 
UTQG  system,  tiie  agency  finds  that  an  imme- 
diate effective  date  for  the  amendments  to  Stand- 
ard Xo.  119  and  the  UTQG  regulation  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  follow- 
ing amendments  are  made  in  Part  575  and  571. . . . 

(Sec.  103,  112,  119,  201,  203,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1421,  1423); 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) ) 

Issued  on  October  23,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 


43   F.R.   50430-50440 
October  30,    1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 


Actio7i:  Final  rule  and  establishment  of  effective 
dates. 

Summary:  This  notice  announces  the  effective 
dates  for  application  of  the  Uniform  Tire  Qual- 
ity Grading  (UTQG)  regulation  to  radial  tires 
and  discusses  comments  on  previously  announced 
testing  and  analysis  of  radial  tire  treadwear 
under  the  road  test  conditions  of  the  UTQG 
regulation.  This  notice  also  interprets  the  effect 
of  the  thirty-day  stay  of  the  UTQG  effective 
dates,  granted  by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Sixth  Circuit,  and  corrects  an  inadvertant 
error  in  the  text  of  the  regulation. 

Effective  date:  For  all  requirements  other  than 
the  molding  requirement  of  paragraph  (d)  (1) 
(i)  (A)  and  the  fii'st  purchaser  requirement  of 
paragraph  (d)(1)  (iii),  the  effective  date  for 
radial  tires  is  April  1,  1980. 

For  paragraph  (d)  (1)  (i)  (A),  the  molding 
requirement,  and  paragraph  (d)  (1)  (iii),  the  first 
purchaser  requirement,  the  effective  date  for 
radial  tires  is  October  1,  1980. 

For  further  information  contact : 

Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner.  Office  of  Automotive 
Ratings,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  205  (202)  426-1740. 

Supplem^ntai'y  infcyrmatimi:  Acting  under  the 
authority  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Act  of  1966  (the  Act)  (1.5  U.S.C. 
1381,  et  seq.),  the  XHTSA  republished  as  a  final 
rule  the  UTQG  Standards,  establishing  a  system 
for  grading  passenger  car  tires  in  the  perform- 
ance areas  of  treadwear,  traction  and  temperature 
resistance  (43  FR  30542);  July  17,  1978).  The 
regulation  will  provide  consumers  with  useful, 
comparative  data  upon  which  to  base  informed 


Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading 

(Docket  No.  25,  Notice  31) 

decisions   in    the    purchase   of   tires.     Extensive 


rulemaking  preceded  the  July  I7th  notice,  and  a 
comprehensive  discussion  of  the  regidation's  pur- 
pose and  technical  justification  may  be  found  in 
a  series  of  earlier  Federal  Register  notices  (40 
FR  23073;  May  28.  1975;  39  FR  20808;  June  14, 
1974);  39  FR  1037;  January  4,  1974;  36  FR 
18751:  September  21.  1971). 

The  July  17  notice  also  established  effective 
dates  for  application  of  the  regulation  to  bias 
and  bias-belted  tires.  Establishment  of  an  effec- 
tive date  for  radial  tires  was  deferred  pending 
further  analysis  of  test  results  relating  to  the 
treadwear  properties  of  radials.  Questions  con- 
cerning the  two  other  performance  areas  of  the 
standard,  traction  and  temperature  resistance  had 
previously  been  resolved,  and  therefore  are  not 
discussed  in  this  notice. 

On  November  2,  1978,  NHTSA  issued  a  notice 
(43  FR  51735;  November  6,  1978)  announcing 
the  availability  for  inspection  of  the  residts  of 
the  agency's  test  program  for  radial  tires  and 
NHTSA's  analysis  of  the  test  results  (Docket  25 ; 
Notice  28).  A  thirty-day  period,  later  extended 
to  45  days  (43  FR  57308;  December  7,  1978),  was 
provided  for  public  comment  on  the  data  and 
analysis.  After  examination  of  all  comments  re- 
ceived, NHTSA  has  concluded  that  an  effective 
date  for  grading  of  radial  tires  under  the  UTQG 
system  can  and  should  be  established  at  this  time. 

Need  for  Grading  of  Radial  Tires 
In  response  to  Notice  28,  several  commenters 
pointed  out  the  importance  of  extending  the 
UTQG  Standards  to  radial  tires  at  the  earliest 
possible  date.  The  Federal  Trade  Commission 
(FTC),  while  rec(jgnizing  the  establishment  of  a 
credible  system  for  grading  bias  and  bias-belted 
tires  as  a  substantial  accomplishment,  commented 
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that  extension  of  tlie  system  to  radial  tires  will 
be  of  special  significance  to  the  public.  The  FTC, 
the  Center  for  Auto  Safety  (CFAS),  and  Con- 
sumer's Union  noted  the  increasing  share  of  the 
tire  market  represented  by  radial  tires,  which 
now  account  for  approxinuiteh'  half  of  the  re- 
placement tire  market  and  an  even  higher  per- 
centage of  original  equipment  sales.  CF.VS  noted 
that  XHTSA's  test  data  revealed  significant  dif- 
ferences in  treadwear  properties  among  radial 
tires  of  different  manufacturers.  In  fact,  it  is 
likely,  based  on  the  data,  that  some  radial  tires 
may  yield  twice  the  mileage  of  those  of  other 
manufacturers. 

CFAS  and  the  City  of  Cleveland's  Office  of 
Consumer  Affairs  commented  on  the  need,  ex- 
emplified by  the  recent  recall  of  14.5  million 
radials  by  one  domestic  tire  manufacturer,  to 
make  safety  a  factor  in  the  purchase  of  radial 
tires.  The  City  of  Cleveland  reported  encounter- 
ing consumer  frustration  with  present  tire  mar- 
keting practices  and  expressed  concern  that 
inability  on  the  part  of  consumers  to  ascertain 
the  quality  of  tires  they  are  buying  may  lead  to 
careless  and  ill-advised  purchasing  decisions  and 
unsafe  operating  practices.  XHTSA  agrees  and 
has  seen  no  new  arguments  that  suggest  Congress' 
directive  for  establishing  a  uniform  system  for 
grading  motor  vehicle  tires  should  not  be  ful- 
filled by  the  contemplated  method. 

Extent  of  XHTSA  Radial  Tire  Testing 
General  Motors  Corporation  and  the  Rubber 
Manufacturers  Association  (RMA)  contended 
that  XHTSA's  tests  of  radial  tire  treadwear  were 
inadequate  as  a  basis  for  extension  of  the  UTQG 
regulation  to  radial  tires.  General  Motors  argued 
that  radial  tire  treadwear  does  not  become  con- 
stant after  tires  are  broken  in,  but  continues  to 
vary  upward  and  downward,  as  evidenced  by 
comparing  adjusted  wear  rates  in  the  final  6,400 
miles  of  XHTSA's  38.400-mile  radial  tire  tread- 
wear test  witii  tile  averages  of  adjusted  wear 
rates  from  several  6,400-mile  test  series.  The 
RMA  stated  its  position  that  radial  tire  wear 
rates  continue  to  decline  in  tiie  later  stages  of 
tire  life,  pointing  to  XHTSA  and  RMA  test  data 
on  the  subject.  Both  CTcneral  Motors  and  the 
RMA  contended  that,  given  tlie  nature  of  radial 
tire   treadwear,    XHTSA    must    test    some    ladial 


tires  to  actual  wearout  to  confirm  that  treadwear 
projections  based  on  6.400-mile  tests  correlate 
closely  with  actual  tire  treadlife. 

XHTSA  has  not  suggested  that  radial  tire 
treadwear  is  precisely  constant  after  break-in. 
Rather  the  agency's  position,  as  stated  in  Xotice 
28,  is  that  radial  tire  treadwear  after  break-in 
can  be  adequately  described  by  a  straight  line 
fitted  to  a  series  of  data  points  representing  tread 
depth  against  miles  traveled,  thereby  providing 
an  adequate  basis  for  treadwear  projections. 
Variations  in  wear  rate  of  the  type  noted  by 
General  Motors  and  the  RMA  cause  a  sinuous 
fluctuation  in  wear  pattern  which  can  be  closely 
approximated  by  a  straight  line  projection  of 
treadwear  based  on  the  first  6,400  miles  of  testing. 

XHTSA  chose  not  to  run  tested  tires  to  actual 
wearout  because  such  tests  are  expensive  and  time 
consuming,  and  accurate  i)rojections  of  treadlife 
are  possible  with  tires  which  have  substantial 
wear,  but  aie  not  worn  out.  For  these  reasons, 
projecting  radial  tire  treadlife  from  tests  run 
short  of  wearout  is  common  in  the  industry  (e.g., 
"A  Statistical  Procedure  for  the  Prediction  of 
Tire  Tread  "Wear  Rate  and  Tread  Wear  Rate 
Differences"  by  Dudley,  Bower,  and  Reilly  of  the 
Dunlop  Research  Centre)  and  is,  the  agency  has 
concluded,  a  reliable  means  of  determining  tire 
treadwear  properties  of  radial,  bias,  and  bias- 
belted  tires. 

Accuracy  of  the  Treadwear  Grading  Procedure 
for  Radial  Tires 
General  Motors,  Michelin  Tire  Corporation, 
and  the  RMA  commented  that  the  existing 
UTQG  procedures  does  not  project  the  treadlife 
of  radial  tires  with  a  sufficient  degree  of  accuracy, 
based  on  the  data  submitted  to  the  rulemaking 
docket  -in  connection  with  Xotice  28.  General 
Motors  and  the  RilA  noted  that  treadwear 
projections  calculated  only  from  wear  rates  ob- 
served in  the  initial  6.400-mile  test  sequence  dif- 
fered in  some  cases  by  one  or  two  UTQG  grade 
levels  from  projections  based  on  wear  rates  from 
later  6.400-mile  test  cycles  or  from  averages  of 
several  test  cycles.  These  coinmenters  noted  that 
the  I'ange  of  sucli  differences  was  slightly  higher 
wiien  individual  tires  were  compared  rather  than 
tiie  averages  of  four-tire  sets,  ilichelin  expressed 
concern  that  the  regidation  would  create  an  im- 
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pression  of  equality  among  tires  which  in  reality 
vary  in  quality.  General  Motors  suggested  that 
projections  based  on  later  test  cycles  or  averages 
established  over  a  longer  test  period  would  pro- 
vide a  moi'e  accurate  projection  of  actual  tread- 
life. 

XHTSA  established  the  6,400-mile  test  se- 
quence, with  an  800-mile  break-in,  after  consid- 
ering the  adequacy  of  the  data  which  could  be 
obtained  over  that  test  distance  and  the  expendi- 
ture of  money  and  resources  required  for  addi- 
tional testing.  The  grades  arrived  at  by  projecting 
from  later  test  series  or  combinations  of  series 
were  generality  consistent  with  the  results  ob- 
tained in  the  first  6.400  miles  of  testing,  and 
those  variations  which  did  occur  were  relatively 
minor. 

As  noted  by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Sixth  Circuit  in  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  r.  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation^  .")41  F.2d  1178  (1976), 
no  system  designed  to  grade  millions  of  tires  can 
be  expected  to  approach  perfection.  Considering 
the  present  absence  of  tire  quality  information 
in  the  market  place,  the  agency  has  concluded 
that  the  UTQG  treadwear  grading  procedure 
provides  reasonable  accuracy  when  applied  to 
radial  tires  and  will  be  of  significant  value  to  tire 
consumers  in  making  purchasing  decisions. 

General  Motors  commented  that  tire  grades 
should  be  assigned  based  on  the  lowest  mileage 
projected  for  any  tire  among  a  set  of  four  candi- 
date tires  and  not  on  the  average  projected  mile- 
age of  a  four  tire  set.  The  UTQG  regulation 
states  that  each  tire  will  be  capable  of  providing 
at  least  the  level  of  performance  represented  by 
the  UTQG  grades  assigned  to  it.  UTQG  grades 
based  solely  on  either  average  grade  levels  or  on 
the  projected  mileage  of  a  particular  tested  tire 
would  not  provide  an  adequate  liasis  for  con- 
sumer reliance  on  the  grading  information.  In 
determining  accurate  treadwear  grades  for  tire 
lines,  manufacturers  must  consider  the  popula- 
tion variability  evidenced  in  their  tire  testing. 

Validity  of  the  CMT  Adjustment  Procedure 
The  UTQG  regulation  accounts  for  environ- 
mental influences  on  candidate  the  wear  rates 
during  testing  liy  means  of  an  adjustment  factor 
derived  liy  comparing  the  wear  rates  of  concur- 
rently run  course  monitoring  tires  (CMT's)  with 


an  established  CMT  base  course  wear  rate 
(BCAVR)  (49  CFR  575.104(d)(2)).  In  Notice 
28,  XHTSA  explained  how  the  same  adjustment 
procedure  could  be  used  to  correct  for  a  measure- 
ment anomaly  that  generates  the  appearance  of 
a  higher  wear  rate  for  radial  tires  in  the  first 
4.000  miles  of  testing  following  the  800-mile 
break-in.  In  response  to  Xotice  28,  CFAS  re- 
viewed the  UTQG  adjustment  procedure,  as  it 
applies  to  radial  tires,  and  commented  that  this 
procedure  is  the  proper  method  for  grading 
radials.  However,  Michelin  and  the  RMA,  in 
their  comments  on  that  notice,  suggested  that  the 
C^IT  adjustment  procedure  may  be  invalid  for 
radial  tires,  both  in  the  context  of  wear  rate 
changes  and  as  a  control  on  environmental  fac- 
tors. 

The  RMA  argued  that  XHTSA  has  not  pro- 
vided supporting  data  for  its  theory  that  the 
shift  in  radial  tire  wear  rate  during  the  initial 
phases  of  treadlife  is  caused  by  changes  in  tire 
geometry  as  the  tire  attains  its  equilibrium  shape. 
However,  detailing  tlie  underlying  mechanism  of 
the  apparent  change  in  wear  rate  is  incidental  to 
the  fact  that  radial  tire  wear  rates  do  stabilize 
in  a  consistent  fashion,  permitting  use  of  the 
CMT  adjustment  to  project  treadlife  with  reason- 
able accuracy. 

The  RMA  contended  that  weai-  patterns  of 
certain  radial  tires  differ  mai'kedly  from  the  ap- 
parent accelerated  pattern  observed  by  XHTSA 
during  the  first  4,000  miles  of  treadlife  after  the 
800-mile  break-in,  and  that  XHTSA's  test  of 
several  tire  brands  provided  an  inadequate  basis 
to  (li'aw  conclusions  aliout  ladial  tires  in  general. 
Michelin.  although  citing  no  data  on  tlie  subject, 
commented  that  an  accelerated  wear  pattern  in 
the  early  stages  of  treadlife  may  not  exist  in  all 
radial  tires  to  the  same  degree. 

XHTSA's  test  of  radial  tire  treadwear.  re- 
ported in  Xotice  28,  included  ten  different  tire 
brands,  selected  to  include  a  wide  range  of  prices 
and  materials,  as  well  as  both  domestic  and  for- 
eign manufacture.  This  sample  constitutes  a 
reasonable  and  adequate  basis  upon  which  to  draw 
conclusions  concerning  tires  available  on  the 
American  market.  In  spite  of  the  wide  variety 
of  radial  designs  included  in  XHTSA's  test,  the 
agency  found  the  wear  I'ate  patterns  of  the  tires 
studied  to  be  remarkably  consistent  in  the  initial 
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6,400-miles  of  testing,  after  the  800-niile  break-iii. 
This  consistency  is  exemplified  by  tieachvear 
projections  in  the  paper  "Test  of  Tread  AVear 
Grading  Procedure — the  Course  Monitoring  Tire 
Adjustment  on  Radial  Tii'e  Wear  Rates",  by 
Brenner  and  "\A'illiams  (Docket  25,  General  Ref- 
erence No.  105).  which  compared  estimates  of 
tread  life  for  nine  sets  of  candidate  tires  based 
on  data  from  tiie  first  6,400  miles  of  testing  after 
break-in,  with  estimates  based  on  data  from  6,400 
to  38,400  miles  of  testing.  The  projections  com- 
puted from  these  data  sets  did  not  differ  signifi- 
cantly, indicating  that  the  UTQG  adjustment 
procedure  accurately  accounted  for  the  initial 
wear  rate  characteristics  of  all  tires  tested. 

Based  on  this  test  experience,  the  agency  be- 
lieves that  the  data  from  its  tests  and  analysis  of 
tliat  data  has  demonstrated  that  the  wear  pat- 
terns exhibited  by  radial  tires  early  in  their 
treadlives  are  sufficiently  consistent  to  permit  ac- 
curate projection  of  treadwear  based  on  the  exist- 
ing UTQG  test  procedure.  XHTSA  plans  to 
closely  monitor  testing  at  the  San  Angelo  course 
to  insure  that  the  UTQG  test  procedure  accom- 
modates future  developments  in  tire  technology 
and  continues  to  provide  an  accurate  basis  for 
treadwear  grading. 

On  tiie  question  of  consistency  beyond  the  ini- 
tial 4,000  miles  of  testing,  both  ]Michelin  and  tlie 
RMA  argued  that  not  all  tires  tested  by  XHTSA 
responded  to  environmental  factors  in  an  identi- 
cal manner,  as  demonstrated  by  comparing 
graphs  of  unadjusted  candidate  tire  wear  rates 
by  test  cycle  witli  gi'aphs  of  data  from  concur- 
rently run  CMT's.  The  R^IA  also  noted  that 
graphic  representations  of  radial  tire  adjusted 
wear  rates  per  test  cycle  were  not  always  liori- 
zontal,  but  in  some  cases  sloped  somewliat  upward 
or  downward. 

Close  examination  of  tlie  graphs  of  unadjusted 
candidate  tire  wear  rates  and  CMT  wear  rates 
indicates  that  tlie  wear  rates  fluctiuited  in  a  rea- 
sonably parallel  fashion  in  all  but  an  insignificant 
number  of  cases.  XHTSA  lias  never  contended 
that  every  tire  of  every  bi'and  must  behave  in  a 
perfectly  consistent  maiuior  before  a  \alid  grad- 
ing system  can  be  establislied.  XH'I'SA  finds 
that  the  le\el  of  consistency  exiiibited  by  the 
tested  tires  is  sufficient  to  confirm  tiie  \aliditv  of 


the    CMT    approacli   as   a    reasonably    fair   and 
reasonably  reliable  means  of  radial  tire  grading. 

With  regard  to  the  slope  of  the  adjusted  wear 
rate  curves,  XHTSA  has  applied  a  test  of  inde- 
pendence to  this  data  to  determine  if  the  adjusted 
wear  rates  of  the  tested  tires  were  dependent  on 
tlie  test  cycle.  In  no  case  was  the  slope  signifi- 
cantly different  from  zero  at  the  95  percent  con- 
fidence level.  In  fact,  of  the  curves  which  slanted 
to  any  measurable  degree,  sixteen  liad  a  slighth' 
positive  slope  and  seventeen  had  a  slightly  nega- 
ti\e  slope,  as  would  be  expected  if  the  true  slope 
were  zero.  This  analysis  suggests  that  CMT  and 
candidate  tires  continue  to  wear  in  a  consistent 
fashion  beyond  the  initial  phase  of  testing. 

Tlie  RMA's  comments  suggest  that  some  con- 
fusion may  exist  as  to  whether  CMT's  are  to  be 
reused  for  testing  after  an  initial  6,400-mile  test 
cycle  after  break-in.  Since  radial  tires,  including 
C^NIT's.  exhibit  an  apparent  cliange  in  wear  pat- 
tern during  this  initial  phase  of  treadlife,  when 
measured  l\y  a  tread  depth  gauge,  the  CMT  ad- 
justment procedure  will  be  accurate  only  if  new 
candidate  tires  are  run  witli  new  CMT's  so  tliat 
the  wear  rate  change  occurs  in  all  tires  simul- 
taneously. 

Radial  CMT's  were  run  beyond  the  initial 
6.400-mile  cycle  in  XHTSA's  testing  announced 
in  Xotice  28,  in  order  to  provide  an  extended 
comparison  of  CMT's  and  candidate  tires  run 
concurrently.  In  its  UTQG  compliance  testing, 
however,  XHTSA  will  use  new  radial  CMT's. 
liroken-in  in  accordance  with  49  CFR  575.104 
(d)  (2)  (v).  for  each  6,400-mile  test. 

Also  on  the  issue  of  the  CMT  adjustment  pro- 
cedure, the  RMA  commented  that  XHTSA's  test 
data  indicate  a  coefficient  of  variation  (COY) 
for  radial  CMT's  of  over  5  percent,  the  standard 
upiield  in  the  B.  F.  Goodrich  case  as  the  agency's 
target  for  the  maximum  permissible  level  of 
variability  for  these  tires.  Much  of  the  data 
cited  by  the  RMA  on  tliis  point  involved  test 
cycles  beyond  tlie  initial  6.400-mile  cycle,  after 
l)realv-in.  Data  on  tiie  variability  of  (^MT's  at 
test  distances  beyond  6.400  miles,  after  bi-ealc-in. 
aie  irrelevant  to  tiie  UTQG  system,  since,  as 
noted  ab()\e.  radial  CMT's  will  not  be  reused 
after  an  initial  6.400-mile  test  cvcle. 
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In  examining  data  from  the  initial  test  cycle, 
the  RMA  combined  wear  rates  from  several  test 
vehicles  and  then  developed  COV's  from  that 
data,  thereby  interjecting  vehicle  variability  into 
the  computation.  Vehicle  variability,  while  un- 
related to  the  properties  of  the  tire,  has  the  effect 
of  inflating  coefficients  of  variation.  When  this 
extraneous  factor  is  removed  from  the  computa- 
tion, the  test  data  indicate  a  COV  well  within 
the  acceptable  5  percent  level. 

Michelin  expre.ssed  concern  that  running 
CMT's  of  a  standard  size  with  candidate  tires  of 
differing  sizes  may  lead  to  inaccuracy  in  the  ad- 
justment of  data.  National  Bureau  of  Standards 
Technical  Note  486,  "Some  Problems  in  Measur- 
ing Tread  "Wear  of  Tires,"  by  Spinner  and 
Barton  (Docket  25,  General  Reference  No.  -i), 
compared  projected  mileages  for  three  sizes  of 
radial  and  bias-ply  tires  of  several  manufacturers 
I'un  under  different  road  conditions.  Data  in  the 
report  suggest  that  tires  of  different  sizes  react 
similarly  to  differing  external  conditions.  There- 
fore, the  practical  burden  of  providing  a  different 
CMT  for  each  size  of  candidate  tire  may  be 
avoided. 

Finally.  General  Motors  and  the  RMA  asserted 
that,  in  order  to  facilitate  comparisons  among 
radial,  bias,  and  bias-belted  tires,  BCWR's  must 
be  established  by  running  the  three  tj-pes  of 
CMT'S  concurrently  to  limit  the  influence  of  en- 
vironmental variables  on  the  test  results.  The 
RMA  also  contended  that  a  BCWR  cannot  be 
established  without  running  CMT's  to  actual 
wearout. 

NHTSA  established  BCWR's  through  experi- 
ence with  tires  of  all  three  construction  types  in 
over  5  million  tire  miles  of  testing  over  a  two 
year  period.  In  the  course  of  this  extensive  test- 
ing, each  tire  type  can  be  expected  to  have  en- 
countered a  random  mix  of  environmental 
conditions  resulting  in  a  similar  net  impact  on 
treadwear. 

Other  Comments 
Michelin  commented  that  the  regulation's  pro- 
cedure of  rotating  tires  among  different  positions 
on  a  test  vehicle,  but  not  Itetween  vehicles,  pre- 
cludes the  detection  of  vehicle  mechanical  prob- 
lems which  could  affect  grading.  Adequate 
preventive    maintenance    of   test    vehicles   is   the 


primary  safeguard  against  distortion  of  data  by 
vehicle  malfunctions.  Additionally,  an  analysis 
of  variance  of  the  data  obtained  in  a  convoy  or 
on  a  vehicle  provides  another  effective  method  of 
detecting  a  malfunction.  (See,  "Elements  in  the 
Road  Evaluation  of  Tiie  Wear",  by  Brenner  and 
Kondo.  Docket  25;  General  Reference  No.  17). 
NHTSA  does  not  believe  that  rotation  of  tires 
among  vehicles  would  significantly  improve  on 
these  existing  techniques. 

Genei'al  Motors  noted  that  several  tires  studied 
by  NHTSA  had  to  be  removed  from  the  test  due 
to  failure  or  uneven  wear  prior  to  actual  wearout 
and  suggested  that  the  agency  must  account  for 
these  anomalies  before  proceeding  with  rule- 
making. 

Early  in  the  course  of  rulemaking  on  UTQG. 
NHTSA  concluded  that  considerations  of  cost 
and  consumer  understanding  required  some 
limitation  on  the  number  of  grading  categories 
in  which  UTQG  information  would  be  presented. 
Based  on  examination  of  numerous  comments  in 
the  rulemaking  docket,  the  agency  concluded  that 
treadwear,  traction,  and  tempeiature  resistance 
are  the  tire  characteristics  of  greatest  importance 
to  consumers.  For  this  reason,  information  on 
subjects  such  as  evenness  of  tread  wear  and  sus- 
ceptibility to  road  liazard  damage,  while  of  value 
to  consumers,  is  not  provided  under  the  I'egula- 
tion.  NHT.SA  will  consider  (leneral  IMotors 
comment,  however,  as  a  suggestion  for  possible 
future  rulemaking. 

The  RMA  noted  several  minor  computational 
and  other  errors  in  the  previously  referred  to 
paper  by  Brenner  and  Williams  (Docket  25, 
General  Reference  No.  105),  submitted  to  the 
docket  in  connection  with  Notice  28.  Some  of 
these  errors  were  corrected  by  a  .subsequent  sub- 
mission to  the  docket  (Docket  25,  General  Refer- 
ence No.  105A).  In  any  case,  the  errors  were  of 
a  non-substantive  nature  and  had  no  impact  on 
the  agency's  rulemaking  process  and  decisions. 

Impact  of  the  Thirty  Day  Stay 
of  Effective  Dates 
On  January  19,  1979,  the  U.S.  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Sixth  Circuit,  in  the  case  B.  F. 
Goodrich  Co.  v.  Department  of  Transportation 
(No.  78-3392),  granted  a  thirty-day  stay  of  the 
effective  dates  for  application  of  the  UTQG  regu- 
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lation  to  bias  and  bias-belted  tires.  The  rejrula- 
tion  was  scheduled  to  become  effective  Maicli  1. 
1970  for  bias-ply  tires  and  .September  1,  1979  for 
bias-beltetl  tires,  with  the  exception  of  the  side- 
wall  molding  requirements  of  paragraph  (d)(1) 
(i)  (A)  and  the  first  purcliaser  requirements  of 
paragraph  (d)(1)  (iii)  whicli  were  to  become 
effective  September  1,  1979  and  March  1.  1980 
for  bias  and  bias-l)elted  tires,  respectively. 

NHTSA  interprets  the  Sixtli  Circuit's  action 
as  postponing  tlie  effective  dates  of  the  I^TQCJ 
regulation  one  montli  to  April  1,  1979  for  bias-ply 
tires  and  October  1,  1979  for  bias-belted  tires. 
However,  the  effective  dates  for  the  molding  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (d)(l)(i)(A)  and  the 
first  purchaser  requirements  of  paragraph  (d) 
(l)(iii)  are  postponed  to  October  1,  1979  for 
bias-ply  tires  and  April  1,  1980  for  bias-belted 
tires  to  aUow  manufacturers  time  to  convert  tire 
molds.  This  postponement  of  effective  dates  has 
been  taken  into  account  in  establishing  effective 
dates  for  application  of  the  regulation  to  radial 
tires,  to  assure  adequate  lead  time  for  completion 
of  tire  testing. 

In  accordance  witli  Departmental  policy  en- 
couraging adequate  analysis  of  the  consequences 
of  regulatory  actions,  the  agency  has  evaluated 
the  anticipated  economic,  cn\ironmental  anil 
other  consequences  of  extending  the  UTQG  regu- 
lation to  include  radial  tires  and  has  determined 
tiiat  tlie  iin[)act  of  this  action  is  fully  consistent 
with  impacts  evaluated  in  July  1978  in  establish- 
ing effective  dates  for  bias  and  bias-belted  tires. 
Based  on  the  authoritv  of  Section  203  of  tiie  Act. 


previous  agency  findings  concerning  recjuired  lead 
time  for  grading  tires,  and  the  decision  of  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Circuit  in 
B.  F.  Goodrich,  the  XHTSA  hereby  establishes 
I'adial  tire  effective  dates  consistent  with  the  basic 
six-month  phase-in  schedule  announced  on  July 
17,  1978  (43  FR  30542)  for  bias  and  bias-belted 
tires. 

In  an  unrelated  matter,  XHTSA's  FEDERAL 
REGISTER  notice  announcing  effective  dates  for 
application  of  the  UTQG  Standards  to  ])ias  and 
liias-belted  tires  (43  FR  30542) ;  July  17,  1978) 
contained  an  inadvertent  error  in  use  of  the  word 
"of  rather  than  the  intended  word  "are"  in  the 
first  sentence  of  the  third  section  of  Figure  2  of 
the  regulation.  This  error  is  corrected  by  sub- 
stitution of  the  word  "are"  in  place  of  "of"  in 
Figure  2. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  Uniform 
Tire  Quality  Grading  Standards  (49  CFR 
575.104),  are  amended  .... 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  the  development  of  this  rulemak- 
ing document  are  Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner  and 
Richard  J.  Hipolit,  respectively. 

(Sec.  103.  112.  119,  201,  203;  Pub.  L.  89-563, 
80  Stat.  718  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1401,  1407,  1421, 
1423);  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  March  9. 1979. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

44   F.R.    15721-15724 
March    15,    1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 


Uniform  Tire  Quality  Rating 
(Docket  No.  25;  Notice  35) 


ACTION:    Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  the  Uniform  Tire 
Quality  Grading  (UTQG)  Standards  through  minor 
modifications  in  the  format  of  tire  tread  labels  used 
to  convey  UTQG  information.  The  modifications 
are  intended  to  assure  that  tires  are  labeled  with 
the  correct  UTQG  grades,  to  permit  flexibility  in 
the  design  of  labels,  and  to  facilitate  consumer 
access  to  the  grading  information. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:    December  1,  1979. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner,  Office  of  Automotive 
Ratings,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-1740). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  January  8, 
1979,  NHTSA  published  a  request  for  public 
comment  (44  F.R.  1814)  on  a  petition  for 
rulemaking  submitted  by  Armstrong  Rubber 
Company  asking  that  the  UTQG  regulation  be 
amended  to  permit  tire  grading  information  and 
explanatory  material  concerning  the  UTQG 
system  to  be  furnished  to  consumers  by  means  of 
two  separate  tire  tread  labels  rather  than  the 
single  label  called  for  in  the  regulation  (49  CFR 
575.104(d)  (l)(i)(B)).  Armstrong,  joined  by  Atlas 
Supply  Company,  contended  that  the  chance  of 
mislabeling  tires  would  be  reduced,  if  UTQG 
grades  could  be  placed  on  the  same  label  with  tire 
identification  information.  However,  practical 
limitations  exist  on  the  size  of  tread  labels  which 
can  be  effectively  applied  and  retained  on  the  tire 
tread  surface.  Some  manufacturers  reportedly 
encountered  difficulty  in  fitting  tire  identification 
information,  UTQG  grades  and  required  UTQG 
explanatory  information  on  a  single  label.  For  this 
reason,  Armstrong  and  Atlas  suggested  that 
UTQG  explanatory  information  be  furnished  on  a 


separate  label  adjacent  to  a  label  containing  UTQG 
grades  and  tire  identification  information. 

In  view  of  the  favorable  comments  received  in 
response  to  NHTSA' s  request  for  comment  on  the 
Armstrong  petition,  the  agency  proposed  to 
modify  the  tread  label  format  requirements  to 
employ  a  two-part  label  format  (44  F.R.  30139; 
May  24,  1979).  NHTSA  proposed  that  Part  I  of  the 
label  contain  a  display  of  the  UTQG  grades 
applicable  to  the  particular  tire  while  Part  H  would 
contain  the  general  explanation  of  the  grading 
system.  At  the  manufacturer's  option  Parts  I  and 
n  could  appear  on  separate  labels.  To  assure  that 
the  labels  would  be  legible  to  consumers,  the  notice 
also  proposed  requirements  for  orientation  of  the 
label  text  and  minimum  type  size. 

Commenters  on  the  proposal  were  in  general 
agreement  that  flexibility  in  the  design  of  tire 
tread  labels  is  a  desirable  goal.  While  some 
manufacturers  expressed  the  opinion  without 
explanation  that  two-part  labels  would  be 
impractical  for  their  operations,  others  welcomed 
the  proposal  as  a  means  of  dealing  with  label  size 
limitations. 

Some  commenters  favored  retention  of  the 
original  label  format  pointing  out  that  the 
proposed  label  would  be  slightly  longer  than  its 
predecessor  and  arguing  that  the  proposed  label 
would  isolate  the  tire  grades  from  the  explanatory 
material.  Some  industry  sources  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  proposed  changes  would  be  of  no 
benefit  to  consumers. 

NHTSA  disagrees  with  these  criticisms  of  the 
proposal.  The  new  format  should  increase  the 
length  of  the  label  by  only  a  fraction  of  an  inch, 
if  at  all,  and  should  not  pose  a  problem  to 
manufacturers  wishing  to  employ  a  single  label. 
The  separation  of  the  grades  from  the  explanatory 
material  should  not  create  confusion  since  the  two 
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parts  could  be  separated  by  no  more  than  one  inch 
in  any  case.  The  agency  has  reached  the  conclusion 
that  displaying  grades  for  all  three  performance 
categories  together  on  Part  I  of  the  label  will  in 
fact  benefit  consumers  by  facilitating  access  to  the 
information. 

Maximum  retainability  will  be  assured  with  the 
new  format  since  manufacturers  may  choose  to 
employ  two  labels  if  they  are  unable  to  fit  all  of  the 
necessary  information  on  a  single  label  of  a 
manageable  size.  Similarly,  the  possibility  of 
mislabeling  will  be  reduced,  because  the  two-part 
option  makes  it  possible  in  all  cases  to  include  ap- 
plicable UTQG  grades  on  tire  identification  labels. 
For  these  reasons,  NHTSA  has  determined  to 
adopt  the  proposed  two-part  label  format  with 
minor  modifications. 

Several  commenters  suggested  that  orientation 
of  the  tread  label  text  should  not  be  specified  in  the 
regulation  since  flexibility  in  label  design  would  be 
reduced  by  such  a  requirement.  However,  NHTSA 
has  concluded  that  since  most  manufacturer's  tire 
identification  labels  are  arranged  with  lines  of  type 
running  perpendicular  to  the  tread  circumference, 
tires  are  most  likely  to  be  displayed  so  that  labels 
with  this  orientation  will  be  easily  readable  by  con- 
sumers. Therefore,  the  agency  has  chosen  to  retain 
the  proposed  requirement  regarding  label  text 
orientation. 

Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Company  suggested  the 
possibility  of  printing  Part  I  of  the  proposed  label 
below  Part  II,  when  both  parts  are  contained  on  a 
single  tread  label.  NHTSA  finds  this  suggestion 
unacceptable  because  the  UTQG  grades  would  be 
difficult  to  locate  if  preceded  by  a  body  of  textual 
material. 

Goodyear  also  commented  on  several  occasions 
that  specifying  a  minimum  type  size  for  the  printing 
of  labels  would  be  of  no  benefit  since  many  factors 
other  than  type  size,  such  as  letter  style,  spacing, 
and  format,  contribute  to  legibOity.  NHTSA  agrees 
that  a  minimum  type  size  requirement  alone  is  insuf- 
ficient to  assure  the  readability  of  labels.  For  this 
reason,  NHTSA  has  chosen  to  withdraw  its  pro- 
posed minimum  type  size  requirement  at  this  time. 
The  agency  will,  however,  continue  to  monitor  in- 
dustry compliance  with  the  labeling  requirements  to 
ascertain  whether  a  comprehensive  set  of  re- 
quirements is  necessary  to  assure  that  tread  labels 
will  be  legible  to  consumers. 


The  agency  has  found  considerable  merit  in 
another  Goodyear  suggestion,  to  delete  the  range 
of  possible  grades  adjacent  to  the  categories 
"TRACTION"  and  "TEMPERATURE"  on  Part 
H  of  the  label.  These  letters  were  originally  in- 
cluded on  the  label  to  provide  a  display  on  which 
the  grade  attributable  to  a  particular  tire  could  be 
marked.  Since  grades  will  now  be  marked  on  Part  I 
of  the  label,  the  range  of  possible  grades  in  Part  H 
is  superfluous  and  has  been  deleted  from  the  re- 
quired format.  If,  however,  manufacturers  wish  to 
display  the  array  of  grades  on  both  Part  I  and  Part 
II  of  their  labels,  NHTSA  has  no  objection  to  this 
practice. 

Goodyear  was  joined  by  General  Tire  &  Rubber 
Company  in  requesting  that  NHTSA  clarify  whether 
the  three  category  headings,  "TREADWEAR," 
"TRACTION,"  and  "TEMPERATURE,"  in  Part  I 
of  the  proposed  label  must  be  laid  out  side  by  side, 
across  the  label,  or  one  below  the  other,  down  the 
label.  In  the  interest  of  flexibility,  the  regulation 
makes  either  of  these  layouts  acceptable,  although 
the  relative  order  of  the  categories  must  be  main- 
tained to  permit  easy  reference  to  the  explanatory 
material. 

Similarly,  several  manufacturers  recommended 
that  the  regulations  permit  grades  to  be  displayed 
either  to  the  right  of  or  directly  below  the  grading 
category  to  which  they  apply.  Again,  to  facilitate 
efficient  label  design,  the  regulation  permits  the 
use  of  either  of  these  locations  for  the  display  of 
grades. 

Industry  commenters  asked  that  NHTSA  clarify 
whether  the  use  of  lower  case  letters  in  the  label 
text,  as  set  out  in  Figure  2  of  the  regulation, 
precludes  manufacturers  from  printing  labels  us- 
ing all  capital  letters  in  the  label  text.  The  regula- 
tion has  been  modified  to  permit  the  optional  use  of 
all  capital  letters  in  printing  the  text  of  Figure  2. 

NHTSA  wishes  to  confirm  Firestone  Tire  &  Rub- 
ber Company's  understanding  that  the  words 
"Part  I"  and  "Part  11"  appearing  in  Figure  2  as 
proposed  are  for  reference  purposes  only  and  need 
not  be  printed  on  the  tread  label.  General  and  the 
Rubber  Manufacturers  Association  called 
NHTSA's  attention  to  certain  typographical  errors 
in  the  proposed  Figure  2  text,  which  have  been  cor- 
rected in  the  amendment  as  adopted. 

Several  manufacturers  suggested  that  the 
original  label  format  be  permitted  as  an  option,  or 
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that,  as  a  minimum,  waste  be  avoided  by  allowing 
labels  printed  with  the  original  format  to  be  used 
up  regardless  of  the  adoption  of  a  new  label  for- 
mat. NHTSA  considers  the  new  two-part  label  for- 
mat to  be  superior  to  the  original  format  in  terms 
of  clarity  and  readability.  Therefore,  the  agency 
has  concluded  that  universal  conversion  to  the  new 
format  is  desirable.  However,  since  manufacturers 
have  expended  significant  resources  in  efforts  to 
comply  with  the  original  labeling  requirement, 
NHTSA  will  permit  the  use  of  labels  employing  the 
original  format,  at  the  manufacturers  option,  until 
October  1,  1980.  This  period  of  flexibility  should 
permit  any  labels  already  printed  to  be  used  up  and 
allow  a  smooth  transition  to  the  new  format. 

Since  this  amendment  will  increase  manufac- 
turers'  flexibility  in  complying  with  the  UTQG 


labeling  requirements,  and  since  the  transition  to 
the  new  labeling  format  will  be  phased  in  so  as  to 
avoid  economic  waste,  the  agency  has  found  that 
this  notice  does  not  have  significant  impact  for 
purposes  of  internal  review.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  some  manufacturers  may  still  be  in  the  proc- 
ess of  obtaining  labels  for  their  bias-belted  tire 
lines,  this  amendment  will  become  effective 
December  1,  1979. 
Issued  on  Novemver  20,  1979. 


Joan  Claybrook, 
Administrator 

44  F.R.  68475 
November  29, 1979 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION  REGULATIONS 
UNIFORM  TIRE  QUALITY  GRADING 


(Docket  No.  25;  Notice  38) 


ACTION:    Interpretation. 


SUMMARY:  This  notice  clarifies  the  procedure  to 
be  used  under  the  Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading 
(UTQG)  Standards  in  measuring  tread  depth  of 
tires  without  circumferential  grooves  or  with  a 
limited  number  of  grooves.  The  regulation's 
provision  for  measurement  of  tread  depth  in  tire 
grooves  has  given  rise  to  questions  concerning  the 
proper  means  of  measurement  for  such  tires.  This 
notice  is  intended  to  facilitate  testing  of  tires  of 
this  type. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  This  interpretation  is  effective 
immediately. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Richard  Hipolit,  Office  of  the  Chief 
Counsel,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,   400   Seventh   Street,   S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-1834). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

The  UTQG  Standards  (49  CFR  575.104)  require 
the  grading  of  passenger  car  tires  on  three 
performance  characteristics:  treadwear,  traction 
and  temperature  resistance.  In  setting  forth  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  in  evaluating  treadwear 
performance,  the  regulation  states  that,  after  an 
800-mile  break-in,  tires  are  to  be  run  for  6,400 
miles  over  a  designated  course,  with  tread  depth 
measurements  to  be  taken  every  800  miles.  The 
regulation  specifies  that  tread  depth  is  measured 
at  six  equally  spaced  points  in  each  tire  groove 
other  than  shoulder  grooves,  avoiding  treadwear 
indicators.  Tire  grooves  are  typically  arranged 
symmetrically  around  the  center  of  the  tread. 

On  May  24,  1979,  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (44  FR  30139)  an  interpretation 
that  tires  designed  for  year  round  use  do  not 
qualify  as  "deep  tread,  winter-type  snow  tires," 


which  are  excluded  from  the  coverage  of  the  UTQG 
regulation  by  49  CFR  575.104(c).  In  response  to 
this  interpretation,  the  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber 
Company  commented  to  NHTSA  (Docket  25; 
Notice  32-011)  that  a  technical  problem  may  exist 
in  the  measurement  of  tread  depth  of  tires  for  year 
round  use  since  circumferential  grooves  are  absent 
in  the  designs  of  many  such  tires. 

NHTSA  is  aware  that  certain  other  standard  tire 
designs,  as  well  as  year  round  designs,  may 
incorporate  lugs,  discontinuous  projections  molded 
in  the  tread  rubber,  separated  by  voids,  in  place  of 
ribs  defined  by  circumferential  grooves.  In  other 
cases,  the  limited  number  of  grooves  on  the  tire 
could  lead  to  inaccurate  results  if  measurements 
were  made  in  only  those  grooves. 

To  assure  accurate  tread  depth  measurements  on 
tires  lacking  circumferential  grooves,  and  tires  with 
fewer  than  four  grooves,  measurements  are  to  be 
made  along  a  minimum  of  four  circumferential  lines 
equally  spaced  across  the  tire  tread  surface.  These 
lines  are  to  be  symmetricaOy  arranged  around  a 
circumferential  line  at  the  center  of  the  tread.  The 
outermost  line  on  each  side  of  the  circumferential 
tread  centerline  is  to  be  placed  within  one  inch  of  the 
shoulder. 

Measurements  are  to  be  made  at  six  equally  spaced 
points  along  each  line.  If  the  design  of  the  tire  is  such 
that,  on  a  particular  circumferential  line,  six  equally 
spaced  points  do  not  exist  at  which  groove  or  void 
depth  exceeds  by  Keth  of  an  inch  the  distance  from 
the  tread  surface  to  the  tire's  treadwear  indicator, 
measurements  are  not  to  be  taken  along  that  line.  If 
measurements  cannot  be  taken  on  four  equally- 
spaced,  symmetrically-arranged  lines,  the  require- 
ment for  equal  spacing  does  not  apply. 
Measurements  in  that  case  are  to  be  taken  along  a 
minimum  of  four  lines,  with  an  equal  number  of 
symmetrically  arranged  measured  lines  on  either 
side  of  the  tread  centerline. 
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NHTSA     recognizes    that,     due    to     the  The  principal  author  of  this  notice  is  Richard  J. 

implementation  schedule  of  the  regulation,  certain  Hipolit  of  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel, 

manufacturers    may    have    already    conducted  Issued  on  March  24,  1980. 
treadwear  tests  on  tires  falling  within  the  scope  of 
this  interpretation.  The  Agency  does  not  object  to 

the  use  in  grading  of  treadwear  data  generated  j^^^^  Claybrook 

prior  to  the  publication  date  of  this  notice,  if  such  Administrator 
data  was  acquired  using  a  test  method  varying  only 

in    minor,    non-substantive    respects    from    the  45  F.R.  23441 

method  described  in  this  interpretation.  April  7,  1980 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENTS  TO  PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 
REGULATIONS;  UNIFORM  TIRE  QUALITY  GRADING 


(Docket  No.  25;  Notice  39) 


ACTION:    Final  Rule. 


SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  the  Uniform  Tire 
Quality  Grading  (UTQG)  Standards  to  exclude 
from  the  requirements  of  the  regulation  tires 
produced  in  small  numbers,  which  are  not 
recommended  for  use  on  recent  vehicle  models. 
The  amendment  is  intended  to  reduce  costs  to 
consumers  and  reduce  regulatory  burdens  on 
industry  in  an  area  where  the  purchase  of  tires 
based  on  comparison  of  performance 
characteristics  is  limited. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  This  amendment  is  effective 
immediately. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner,  Office  of  Automotive 
Ratings,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,   400   Seventh   Street,   S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590  (202-426-1740). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

The  UTQG  Standards  49  CFR  §  575.104  are 
intended  to  enable  consumers  to  make  an  informed 
choice  in  the  purchase  of  passenger  car  tires 
through  the  use  of  comparative  performance 
information  relating  to  tire  tread  wear,  traction 
and  temperature  resistance.  The  standards  apply 
to  new  pneumatic  tires  for  use  on  passenger  cars 
manufactured  after  1948.  Deep  tread,  winter-type 
snow  tires,  space-saver  or  temporary  use  spare 
tires,  and  tires  with  nominal  rim  diameters  of  10  to 
12  inches  have  been  excluded  from  the  application 
of  the  regulation  (49  CFR  §  575.104(c)). 

Several  tire  manufacturers  and  dealers  have 
informed  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  (NHTSA)  that  a  small  class  of  tires 
exists  for  which  marketplace  competition  based  on 
performance  characteristics  is  extremely  limited. 
These  tires,  which  are  purchased  for  use  on 
vehicles  manufactured  after  1948  but  nonetheless 


considered  by  their  owners  to  be  classic  or  antique, 
are  produced  in  small  numbers  in  a  wide  variety  of 
designs  and  sizes.  Purchasers  of  these  tires  are 
reportedly  concerned  primarily  with  appearance, 
authenticity,  and  availability  rather  than  tire 
performance. 

Information  supplied  by  Intermark  Tire 
Company  indicates  that  a  similar  limited  market 
exists  for  tires  used  on  older  vehicles  requiring  tire 
sizes  no  longer  employed  as  original  equipment  on 
new  vehicles.  Intermark  petitioned  NHTSA  to 
remove  these  tires  from  the  coverage  of  the 
regulation  on  the  basis  that  little  market 
competition  exists  in  their  sale  and  that  avaOability 
is  the  primary  factor  in  the  purchase  of  this  class  of 
tire. 

In  order  to  reduce  costs  to  consumers  and 
eliminate  the  need  for  industry  to  grade  the 
multiplicity  of  small  lines  of  tires  in  which 
comparative  performance  information  would  have 
limited  value,  NHTSA  published  a  notice 
proposing  to  remove  certain  limited  production 
tires  from  the  application  of  the  UTQG  regulation 
(45  FR  807;  January  3,  1980).  Four  criteria,  were 
specified  to  define  limited  production  tires.  First 
the  annual  production  by  the  tire's  manufacturer 
of  tires  of  the  same  design  and  size  could  not 
exceed  15,000  tires.  Second,  if  the  tire  were 
marketed  by  a  brand  name  owner,  the  annual 
purchase  by  the  brand  name  owner  could  not 
exceed  15,000  tires.  Third,  the  tire's  size  could  not 
have  been  listed  as  a  manufacturer's  recommended 
size  designation  for  a  new  motor  vehicle  produced 
or  imported  into  this  country  in  quantities  greater 
than  10,000  during  the  preceding  calendar  year. 
Fourth,  the  annual  production  by  the  tire's 
manufacturer,  or  the  total  annual-purchase  by  the 
tire's  brand  name  owner,  if  applicable,  of  different 
tires  otherwise  meeting  the  criteria  for  limited 
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production  tires  could  not  exceed  35,000  tires.  The 
proposal  also  clarified  that  differences  in  design 
would  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  structural 
characteristics,  materials  and  tread  pattern, 
rather  than  cosmetic  differences. 

Commenters  on  the  proposal,  including  the  Rubber 
Manufacturers  Association,  the  National  Tire 
Dealers  and  Retreaders  Association,  Dunlop 
Limited,  Intermark,  Kelsey  Tire  Company  and 
McCreary  Tire  and  Rubber  Company  agreed  that 
tire  quality  grading  should  not  be  required  for  limited 
production  tires.  Among  the  reasons  stated  for 
support  of  the  proposal  were  expected  cost  savings  to 
industry  and  the  consumer  and  the  special 
consideration  affecting  the  purchase  of  these  tires. 
After  consideration  of  these  comments,  the  agency 
has  adopted  the  proposed  amendment  with  minor 
modification. 

Intermark  pointed  out  a  possible  anomalous 
situation  which  could  result  from  the  wording  of 
subparagraph  (c)  (2)  (iv)  of  the  proposal.  That 
provision  placed  a  35,000  tire  limit  on  a 
manufacturer's  total  annual  production  of  tires 
meeting  the  limited  production  criteria,  or,  in  the 
case  of  tires  marketed  imder  a  brand  name,  on  the 
total  annual  purchase  of  limited  production  tires  by  a 
brand  name  owner.  Thus,  under  this  commenter's 
reading  of  (c)  (2)  (iv),  40,000  tires  meeting  the  criteria 
of  subparagraphs  (c)(2)(i),  (ii),  and  (iii)  could  be 
produced  by  a  manufacturer,  sold  in  groups  of  10,000 
to  four  different  brand  name  owners,  and  still  qualify 
as  limited  production  tires.  At  the  same  time, 
another  manufacturer  could  produce  40,000  tires 
meeting  the  first  three  criteria  for  sale  in  its  own 
company  outlets  and  be  required  to  grade  the  tires. 
To  make  it  clear  that  the  35,000  tire  limitation  on 
rftanufacturer's  production  applies  whether  or  not 
the  tires  are  marketed  by  a  brand  name  owner, 
subparagraph  (c)  (2)  (iv)  has  been  modified  by 
substituting  the  word  "and"  for  "or." 

Kelsey  Tire  Company  asked  how  the  criteria  would 
apply  to  tires  which  are  produced  abroad  in  large 
numbers  but  are  imported  in  quantities  which  would 
fall  within  the  unit  limitations  of  subparagraphs 
(c)  (2)  (i),  (ii),  and  (iv)  of  the  proposal.  To  make  clear 
that  the  criteria  are  to  be  applied  to  foreign  tires  only 
insofar  as  they  are  imported  in  this  country, 
subparagraphs  (c)  (2)  (i)  and  (iv)  have  been  modified 
to  refer  to  "annual  domestic  production  or 
importation  into  the  United  States  by  the  tire's 


manufacturer."  The  reference  to  "importation ...  by 
the  tire's  manufacturer"  includes  in  the  total  all  tires 
entering  the  United  States  for  sale  under  the  name  of 
the  manufacturer,  regardless  of  the  shipping  or  title 
arrangements  made  by  the  manufacturer  with 
distributors.  Similarly,  subpargraphs  (c)  (2)  (ii)  and 
(iv)  have  been  modified  to  clarify  the  status  of  tires 
purchased  by  brand  name  owners. 

McCreary  and  Intermark  argued  that  the  unit 
restrictions  on  production  of  tires  meeting  the 
criteria  are  too  restrictive  and  should  be  eliminated 
or  eased  significantly.  McCeary  predicted  that  the 
total  number  of  classic  car  tires  produced  by 
individual  manufacturers  will  grow,  although 
production  runs  of  individual  designs  and  sizes  will 
remain  small.  Intermark  contended  that 
production  limitations  unfairly  penalize  efficient 
manufacturers  and  that  a  new  vehicle 
recommended  size  designation  provision  such  as 
proposed  subparagraph  (c)  (2)  (iii)  would  be 
sufficient  to  define  the  intended  class  of  limited 
production  tires. 

NHTSA  considers  the  stated  hmitations  broad 
enough  to  encompass  the  "classic"  car  tire  market 
as  it  is  presently  constituted.  With  regard  to  the 
larger  production  runs  of  tires  in  outdated  sizes, 
NHTSA  believes  that  the  production  of  tires  in 
numbers  greater  than  the  proposed  limitations  is 
suggestive  of  wider  availability  and  resulting 
increased  competition  which  would  make  UTQG 
information  of  greater  value.  Further,  relaxing  or 
eliminating  unit  restrictions  could  result  in  the 
exclusion  from  the  application  of  the  standard  of 
high  performance  or  racing  tires  which  are  not 
recommended  as  original  equipment.  The  agency 
believes  that  comparative  tire  grading  information 
should  be  available  to  purchasers  of  tires  of  this 
type.  NHTSA  will  monitor  the  limited  production 
tire  market  to  determine  whether  future  market 
changes  require  revision  of  the  35,000  tire 
limitation. 

Pursuant  to  E.G.  12044,  "Improving 
Government  Regulation,"  and  implementing 
departmental  guidelines,  the  agency  has 
considered  the  effects  of  this  amendment.  It 
reaffirms  its  earlier  determination  that  the 
amendment  is  not  significant  and  that  the  effects 
are  so  minimal  as  not  to  warrant  preparation  of  a 
regulatory  evaluation.  NHTSA  has  determined 
that  these  amendments  will  result  in  modest  cost 
savings  to  industry  and  consumers,  while  having 
no  appreciable  effect  on  safety  or  the  environment. 
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Because  this  amendment  relieves  a  restriction 
and  because  the  agency  desires  to  minimize  any 
possible  interruption  in  tire  production  pending  the 
effective  date  of  this  amendment,  the  amendment 
is  effective  immediately. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
§  575.104(c)  is  amended  to  read: 

§  575.104    Uniform    tire    quality    grading 

standards. 

•  *  «  •  * 

(c)  Application. 

(1)  This  section  applies  to  new  pneumatic 
tires  for  use  on  passenger  cars.  However,  this 
section  does  not  apply  to  deep  tread,  winter- 
type  snow  tires,  space-saver  or  temporary  use 
spare  tires,  tires  with  nominal  rim  diameters  of 
10  to  12  inches,  or  to  limited  production  tires 
as  defined  in  paragraph  (c)  (2)  of  this  section. 

(2)  "Limited  production  tire"  means  a  tire 
meeting  all  of  the  following  criteria,  as 
applicable: 

(i)  The  annual  domestic  production  or 
importation  into  the  United  States  by  the 
tire's  manufacturer  of  tires  of  the  same 
design  and  size  as  the  tire  does  not  exceed 
15,000  tires; 

(ii)  In  the  case  of  a  tire  marketed  under  a 
brand  name,  the  annual  domestic  purchase 
or  importation  into  the  United  States  by  a 
brand  name  owner  of  tires  of  the  same 
design  and  size  as  the  tire  does  not  exceed 
15,000  tires; 


(iii)  The  tire's  size  was  not  listed  as  a 
vehicle  manufacturer's  recommended  tire 
size  designation  for  a  new  motor  vehicle 
produced  in  or  imported  into  the  United 
States  in  quantities  greater  than  10,000 
during  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year 
of  the  tire's  manufacture;  and 

(iv)  The  total  annual  domestic  production 
or  importation  into  the  United  States  by  the 
tire's  manufacturer,  and  in  the  case  of  a  tire 
marketed  under  a  brand  name,  the  total 
annual  domestic  purchase  or  purchase  for 
importation  into  the  United  States  by  the 
tire's  brand  name  owner,  of  tires  meeting 
the  criteria  of  subparagraphs  (c)  (2)  (i),  (ii), 
and  (iii)  of  this  section,  does  not  exceed 
35,000  tires. 

Tire  design  is  the  combination  of  general 
structural  characteristics,  materials,  and  tread 
pattern,  but  does  not  include  cosmetic,  identifying 
or  other  minor  variations  among  tires. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Dr.  F. 
Cecil  Brenner  of  the  Office  of  Automotive  Ratings 
and  Richard  J.  Hipolit  of  the  Office  of  Chief 
Counsel. 

Issued  on  March  24,  1980. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  F.R.  23442 
April  7,  1980 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  the  Consumer 
Information  Regulations  by  deletion  of  the  re- 
quirement that  manufacturers  supply  information 
on  acceleration  and  passing  ability  to  vehicle  first 
purchasers  and  prospective  purchasers.  The  notice 
also  revises  the  timing  of  manufacturers'  submis- 
sions of  performance  data  to  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA).  These 
modifications,  which  were  proposed  in  response  to 
a  General  Motors  Corporation  petition  for  rule- 
making, are  intended  to  lessen  regulatory  burdens 
on  industry,  while  providing  performance  data  in  a 
manner  more  useful  to  consumers. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES:  The  amendment  of  section 
575.6(d)  is  effective  June  1,  1981.  The  deletion  of 
section  575.106  is  effective  immediately,  July  7, 
1980. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Ivy  Baer,  Office  of  Automotive  Ratings, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590  (202-426-1740) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  Consumer 
Information  Regulations  (49  CFR  Part  575)  provide 
first  purchasers  and  prospective  purchasers  with 
performance  information  relating  to  the  safety  of 
motor  vehicles  and  tires.  This  information  is  in- 
tended to  aid  consumers  in  making  comparative 
purchasing  decisions  and  in  the  safe  operation  of 
vehicles.  General  Motors  Corporation  petitioned 
NHTSA  to  delete  requirements  for  consumer  in- 
formation on  passenger  car  and  motorcycle  stop- 
ping distance  (49  CFR  575.101),  passenger  car  tire 
reserve  load  (49  CFR  575.102),  and  passenger  car 
and  motorcyle  acceleration  and   passing  ability 


(49  CFR  575.106),  on  the  basis  that  this  information 
is  of  limited  value  to  consumers.  In  response  to 
this  petition,  NHTSA  proposed  (44  FR  15748; 
March  15,  1979)  to  delete  the  requirement  for  ac- 
celeration and  passing  ability  information  and  to 
limit  the  application  of  the  tire  reserve  load  provi- 
sions to  vehicles  with  significant  cargo  capacity, 
thus  dropping  the  requirement  for  most  passenger 
cars.  NHTSA  also  proposed  that  vehicle  manufac- 
turers submit  performance  data  to  the  agency  at 
least  90  days  before  model  introduction,  compared 
to  the  30-day  advance  submission  which  had  been 
required  (49  CFR  575.6). 

Timing  of  Data  Submission 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  advance  submission 
to  NHTSA  is  to  permit  the  agency  to  compile  and 
disseminate  performance  data  in  a  comparative 
format  for  use  by  prospective  vehicle  purchasers. 
A  major  criticism  of  the  consumer  information  pro- 
gram in  the  past  has  been  that  comparative  infor- 
mation reached  the  consumer  too  late  in  the  model 
year  to  be  of  real  value  in  choosing  between 
competing  vehicles.  A  90-day  advance  submis- 
sion would  permit  the  agency  to  assemble  and 
distribute  comparative  information  early  in  the 
model  year,  when  it  would  be  of  greatest  value  to 
consumers. 

Some  industry  commenters  questioned  the  need 
for  earlier  submission  of  data  on  the  basis  that 
agency  delays  in  publishing  the  data  will  result  in 
comparative  information  being  available  late  in 
the  model  year,  in  spite  of  the  earlier  submission. 
Other  manufacturers  argued  that  consumer  in- 
terest in  the  information  is  limited  in  any  case. 
General  Motors  suggested  that  vehicle  design 
changes  during  the  model  year  rapidly  outdate  the 
information,  further  limiting  its  value. 

However,  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety  (CFAS) 
commented  that  it  receives  numerous  requests 
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from  consumers  for  comparative  information  on 
motor  vehicles.  CFAS  also  pointed  out  the  popu- 
larity of  comparative  motor  vehicle  information  on 
the  rare  occasions  when  such  information  is  made 
available  by  independent  publishers.  NHTSA  has 
concluded  that  consumer  interest  in  comparative 
performance  information  would  be  substantial  if 
the  information  were  made  available  in  a  timely 
manner.  Further,  NHTSA  has  determined  that 
few  running  design  changes  during  the  model  year 
are  so  major  as  to  significantly  affect  the  perform- 
ance characteristics  covered  by  the  consumer  in- 
formation regulations. 

The  success  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  in  publishing  its  popular  fuel  economy 
guides  in  a  timely  manner  indicates  that  publica- 
tion of  vehicle  information  by  NHTSA  early  in  the 
model  year  is  practical.  However,  based  on  past 
experience,  it  appears  that  a  90-day  advance  sub- 
mission is  the  minimum  leadtime  necessary  for 
NHTSA  to  publish  and  distribute  the  information. 

Some  manufacturers  indicated  they  may  have 
difficulty  providing  accurate  performance  informa- 
tion 90  days  in  advance  of  model  introduction  due 
to  the  possibility  of  last  minute  design  changes. 
However,  American  Motors  Corporation  com- 
mented that  a  90-day  advance  submission  require- 
ment would  pose  no  problem  at  new  model  intro- 
duction, although  it  would  inhibit  running  changes 
during  the  model  year.  In  view  of  the  importance 
of  supplying  comparative  information  early  in  the 
model  year,  NHTSA  has  adopted  the  proposed  90- 
day  advance  submission  requirement  for  model 
introduction.  However,  to  avoid  delaying  the  in- 
troduction of  product  improvements,  the  30-day 
notice  period  has  been  retained  for  changes  occur- 
ring during  the  model  year. 

Tire  Reserve  Load 

In  response  to  General  Motors'  petition, 
NHTSA  proposed  modifying  the  tire  reserve  load 
information  requirement  to  limit  its  application  to 
trucks  and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  with  a 
gross  vehicle  weight  rating  of  10,000  pounds  or 
less,  and  to  passenger  cars  with  a  maximum  cargo 
capacity  of  25  cubic  feet  or  more.  The  regulation 
had  applied  to  all  passenger  cars,  but  not  to  trucks 
or  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles. 

Comments  from  many  industry  and  consumer 
sources  recommended  deleting  the  tire  reserve 
load  information  requirement  completely.  CFAS 


commented  that  consumer  interest  in  tire  reserve 
load  information  has  been  limited.  Many  comments 
from  car,  truck  and  recreational  vehicle  manufac- 
turers expressed  concern  that  presenting  informa- 
tion on  tire  reserve  load  may  encourage  vehicle 
overloading  by  misleading  consumers  into  think- 
ing that  vehicles  have  additional  load  carrying 
capacity.  Several  cominenters  suggested  that 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards  110  and 
120  provide  the  appropriate  means  of  ensuring 
that  vehicles  are  equipped  with  tires  of  adequate 
size  and  load  rating. 

A  recent  study  conducted  for  NHTSA  (Docket 
79-02,  Notice  1-016)  indicates  that  tire  reserve  load 
is  an  important  factor  in  preventing  passenger  car 
tire  failure.  Additional  information  is  being  gath- 
ered on  this  subject  and  the  agency  is  planning  to 
propose  amendment  of  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  110  to  require  a  minimum  tire 
reserve  load  on  passenger  cars.  Preliminary  analy- 
sis suggests  that  a  tire  reserve  load  percentage  of 
10%  or  greater  is  necessary  to  provide  an  ade- 
quate safety  margin. 

NHTSA  has  found  that  presently  available  in- 
formation is  not  sufficient  to  justify  extension  of 
the  tire  reserve  load  requirements  to  light  trucks 
and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  at  this  time. 
However,  in  view  of  the  safety  implications  of  tire 
reserve  load  for  passenger  cars  and  in  the  absence 
of  a  requirement  for  minimum  tire  reserve  load, 
NHTSA  believes  that  information  on  this  subject 
should  be  available  to  passenger  car  purchasers 
and  owners.  The  agency  has  concluded  that  provi- 
sion of  tire  reserve  load  information  in  its  present 
form  does  not  encourage  vehicle  overloading,  since 
a  warning  against  loading  vehicles  beyond  their 
stated  capacity  must  accompany  the  information. 

For  these  reasons,  NHTSA  has  determined  that 
the  existing  requirement  for  tire  reserve  load  in- 
formation must  remain  in  effect  at  least  until  the 
completion  of  rulemaking  on  the  possible  amend- 
ment of  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
110.  If  the  provision  of  tire  reserve  load  informa- 
tion no  longer  appears  necessary  then,  the  agency 
will  reconsider  the  status  of  tire  reserve  load  as  a 
consumer  information  item.  At  this  time,  however, 
NHTSA  withdraws  the  proposal  to  modify  the  tire 
reserve  load  consumer  information  requirements. 

Acceleration  and  Passing  Ability 

The  final  aspect  of  NHTSA's  proposal  was  dele- 
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tion  of  acceleration  and  passing  ability  (49  CFR 
575.106)  from  the  consumer  information  re- 
quirements. The  acceleration  and  passing  ability 
provision  required  information  on  the  distance  and 
time  needed  to  pass  a  truck  traveling  at  20  mph 
and  at  50  mph.  The  passing  vehicle  was  permitted 
to  attain  speeds  of  up  to  35  mph  and  80  mph  in  the 
respective  maneuvers. 

In  proposing  deletion  of  this  requirement, 
NHTSA  felt  that  the  national  interest  in  energy 
conservation  had  substantially  diminished  con- 
sumer demand  for  rapid  acceleration  capability. 
Further,  the  high  speed  driving  permitted  by  the 
test  procedures  appeared  to  contradict  the  safety 
and  energy  saving  policies  behind  the  national 
55-mph  speed  limit.  Commenters  on  the  proposal, 
including  American  Motors,  CFAS,  General 
Motors  and  Volkswagen  of  America,  unanimously 
agreed  that  the  acceleration  and  passing  ability 
provision  was  no  longer  of  interest  to  consumers 
and  had  become  inconsistent  with  national  goals. 
Section  575.106  has,  therefore,  been  deleted  from 
the  consumer  information  regulations. 

NHTSA's  regulatory  evaluation,  conducted  pur- 
suant to  E.O.  12044,  "Improving  Government 
Regulations"  and  departmental  guidelines,  in- 
dicates that  the  amendments  are  not  significant. 
They  decrease  the  regulatory  burden  on  industry, 
while  having  no  appreciable  negative  impact  on 
safety.  A  copy  of  the  regulatory  evaluation  can  be 
obtained  from  the  Docket  Section,  Room  5108, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration, 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 
Also,  the  amendments  will  have  no  measurable 
effect  on  the  environment. 

Because  the  amendments  as  they  pertain  to  ac- 
celeration and  passing  ability  relieve  a  restriction, 
and  to  avoid  any  unnecessary  costs  in  complying 
with  this  requirement,  the  deletion  of  section 
575.106  is  effective  immediately.  So  that  useful 
performance  information  can  be  provided  to  con- 
sumers for  model  year  1982  vehicles,  the  amend- 
ment to  section  575.6  is  effective  June  1,  1981. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR  Part 


575,    Consumer    Information    Regulations,    is 
amended  as  follows: 

1.  Section  575.6(d)  is  amended  to  read: 
§575.6  Requirements 

*         ♦         *         *         * 

(d)  In  the  case  of  all  sections  of  Subpart  B,  other 
than  §575.104,  as  they  apply  to  information  sub- 
mitted prior  to  new  model  introduction,  each 
manufacturer  of  motor  vehicles  shall  submit  to  the 
Administrator  10  copies  of  the  information 
specified  in  Subpart  B  of  this  part  that  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  vehicles  offered  for  sale,  at  least  90 
days  before  it  is  first  provided  for  examination  by 
prospective  purchasers  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section.  In  the  case  of  §575.104,  and  all 
other  sections  of  Subpart  B  as  they  apply  to  post- 
introduction  changes  in  information  submitted  for 
the  current  model  year,  each  manufacturer  of 
motor  vehicles,  each  brand  name  owner  of  tires, 
and  each  manufacturer  of  tires  for  which  there  is 
no  brand  name  owner  shall  submit  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator 10  copies  of  the  information  specified 
in  Subpart  B  of  this  part  that  is  applicable  to  the 
vehicles  or  tires  offered  for  sale,  at  least  30  days 
before  it  is  first  provided  for  examination  by  pro- 
spective purchasers  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section. 

2.  Section  575.106  is  deleted. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  proposal  are  Ivy 
Baer  of  the  Office  of  Automotive  Ratings  and 
Richard  J.  Hipolit  of  the  Office  of  the  Chief 
Counsel. 

Issued  on  July  7,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  47152 
July  14,  1980 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  575 


Consumer  Information  Regulations 

Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading 

(Docket  No.  25;  Notice  4) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 


SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  the  Uniform  Tire 
Quality  Grading  (UTQG)  Standards  to  provide  for 
the  testing  of  metric  tires,  tires  with  inflation 
pressures  measured  in  kilopascals.  Since  the 
original  UTQG  test  requirements  were  written 
prior  to  the  introduction  of  metric  tires  and 
specified  inflation  pressures  measured  in  pounds 
per  square  inch,  modification  of  the  regulation  is 
now  necessary  to  identify  inflation  pressures  ap- 
plicable to  metric  tires.  The  notice  also  makes 
technical  changes  in  the  UTQG  traction  test  pro- 
cedure to  facilitate  efficient  use  of  test  facilities. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  amendments  are  effective 
immediately. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Dr.  F.  Cecil  Brenner,  Office  of  Automotive 
Ratings,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590,  202-426-1740 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  UTQG 
standards  prescribe  test  procedures  for  evaluation 
of  the  treadwear,  traction,  and  temperature 
resistance  properties  of  passenger  car  tires. 
Grades  based  on  these  are  used  by  consumers  to 
evaluate  the  relative  performance  of  competing 
tire  lines.  Test  procedures  for  all  three  perform- 
ance categories  were  established  specifying  infla- 
tion pressures  in  pounds  per  square  inch. 

Following  the  introduction  of  metric  tires  with 
inflation  pressures  measured  in  kilopascals,  the 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
(NHTSA)  recognized  the  need  to  add  metric  infla- 
tion pressures  to  the  UTQG  test  procedures.  The 
agency  proposed  (44  F.R.  56389;  October  1,  1979; 
Notice  34)  that  for  purposes  of  traction  testing. 


metric  tires  would  be  inflated  and  tire  loads  deter- 
mined using  a  prescribed  inflation  pressure  of  180 
kPa.  Under  the  proposal,  other  tires  would  con- 
tinue to  be  tested  at  an  inflation  pressure  of  24  psi. 
NHTSA's  notice  also  proposed  modification  of  the 
temperature  resistance  test  procedure  to  provide, 
in  the  case  of  metric  tires,  for  use  of  inflation 
pressures  60  kPa  less  than  the  tires'  maximum 
permissible  inflation  pressure. 

In  response  to  comments,  NHTSA  modified  the 
original  proposal  (45  F.R.  35408;  May  27,  1980; 
Notice  40)  to  include  treadwear  testing  in  the  pro- 
posed modifications  and  to  incorporate  a  table  in- 
dicating treadwear,  traction,  and  temperature 
resistance  test  inflation  pressures  for  tires  with 
various  maximum  permissible  inflation  pressures 
in  kilopascals  and  pounds  per  square  inch.  In  the 
proposed  table,  different  test  inflation  pressures 
were  specified  for  tires  with  differing  maximum 
permissible  inflation  pressures. 

The  agency  also  proposed,  in  Notice  34,  modifi- 
cation of  the  traction  test  procedure  to  permit  the 
adjustment  of  candidate  tire  test  results  with 
standard  tire  results  obtained  either  before  or 
after  the  candidate  tire  test  sequence,  so  long  as 
all  data  to  be  compared  were  collected  within  the 
same  two-hour  period.  This  change  was  intended 
to  promote  efficient  use  of  the  traction  test 
facilities  by  permitting  data  from  more  than  one 
candidate  tire  test  sequence  to  be  adjusted  by 
comparison  with  the  same  standard  tire  sequence. 

Upon  examination  of  additional  data,  NHTSA 
concluded  that  a  three-hour  period  could  be  em- 
ployed without  affecting  the  accuracy  of  the  test 
results.  Use  of  a  three-hour  period  would  permit 
more  than  one  candidate  tire  test  sequence  to  be 
run  both  before  and  after  the  corresponding  stand- 
ard tire  test  sequence.  A  three-hour  period  for 
comparative  testing  was  proposed  in  Notice  40. 
Having  received  no  negative  comments  on  the 
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traction  test  sequence  proposal  as  stated  in  that 
notice,  NHTSA  has  determined  that  the  amend- 
ment will  be  adopted  as  proposed. 

On  the  proposed  changes  to  provide  for  testing 
of  metric  tires,  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber  Company 
noted  that  the  table  of  test  inflation  pressures  pro- 
posed in  Notice  40  calls  for  variations  in  the 
prescribed  test  inflation  pressure  depending  on 
the  maximum  permissible  inflation  pressure  of  the 
tested  tire.  The  original  traction  procedure 
specified  a  single  test  inflation  pressure  for  all 
tires.  Goodyear  expressed  concern  that  such  a 
change  could  affect  test  results  and,  consequently, 
tire  grades,  and  require  wasteful  additional 
testing  to  confirm  grades  already  assigned. 
Goodyear  recommended  that  NHTSA  adopt  the 
amendment  proposed  in  Notice  34  that  all  metric 
tires  be  tested  using  the  inflation  pressure  180  kPa 
and  all  other  tires  be  tested  using  the  original  24 
psi  inflation  pressure. 

NHTSA  agrees  that  unnecessary  costs  asso- 
ciated with  the  UTQG  Standard  should  be  avoided. 
For  this  reason,  the  agency  has  determined  that 
reference  to  traction  testing  will  be  deleted  from 
the  table  of  test  inflation  pressures,  and  the  addi- 
tion of  the  metric  traction  test  inflation  pressure 
of  180  kPa  proposed  in  Notice  34  will  be  adopted 
instead.  Those  aspects  of  Notice  40  pertaining  to 
treadwear  and  temperature  resistance  testing  of 
metric  tires  will  be  adopted  as  proposed  in  that 
notice. 

Pursuant  to  Executive  Order  12044,  "Improving 
Government  Regulations,"  and  implementing 
Departmental  guidelines,  the  agency  has  con- 
sidered the  effects  of  these  amendments.  NHTSA 
reaffirms  its  earlier  determination  that  the  amend- 
ments are  not  significant  and  that  the  effects  are 
so  minimal  as  not  to  warrant  preparation  of  a 
regulatory  evaluation.  NHTSA  has  determined 
these  amendments  will  result  in  modest  cost  sav- 
ings to  industry  and  consumers,  while  having  no 
appreciable  effect  on  safety  or  the  environment. 

Because  these  amendments  will  facilitate  the 
efficient  and  accurate  completion  of  testing  pres- 
ently underway,  the  amendments  are  effective 
immediately. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR 
§575.104  is  amended  as  follows: 

1.  In  section  575.104{e)(2)(ii)  by  substitution  of 


the  words  "the  applicable  pressure  specified  in 
Table  1  of  this  section,"  in  place  of  the  words  "an 
inflation  pressure  8  pounds  per  square  inch  less 
than  its  maximum  permissible  inflation  pressure." 

2.  In  section  575.104  (f)  (2)  (i)  (B)  and  (D)  by  addi- 
tion of  the  words,  "or,  in  the  case  of  a  tire  with  in- 
flation pressure  measured  in  kilopascals,  to  180 
kPa"  following  the  words  "to  24  psi." 

3.  In  section  575.104(f)(2)(vii)  by  addition  of  the 
following  sentence,  at  the  end  thereof:  "The  stand- 
ard tire  traction  coefficient  so  determined  may  be 
used  in  the  computation  of  adjusted  traction  coeffi- 
cients for  more  than  one  candidate  tire." 

4.  In  section  575.104  (f)(2)(viii)  by  addition  of 
the  words,  "or,  on  the  case  of  a  tire  with  inflation 
pressure  measured  in  kilopascals,  the  load  speci- 
fied at  180  kPa,"  following  the  words  "at  24  psi," 
and  by  addition  of  the  sentences,  "Candidate  tire 
measurements  may  be  taken  either  before  or  after 
the  standard  tire  measurements  used  to  compute 
the  standard  tire  traction  coefficient.  Take  all 
standard  tire  and  candidate  tire  measurements 
used  in  computation  of  a  candidate  tire's  adjusted 
traction  coefficient  within  a  single  three  hour 
period"  following  the  first  sentence  thereof. 

5.  In  section  575.104  (g)  (1)  by  substitution  of  the 
words  "the  applicable  pressure  specified  in  Table  1 
of  this  section,"  in  place  of  the  words  "2  pounds  per 
square  inch  less  than  its  maximum  permissible  in- 
flation pressure." 

6.  In  section  575.104(g)(3)  by  substitution  of  the 
words  "the  applicable  pressure  specified  in  Table  1 
of  this  section,"  in  place  of  the  words  "2  pounds  per 
square  inch  less  than  the  maximum  permissible  in- 
flation pressure." 

7.  In  section  575.104(g)(6)  by  substitution  of  the 
words  "applicable  inflation  pressure  specified  in 
Table  1  of  this  section,"  in  place  of  the  words  "infla- 
tion pressure  that  is  8  pounds  per  square  inch  less 
than  the  tire's  maximum  permissible  inflation 
pressure." 

8.  In  section  575.104(g)(8)  by  substitution  of  the 
words  "the  applicable  pressure  specified  in  Table  1 
of  this  section,"  in  place  of  the  words  "2  pounds  per 
square  inch  less  than  that  the  tire's  maximum  per- 
missible inflation  pressure." 

9.  By  addition  of  the  following  table  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  text  of  that  section: 
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Table  1.  — Test  Inflation  Pressures 


Maximum  permissible 
inflation  pressure 


32 

36 

40 

240 

280 

300 

Ib/in^ 

lb/in' 

Ib/in^ 

kPa 

kPa 

kPa 

Pressure  to  be  used  in  tests  for 

treadwear  and  in  determination  of  tire 

load  for  temperature  resistance  testing.  24  28  32  180  220  180 

Pressure  to  used  for  all  aspects  of 

temperature  resistance  testing  other 

than  determination  of  tire  load.  30  34  38  220  260  220 


The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Dr.  F. 
Cecil  Brenner  of  Office  of  Automotive  Ratings  and 
Richard  J.  Hipolit  of  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Issued  on  October  15,  1980. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

45  FR  70273 
October  23, 1980 
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PART  575— CONSUMER  INFORMATION 


SUBPART  A— GENERAL 


§  575.1     Scope. 

This  part  contains  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Con- 
sumer Information  Regxilations  established  under 
section  112(d)  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  1401(d)) 
(hereinafter  "the  Act"). 

§  575.2     Definitions. 

(a)  Statutory  definitions.  All  terms  used  in  this 
part  that  are  defined  in  section  102  of  the  Act  are 
used  as  defined  in  the  Act. 

(b)  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  definitions. 
Unless  otherwise  indicated,  all  terms  used  in  this 
part  that  are  defined  in  the  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards,  Part  571  of  this  subchapter  (herein- 
after "The  Standards")  are  used  as  defined  in  the 
Standards  without  regard  to  the  applicability  of  a 
standard  in  which  a  definition  is  contained. 

(c)  Definitions  used  in  this  part. 

"Brake  power  unit"  means  a  device  installed  in  a 
brake  system  that  provides  the  energy  required  to 
actuate  the  brakes,  either  directly  or  indirectly 
through  an  auxiliary  device,  with  the  operator 
action  consisting  only  of  modulating  the  energy 
application  level. 

"Lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight"  means— 

(1)  For  a  passenger  car,  unloaded  vehicle 
weight  plus  300  pounds  (including  driver  and 
instrumentation),  with  the  added  weight 
distributed  in  the  front  seat  area. 

(2)  For  a  motorcycle,  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
plus  200  pounds  (including  driver  and  instrumen- 
tation), with  added  weight  distributed  on  the 
saddle  and  in  saddle  bags  or  other  carrier. 

"Maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight"  is  used  as 
defined  in  Standard  No.  110. 

"Maximum  sustained  vehicle  speed"  means 
that  speed  attainable  by  accelerating  at 
maximum  rate  from  a  standing  start  for  1  mOe. 


"Skid  number"  means  the  frictional  resistance 
measured  in  accordance  with  American  Society  for 
Testing  and  Materials  Method  E-274  at  40  mOes 
per  hour,  omitting  water  delivery  as  specified  in 
paragraph  7.1  of  that  Method. 

§  575.3     Matter  incorporated  by  reference. 

The  incorporation  by  reference  provisions  of 
§  571.5  of  this  subchapter  applies  to  this  part. 

§  575.4     Application. 

(a)  General.  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs 
(b)  through  (d)  of  this  section,  each  section  set  forth 
in  Subpart  B  of  this  part  applies  according  to  its 
terms  to  motor  vehicles  and  tires  manufactured 
after  the  effective  date  indicated. 

(b)  Military  vehicles.  This  part  does  not  apply 
to  motor  vehicles  or  tires  sold  directly  to  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  in  conformity 
with  contractural  specifications. 

(c)  Export.  This  part  does  not  apply  to  motor 
vehicles  or  tires  intended  solely  for  export  and  so 
labeled  or  tagged. 

(d)  Import.  This  part  does  not  apply  to  motor 
vehicles  or  tires  imported  for  purposes  other  than 
resale. 

§  575.5     Separability. 

If  any  section  established  in  this  part  or  its  ap- 
plication to  any  person  or  circumstances  is  held  in- 
valid, the  remainder  of  the  part  and  the  application 
of  that  section  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  is 
not  affected  thereby. 

§  575.6     Requirements. 

(a)  At  the  time  a  motor  vehicle  is  delivered  to  the 
first  purchaser  for  purposes  other  than  resale,  the 
manufacturer  of  that  vehicle  shall  provide  to  that 
purchaser,  in  writing  and  in  the  English  language, 
the  information  specified  in  Subpart  B  of  this  part 
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that  is  applicable  to  that  vehicle  and  its  tires.  The 
document  provided  with  a  vehicle  may  contain 
more  than  one  table,  but  the  document  must  either 
(1)  clearly  and  unconditionally  indicate  which  of 
the  tables  apply  to  the  vehicle  with  which  it  is 
provided,  or  (2)  contain  a  statement  on  its  cover 
referring  the  reader  to  the  vehicle  certification 
label  for  specific  information  concerning  which  of 
the  tables  apply  to  that  vehicle.  If  the  manufac- 
turer chooses  option  (2),  the  vehicle  certification 
label  shall  include  such  specific  information. 

Example  1:  Manufacturer  X  furnishes  a  document 
containing  several  tables,  which  apply  to  various 
groups  of  vehicles  that  it  produces.  The  document 
contains  the  following  notation  on  its  front  page: 
"The  information  that  applies  to  this  vehicle  is 
contained  in  Table  5."  The  notation  satisfies  the  re- 
quirement. 

Example  2:  Manufacturer  Y  furnishes  a  document 
containing  several  tables  as  in  Example  1,  with  the 
following  notation  on  its  front  page: 
Information  applies  as  follows: 

Model  P.  6-cylinder  engine— Table  1. 

Model  P.  8-cylinder  engine— Table  2. 

Model  Q-Table  3. 

This  notation  does  not  satisfy  the  requirement,  since 
it  is  conditioned  on  the  model  or  the  equipment  of  the 
vehicle  with  which  the  document  is  furnished,  and 
therefore  additional  information  is  required  to  select 
the  proper  table. 


(b)  At  the  time  a  motor  vehicle  tire  is  delivered 
to  the  first  purchaser  for  a  purpose  other  than 
resale,  the  manufacturer  of  that  tire,  or  in  the  case 
of  a  tire  marketed  under  a  brand  name,  the  brand 
name  owner,  shall  provide  to  that  purchaser  the 
information  specified  in  Subpart  B  of  this  part  that 
is  applicable  to  that  tire. 

(c)  Each  manufacturer  of  motor  vehicles,  each 
brand  name  owner  of  tires,  and  each  manufacturer 
of  tires  for  which  there  is  no  brand  name  owner 
shall  provide  for  examination  by  prospective 
purchasers,  at  each  location  where  its  vehicles  or 
tires  are  offered  for  sale  by  a  person  with  whom 
the  manufacturer  or  brand  name  owner  has  a  con- 
tractual, proprietary,  or  other  legal  relationship, 
or  by  a  person  who  has  such  a  relationship  with  a 
distributor  of  the  manufacturer  or  brand  name 
owner  concerning  the  vehicle  or  tire  in  question, 
the  information  specified  in  Subpart  B  of  this  part 
that  is  applicable  to  each  of  the  vehicles  or  tires 
offered  for  sale  at  that  location.  The  information 
shall  be  provided  without  charge  and  in  sufficient 
quantity  to  be  available  for  retention  by  prospec- 
tive purchasers  or  sent  by  mail  to  a  prospective 
purchaser  upon  his  request.  With  respect  to 
newly  introduced  vehicles  or  tires,  the  information 
shall  be  provided  for  examination  by  prospective 
purchasers  not  later  than  the  day  on  which  the 
manufacturer  or  brand  name  owner  first 
authorizes  those  vehicles  or  tires  to  be  put  on 
general  public  display  and  sold  to  consumers. 


This  figure  indicates  braking  performance  that  can  be  met  or  exceeded  by  the  vehicles  to  which  it  applies,  without  locking  the  wheels,  under  different 
conditions  of  loading  and  with  partial  failures  of  the  braking  system  The  information  presented  represents  results  obtainable  by  skilled  drivers  under 
controlled  road  and  vehicle  conditions,  and  the  information  may  not  be  correct  under  other  conditions- 

Description  of  vehicles  to  which  this  table  applies: 

A    Fully  Operational  Service  Brake  Load 

Light 

Maximum 

B,   Emergency  Service  Brakes  (with  Par- 
tial Service  Brake  System  Failure) 

C    Brake  Power  Unit  Failure 

Maximum  Load 

1         MtA 

1        IK/ 

1      .X7=i 

1     dSl 

0                         100                        200                       300                       400                        500 

Stopping  Distance  in  Feet  from  60  mph. 

FIGURE  1 
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[(d)  In  the  case  of  all  sections  of  Subpart  B,  other 
than  §  575.104,  as  they  apply  to  information  submit- 
ted prior  to  new  model  introduction,  each  manufac- 
turer of  motor  vehicles  shall  submit  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator 10  copies  of  the  information  specified  in 
Subpart  B  of  this  part  that  is  applicable  to  the 
vehicles  offered  for  sale,  at  least  90  days  before  it  is 
first  provided  for  examination  by  prospective  pur- 
chasers pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section.  In 
the  case  of  §  575.104,  and  all  other  sections  of  Sub- 
part B  as  they  apply  to  post-introduction  changes  in 
information  submitted  for  the  current  model  year, 
each  manufacturer  of  motor  vehicles,  each  brand 
name  owner  of  tires,  and  each  manufacturer  of  tires 
for  which  there  is  no  brand  name  owner  shall  submit 
to  the  Administrator  10  copies  of  the  information 
specified  in  Subpart  B  of  this  part  that  is  applicable 
to  the  vehicles  or  tires  offered  for  sale,  at  least  30 
days  before  that  information  is  first  provided  for  ex- 
amination by  prospective  purchasers  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section.  (45  F.R.  47152— July 
14,  1980.  Effective:  6/1/81.)! 

§  575.7    Special  vehicles. 

A  manufacturer  who  produces  vehicles  having  a 
configuration  not  available  for  purchase  by  the 
general  public  need  not  make  available  to  ineligible 
purchasers,  pursuant  to  §  575.6(c),  the  information 
for  those  vehicles  specified  in  Subpart  B  of  this 
part,  and  shall  identify  those  vehicles  when 
furnishing  the  information  required  by  §  575.6(d). 

SUBPART  B— CONSUMER  INFORMATION  ITEMS 
§  575.101     Vehicle  stopping  distance. 

(a)  Purpose  and  scope.  This  section  requires 
manufactixrers  of  passenger  cars  and  motorcycles 
to  provide  information  on  vehicle  stopping  distances 
under  specified  speed,  brake,  loading  and  pavement 
conditions. 

(b)  Application.  This  section  applies  to 
passenger  cars  and  motorcycles  manufactured  on  or 
after  January  1,  1970. 

(c)  Required  information.  Each  manufacturer 
shall  furnish  the  information  in  (1)  through  (5)  below, 
in  the  form  illustrated  in  Figure  1,  except  that  with 
respect  to  (2)  and  (3)  below,  a  manufacturer  whose 
total  motor  vehicle  production  does  not  exceed  500 
annually  is  only  required  to  furnish  performance  in- 
formation for  the  loaded  condition.  Each  motorcycle 
in  the  group  to  which  the  information  applies  shall  be 
capable,  under  the  conditions  specified  in  paragraph 
(d),  and  utilizing  the  procedures  specified  in  para- 
graph (e),  of  performing  at  least  as  well  as  the  infor- 
mation indicates.  Each  passenger  car  in  the  group  to 
which  the  information  applies  shall  be  capable  of  per- 


forming at  least  as  well  as  the  information  indicates, 
under  the  test  conditions  and  procedures  specified  in 
S6  and  S7  of  Standard  No.  105-75  of  this  chapter  (49 
CFR  571.105-75)  or,  in  the  case  of  passenger  cars 
manufactured  before  January  1,  1977,  and  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  manufacturer,  under  the  conditions 
specified  in  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section  and  the  pro- 
cedures specified  in  Paragraph  (e)  of  this  section. 

If  a  vehicle  is  unable  to  reach  the  speed  of  60  miles 
per  hour  (mph),  the  maximum  sustained  vehicle 
speed  shall  be  substituted  for  the  60  mph  speed  in  the 
requirements  specified  below,  and  in  the  presenta- 
tion of  information  as  in  Figure  1,  with  an  asterisked 
notation  in  essentially  the  following  form  at  the  bot- 
tom of  the  figure:  "The  maximum  speed  attainable 
by  accelerating  at  maximum  rate  from  a  standing 
start  for  one  mile." 

The  weight  requirements  indicated  in  (c),  (2),  (3), 
and  (4)  of  this  section  are  modified  for  motorcycles 
(and  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer,  in  the  case  of 
passenger  cars  manufactured  before  January  1, 
1977)  by  the  fuel  tank  condition  specified  in  (d)  (4) 
below. 

(1)  Vehicle  description.  The  group  of  vehicles 
to  which  the  table  applies,  identified  in  the  terms 
by  which  they  are  described  to  the  public  by  the 
manufacturer. 

(2)  Minimum  stopping  distance  withfidly  opera- 
tioncd  service  brake  system.  The  minimum  stopping 
distance  attainable,  expressed  in  feet,  from  60  mph, 
using  the  fully  operational  service  brake  system— 

(A)  In  the  case  of  a  motorcycle,  at  lightly 
loaded  and  maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight;  and 

(B)  In  the  case  of  a  passenger  car,  at  lightly 
loaded  vehicle  weight  and  at  gross  vehicle  weight 
rating  (GVWR),  except  for  a  passenger  car 
manufactured  before  January  1,  1977,  and 
tested,  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer,  under 
the  conditions  and  procedures  of  paragraphs  (d) 
and  (e)  of  this  section,  which  passenger  car  shall 
be  tested  at  lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight  and  at 
maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight. 

(3)  Minimum  stopping  distance  with  partially 
failed  service  bi'oke  system.  (Applicable  only  to 
passenger  cars  with  more  than  one  service  brake 
subsystem.)  The  minimum  stopping  distance  at- 
tainable using  the  service  brake  control,  ex- 
ressed  in  feet,  from  60  mph,  for  the  most 
adverse  combination  of  GVWR  or  lightly  loaded 
vehicle  weight  and  partial  failure  as  specified  in 
S5.1.2  of  Standard  No.  105-75  of  this  chapter. 
However,  a  passenger  car  manufactured  before 
January  1,  1977,  and  tested,  at  the  option  of 
the  manufacturer,  under  the  conditions  and 
procedures   of  paragraphs  (d)  and  (e)  of  this 
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section,   shall  be  tested  at  maximum  loaded 
vehicle  weight  instead  of  GVWR. 

(4)  Minimum  stopping  distance  with  in- 
operative brake  power  assist  unit  or  brake  power 
unit.  (Applicable  only  to  passenger  cars  equipped 
with  brake  power  assist  unit  or  brake  power 
unit.)  The  minimum  stopping  distance,  expressed 
in  feet,  from  60  mph,  using  the  service  brake 
system,  tested  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  S5.1.3  of  Standard  No.  105-75  of 
this  chapter.  However,  in  the  case  of  a  passenger 
car  manufactured  before  Janaury  1,  1977,  vehi- 
cle loading  may,  at  the  option  of  the  manufac- 
turer, be  maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight  in 
place  of  the  GVWR  loading  specified  under 
S5.1.3  of  Standard  No.  105-75. 

(5)  Notice.  The  following  notice:  "This  figure 
indicates  braking  performance  that  can  be  met 
or  exceeded  by  the  vehicles  to  which  it  applies, 
without  locking  the  wheels,  under  different 
conditions  of  loading  and  with  partial  failures  of 
the  braking  system.  The  information  presented 
represents  results  obtainable  by  skilled  drivers 
under  controlled  road  and  vehicle  conditions,  and 
the  information  may  not  be  correct  under  other 
conditions." 

(d)  Conditions.  The  data  provided  in  the 
format  of  Figure  1  shall  represent  a  level  of 
performance  that  can  be  equalled  or  exceeded  by 
each  vehicle  in  the  group  to  which  the  table  applies, 
under  the  following  conditions,  utilizing  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  (e)  below: 

(1)  Stops  are  made  without  lock-up  of  any 
wheel,  except  for  momentary  lock-up  caused  by 
an  automatic  skid  control  device. 

(2)  The  tire  inflation  pressure  and  other 
relevant  component  adjustments  of  the  vehicle 
are  made  according  to  the  manufacturer's 
published  recommendations. 

(3)  For  passenger  cars,  brake  pedal  force  does 
not  exceed  150  pounds  for  any  brake  application. 
For  motorcycles,  hand  brake  lever  force  applied 
IV4  inches  from  the  outer  end  of  the  lever  does 
not  exceed  55  pounds,  and  foot  brake  pedal  force 
does  not  exceed  90  pounds. 

(4)  Fuel  tank  is  filled  to  any  level  between  90 
and  100  percent  of  capacity. 

(5)  Transmission  is  in  neutral,  or  the  clutch 
disengaged,  during  the  entire  deceleration. 


(6)  The  vehicle  begins  the  deceleration  in  the 
center  of  a  straight  roadway  lane  that  is  12  feet 
wide,  and  remains  in  the  lane  throughout  the 
deceleration. 

(7)  The  roadway  lane  has  a  grade  of  zero  per- 
cent, and  the  road  surface  has  a  skid  number  of 
81,  as  measured  in  accordance  with  American 
Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM) 
Method  E-274-70  (as  revised  July,  1974)  at  40 
mph,  omitting  the  water  delivery  specified  in 
paragraphs  7.1  and  7.2  of  that  Method. 

(8)  All  vehicle  openings  (doors,  windows, 
hood,  trunk,  convertible  tops,  etc.)  are  in  the 
closed  position  except  as  required  for  instrumen- 
tation purposes. 

(9)  Ambient  temperature  is  between  32 °F  and 
100°F. 

(10)  Wind  velocity  is  zero, 
(e)  Procedures. 

(1)  Burnish. 

(i)  Passenger  cars.  Burnish  brakes  once 
prior  to  first  stopping  distance  test  by  conduct- 
ing 200  stops  from  40  mph  (or  maximum  sus- 
tained vehicle  speed  if  the  vehicle  is  incapable 
of  reaching  40  mph)  at  a  deceleration  rate  of  12 
fpsps  in  normal  driving  gear,  with  a  cooling  in- 
terval between  stops,  accomplished  by  driving 
at  40  mph  for  a  sufficient  distance  to  reduce 
brake  temperature  to  250°F,  or  for  one  mile, 
whichever  occurs  first.  Readjust  brakes  ac- 
cording to  manufacturer's  recommendations 
after  burnishing. 

(ii)  Motorcycles.  Adjust  and  burnish 
brakes  in  accordance  with  manufacturer's 
recommendations.  Where  no  burnishing  pro- 
cedures have  been  recommended  by  the 
manufacturer,  follow  the  procedures  specified 
above  for  passenger  cars,  except  substitute  30 
mph  for  40  mph  and  150°  F  for  250°F,  and 
maintain  hand  lever  force  to  foot  lever  force 
ratio  of  approximately  1  to  2. 

(2)  Ensure  that  the  temperature  of  the  hot- 
test service  brake  is  between  130°F  and  150°F 
prior  to  the  start  of  all  stops  (other  than  bur- 
nishing stops),  as  measured  by  plug-type  ther- 
mocouples installed  according  to  SAE  Recom- 
mended Practice  J843a,  June  1966. 

(3)  Measure  the  stopping  distance  as  specified 
in  (c)  (2),  (3),  and  (4),  from  the  point  of  applica- 
tion of  force  to  the  brake  control  to  the  point  at 
which  the  vehicle  reaches  a  full  stop. 
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§  575.102    Tire  reserve  load. 

(a)  Purpose  and  scope.  This  section  requires 
manufacturers  of  passenger  cars  to  provide  infor- 
mation as  to  the  difference,  expressed  as  a 
percentage  of  the  tire  load  rating,  between  the 
load  imposed  on  a  tire  at  maximum  loaded  vehicle 
weight  and  the  tire  load  rating  set  forth  in  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  109,  the  tire 
size  designations  recommended  for  use  on  the  vehi- 
cle, and  the  recommended  tire  inflation  pressures 
under  maximum  loading  conditions. 

(b)  Application.  This  section  applies  to 
passenger  cars  manufactured  on  or  after  January 
1,  1970. 

(c)  Required  information.  Each  manufacturer 
shall  furnish  the  information  in  (1)  through  (5) 
below,  in  the  form  illustrated  in  Figure  1.  The  table 
that  is  provided  for  a  specific  vehicle  shall  contain 
only  information  that  is  applicable  to  that 
vehicle.  The  tire  reserve  load  percentage  given 
for  each  tire  size  designation  or  combination  of  tire 
size  designations  shall  not  exceed  the  lowest  value 
that  is  correct  for  all  the  vehicles  in  the  group  to 
which  the  table  applies. 

(1)  Vehicle  description.  The  group  of  vehicles 
to  which  the  table  applies,  identified  in  the  terms 
by  which  they  are  described  to  the  public  by  the 
manufacturer. 

(2)  Recommended  tire  size  designations.  All 
tire  size  designations  and  combinations  of  tire 
size  designations,  as  Hsted  in  Standard  No.  109, 
recommended  by  the  manufacturer  for  use  on 
the  vehicle. 

(3)  Recommended  inflation  pressure  for 
maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight.  Vehicle 
manufacturer's  recommended  inflation  pressure 
for  maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight,  for  each 
recommended  tire  size  designation. 

(4)  Tire  reserve  load  percentage.  The  tire 
reserve  load  percentage  for  the  vehicle,  deter- 
mined according  to  paragraph  (d),  for  each  of  the 
tire  size  designations  or  combinations  of  tire  size 
designations  recommended  by  the  manufacturer. 

(5)  Warning.  The  following  statement,  placed 
in  proximity  to  the  table: 


"WARNING.  Failure  to  maintain  the 
recommended  tire  inflation  pressure  or  to  in- 
crease tire  pressure  as  recommended  when 
operating  at  maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight, 
or  loading  the  vehicle  beyond  the  capacities 
specified  on  the  tire  placard  affixed  to  the  vehi- 
cle, may  result  in  unsafe  operating  conditions 
due  to  premature  tire  failure,  unfavorable 
handling  characteristics,  and  excessive  tire 
wear.  The  tire  reserve  load  percentage  is  a 
measure  of  tire  capacity,  not  of  vehicle  capac- 
ity. Loading  beyond  the  specified  vehicle 
capacity  may  result  in  failure  of  other  vehicle 
components." 

(d)  Determination  of  tire  reserve  load  percent- 
age. The  tire  reserve  load  percentage  for  a  vehi- 
cle, required  by  paragraph  (c),  shall  be  determined 
as  follows: 

(1)  Determine  Wi,  the  vehicle  maximum  load 
on  the  tire,  for  the  front  and  rear  tires  respec- 
tively. These  figures  are  determined  by 
distributing  to  each  axle  its  share  of  the  max- 
imum loaded  vehicle  weight  and  dividing  that 
share  by  two. 

(2)  Find  W2,  the  load  rating  for  each  tire  as  in- 
stalled, set  forth  in  Standard  No.  109,  using  the 
vehicle  manufacturer's  recommended  inflation 
pressure  for  maximum  loaded  vehicle  weight. 

(3)  Calculate  the  tire  reserve  load  percentage 
for  each  tire  as: 


W2-W1 
W2 


xlOO 


(4)  The  tire  reserve  load  percentage  for  the 
vehicle  is  the  lowest  of  the  percentages 
calculated  in  (3)  for  each  tire  on  the  vehicle. 

§  575.103  Truck-camper  loading. 

(a)  Scope.  This  section  requires  manufac- 
turers of  trucks  that  are  capable  of  accom- 
modating slide-in  campers  to  provide  informa- 
tion on  the  cargo  weight  rating  and  the 
longitudinal  limits  within  which  the  center  of 
gravity  for  the  cargo  weight  rating  should  be 
located. 

(b)  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to 
provide  information  that  can  be  used  to  reduce 


PART  575-5 


overloading  and  improper  load  distribution  in 
truck-camper  combinations,  in  order  to  prevent  ac- 
cidents resulting  from  the  adverse  effects  of  these 
conditions  on  vehicle  steering  and  braking. 

(c)  Application.  This  section  applies  to  trucks 
that  are  capable  of  accommodating  slide-in 
campers. 

(d)  Definitions.  "Camper"  means  a  structure 
designed  to  be  mounted  in  the  cargo  area  of  a 
truck,  or  attached  to  an  incomplete  vehicle  with 
motive  power,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  shelter 
for  persons. 

"Cargo  weight  rating"  means  the  value  specified 
by  the  manufacturer  as  the  cargo-carrying  capac- 
ity, in  pounds,  of  a  vehicle,  exclusive  of  the  weight 
of  occupants,  computed  as  150  pounds  times  the 
number  of  designated  seating  positions. 

"Slide-in  camper"  means  a  camper  having  a 
roof,  floor  and  sides,  designed  to  be  mounted  on 
and  removable  from  the  cargo  area  of  a  truck  by 
the  user. 

(e)  Requirements.  Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (f)  of  this  section  each  manufacturer  of 
a  truck  that  is  capable  of  accommodating  a  slide-in 
camper  shall  furnish  the  information  specified  in 
(1)  through  (5)  below: 

(1)  A  picture  showing  the  manufacturer's 
recommended  longitudinal  center  of  gravity 
zone  for  the  cargo  weight  rating  in  the  form  il- 
lustrated in  Figure  1 .  The  boundaries  of  the  zone 
shall  be  such  that  when  a  slide-in  camper  equal  in 
weight  to  the  truck's  cargo  weight  rating  is  in- 
stalled, no  gross  axle  weight  rating  of  the  truck 
is  exceeded.  Until  October  1,  1973  the  phrase 
"Aft  End  of  Cargo  Area"  may  be  used  in  Figure 
1  instead  of  "Rear  End  of  Truck  Bed". 


neCOMMENOED 
LOCATION  FOB 
CARGO  CENTER 
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(2)  The  truck's  cargo  weight  rating. 

(3)  The  statements:  "When  the  truck  is  used 
to  carry  a  slide-in  camper,  the  total  cargo  load  of 
the  truck  consists  of  the  manufacturer's  camper 
weight  figure,  the  weight  of  installed  additional 
camper  equipment  not  included  in  the  manufac- 
turer's camper  weight  figure,  the  weight  of 
camper  cargo,  and  the  weight  of  passengers  in 
the  camper.  The  total  cargo  load  should  not  ex- 
ceed the  truck's  cargo  weight  rating  and  the 
camper's  center  of  gravity  should  fall  within  the 
truck's  recommended  center  of  gravity  zone 
when  installed."  Until  October  1,  1973  the 
phrase  "total  load"  may  be  used  instead  of  "total 
cargo  load". 

(4)  A  picture  showing  the  proper  match  of  a 
truck  and  slide-in  camper  in  the  form  illustrated 
in  Figure  2. 


FIGURE  I      TRUCK  LOADING  INFORMATION 


FIGURE  2     EXAMPLE  OF  PROPER  TRUCK  AND  CAMPER  MATCH 

(5)  The  statements:   "Secure  loose  items  to 
prevent   weight   shifts   that   could   affect   the 
balance  of  your  vehicle.  When  the  truck  camper 
is  loaded,  drive  to  a  scale  and  weigh  on  the  front 
and  on  the  rear  wheels  separately  to  determine 
axle  loads.  Individual  axle  loads  should  not  ex- 
ceed either  of  the  gross  axle  weight  ratings 
(GAWR).  The  total  of  the  axle  loads  should  not 
exceed  the  gross  vehicle  weight  rating  (GVWR). 
These  ratings  are  given  on  the  vehicle  certifica- 
tion label  that  is  located  on  the  left  side  of  the 
vehicle,  normally  the  dash,  hinge  pillar,  door 
latch  post,  or  door  edge  next  to  the  driver.  If 
weight  ratings  are  exceeded,  move  or  remove 
items  to  bring  all  weights  below  the  ratings." 
(f)  If  a   truck   would   accommodate   a   slide-in 
camper  but  the  manufacturer  of  the  truck  recom- 
mends that  the  truck  not  be  used  for  that  purpose, 
the  information  specified  in  paragraph  (e)  shall  not 
be  provided  but  instead  the  manufacturer  shall 
provide  a  statement  that  the  truck  should  not  be 
used  to  carry  a  slide-in  camper. 
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§  575.104  Uniform  Tire  Quality  Grading  Standards. 

(a)  Scope.  This  section  requires  motor  vehicle 
and  tire  manufacturers  and  tire  brand  name 
owners  to  provide  information  indicating  the 
relative  performance  of  passenger  car  tires  in  the 
areas  of  treadwear,  traction,  and  temperature 
resistance. 

(b)  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to 
aid  the  consumer  in  making  an  informed  choice  in 
the  purchase  of  passenger  car  tires. 

(c)  Application.  This  section  applies  to  new 
pneumatic  tires  for  use  on  passenger  cars 
manufactured  after  1948.  However,  this  section 
does  not  apply  to  deep  tread,  winter-type  snow 
tires  or  to  space-saver  or  temporary-use  spare 
tires.  Further,  this  section  does  not  apply  to  tires 
with  nominal  rim  diameters  of  10  to  12  inches. 

(d)  Requirements. 
(1)  Information. 

(i)  Each  manufacturer  of  tires,  or  in  the  case 
of  tires  marketed  under  a  brand  name,  each 
brand  name  owner,  shall  provide  grading  in- 
formation for  each  tire  of  which  he  is  the 
manufacturer  or  brand  name  owner  in  the 
manner  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (d)  (1)  (i)  (A) 
and  (d)  (1)  (i)  (B)  of  this  section.  The  grades  for 
each  tire  shall  be  only  those  specified  in 
paragraph  (d)  (2)  of  this  section.  Each  tire  shall 
be  able  to  achieve  the  level  of  performance 
represented  by  each  grade  with  which  it  is 
labeled.  An  individual  tire  need  not,  however, 
meet  further  requirements  after  having  been 
subjected  to  the  test  for  any  one  grade. 

(A)  Except  for  a  bias-ply  tire  manufac- 
tured prior  to  October  1,  1979,  and  April  1, 
1980,  and  a  radial-ply  tire  manufactured 
prior  to  October  1,  1980,  each  tire  shall  be 
graded  with  the  words,  letters,  symbols,  and 
figures  specified  in  paragraph  (d)  (2)  of  this 
section,  permanently  molded  into  or  onto  the 
tire  sidewall  between  the  tire's  maximum 
section  width  and  shoulder  in  accordance 
with  one  of  the  methods  in  Figure  1. 

[(B)  (1)  Each  tire  manufactured  before 
October  1,  1980,  other  than  a  tire  sold  as 
original  equipment  on  a  new  vehicle,  shall 
have  affixed  to  its  tread  surface  in  a  manner 
such  that  it  is  not  easily  removable  a  label 
containing  its  grades  and  other  information 


in  the  form  illustrated  in  Figure  2,  Part  II, 
bearing  the  heading  "DOT  QUALITY 
GRADES."  The  treadwear  grade  attributed 
to  the  tire  shall  be  either  imprinted  or  in- 
delibly stamped  on  the  label  adjacent  to  the 
description  of  the  treadwear  grade.  The  label 
shall  also  depict  all  possible  grades  for  trac- 
tion and  temperature  resistance.  The  trac- 
tion and  temperature  resistance  perform- 
ance grades  attributed  to  the  tire  shall  be 
indelibly  circled.  However,  each  tire  labeled 
in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of 
paragraph  (d)  (1)  (i)  (B)  (2)  of  this  section 
need  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph. 

{2)  Each  tire  manufactiu-ed  on  or  after 
October  1,  1980,  other  than  a  tire  sold  as 
original  equipment  on  a  new  vehicle,  shall 
have  affixed  to  its  tread  surface  so  as  not 
to  be  easily  removable  a  label  or  labels  con- 
taining its  grades  and  other  information  in 
the  form  illustrated  in  Figure  2,  Parts  I 
and  II.  The  treadwear  grade  attributed  to 
the  tire  shall  be  either  imprinted  or  in- 
delibly stamped  on  the  label  containing  the 
material  in  Part  I  of  Figure  2,  directly  to 
the  right  of  or  below  the  word  "TREAD- 
WEAR". The  traction  and  temperature 
resistance  performance  grades  attributed 
to  the  tire  shall  be  indelibly  circled  in  an  ar- 
ray of  the  potential  grade  letters  (ABC) 
directly  to  the  right  of  or  below  the  words 
"TRACTION"  and  "TEMPERATURE" 
in  Part  I  of  Figure  2.  The  words  "TREAD- 
WEAR," "TRACTION,"  and  "TEMPER- 
ATURE," in  that  order,  may  be  laid  out 
vertically  or  horizontally.  The  text  part  of 
Part  II  of  Figure  2  may  be  printed  in 
capital  letters.  The  text  of  Part  I  and  the 
text  of  Part  II  of  Figure  2  need  not  appear 
on  the  same  label,  but  the  edges  of  the  two 
texts  must  be  positioned  on  the  tire  tread 
so  as  to  be  separated  by  a  distance  of  no 
more  than  one  inch.  If  the  text  of  Part  I 
and  the  text  of  Part  II  are  placed  on 
separate  labels,  the  notation  "See  EX- 
PLANATION OF  DOT  QUALITY 
GRADES"  shall  be  added  to  the  bottom  of 
the  Part  I  text,  and  the  words  "EX- 
PLANATION OF  DOT  QUALITY 
GRADES"  shall  appear  at  the  top  of  the 
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Part  II  text.  The  text  of  Figure  2  shall  be 
oriented  on  the  tire  tread  surface  with 
lines  of  type  running  perpendicular  to  the 
tread  circumference.  If  a  label  bearing  a 
tire  size  designation  is  attached  to  the  tire 
tread  surface  and  the  tire  size  designation 
is  oriented  with  lines  of  type  running 
perpendicular  to  the  tread  circumference, 
the  text  of  Figure  2  shall  read  in  the  same 
direction  as  the  tire  size  designation.  (44 
F.R.  68475-November  29,  1979.  Effec- 
tive: 12/1/79)] 

(ii)  In  the  case  of  information  required  in 
accordance  with  §  575.6(c)  to  be  furnished  to 
prospective  purchasers  of  motor  vehicles  and 
tires,  each  vehicle  manufacturer  and  each  tire 
manufacturer  or  brand  name  owner  shall  as 
part  of  that  information  list  all  possible  grades 
for  traction  and  temperature  resistance,  and 
restate  verbatim  the  explanations  for  each 
performance  area  specified  in  Figure  2.  The  in- 
formation need  not  be  in  the  same  format  as  in 
Figure  2.  In  the  case  of  a  tire  manufacturer  or 
brand  name  owner,  the  information  must  in- 
dicate clearly  and  unambiguously  the  grade  in 
each  performance  area  for  each  tire  of  that 
manufacturer  or  brand  name  owner  offered  for 
sale  at  the  particular  location. 

(iii)  In  the  case  of  information  required  in 
accordance  with  §  575.6(a)  to  be  furnished  to 
the  first  purchaser  of  a  new  motor  vehicle, 
other  than  a  motor  vehicle  equipped  with  bias- 
ply  tires  manufacture  red  prior  to  [October  1, 
1979,  and  April  1,  1980,  and  a  radial-ply  tire 
manufacturered  prior  to  October  1, 1980,]  each 
manufacturer  of  motor  vehicles  shall  as  part  of 
the  information  list  all  possible  grades  for  trac- 
tion and  temperature  resistance  and  restate 
verbatim  the  explanation  for  each  perform- 
ance area  specified  in  Figure  2.  The  informa- 
tion need  not  be  in  the  format  of  Figure  2,  but 
it  must  contain  a  statement  referring  the 
reader  to  the  tire  sidewall  for  the  specific  tire 
grades  for  the  tires  with  which  the  vehicle  is 
equipped. 

(2)  Performance. 

(i)  Treadwear.  Each  tire  shall  be  graded 
for  treadwear  performance  with  the  word 
"TREADWEAR"  followed  by  a  number  of 
two  of  three  digits  representing  the  tire's 


grade  for  treadwear,  expressed  as  a  percen- 
tage of  the  NHTSA  nominal  treadwear  value, 
when  tested  in  accordance  with  the  conditions 
and  procedures  specified  in  paragraph  (e)  of 
this  section.  Treadwear  grades  shall  be 
multiples  of  10  (e.g.,  80,  150). 

(ii)  Traction.  Each  tire  shall  be  graded  for 
traction  performance  with  the  word  "TRAC- 
TION," followed  by  the  symbols  C,  B,  or  A 
(either  asterisks  or  5-pointed  stars)  when  the 
tire  is  tested  in  accordance  with  the  conditions 
and  procedures  specified  in  paragraph  (f)  of 
this  section. 

(A)  The  tire  shall  be  graded  C  when  the 
adjusted  traction  coefficient  is  either: 

(1)  0.38  or  less  when  tested  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this  sec- 
tionon  the  asphalt  surface  specified  in 
paragraph     (f)  (1)  (i)  of  this  section,  or 

{2)  0.26  or  less  when  tested  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this  section 
on  the  concrete  surface  specified  in 
paragraph  (f)  (1)  (i)  of  this  section. 

(B)  The  tire  may  be  graded  B  only  when 
its  adjusted  traction  coefficient  is  both: 

(1)  More  than  0.38  when  tested  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this 
section  on  the  asphalt  surface  specified  in 
paragraph  (f)  (1)  (i)  of  this  section,  and 

(2)  More  than  0.26  when  tested  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this 
section  on  the  concrete  surface  specified  in 
paragraph  (f)  (1)  (i)  of  this  section. 

(C)  The  tire  may  be  graded  A  only  when 
its  adjusted  traction  coefficient  is  both: 

(i)  More  than  0.47  when  tested  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this  section 
■    on    the    asphalt    surface     specified    in 
paragraph  (f)  (1)  (i)  of  this  section,  and 

(2)  More  than  0.35  when  tested  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this  sec- 
tion on  the  concrete  surface  specified  in 
paragraph  (f)  (1)  (i)  of  this  section. 

(iii)  Temperature  resistance.  Each  tire  shall 
be  graded  for  temperature  resistance  perform- 
ance with  the  word  "TEMPERATURE"  fol- 
lowed by  the  letter  A,  B,  or  C,  based  on  its  per- 
formance when  the  tire  is  tested  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  specified  in  paragraph  (g) 
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of  this  section.  A  tire  shall  be  considered  to 
have  successfully  completed  a  test  stage  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  paragraph  if,  at  the  end  of 
the  test  stage,  it  exhibits  no  visual  evidence  of 
tread,  sidewall,  ply,  cord,  innerliner  or  bead 
separation,  chunking,  broken  cords,  cracking 
or  open  splices  as  defined  in  §  571.109  of  this 
chapter,  and  the  tire  pressure  is  not  less  than 
the  pressure  specified  in  paragraph  (g)  (1)  of 
this  section. 

(A)  The  tire  shall  be  graded  C  if  it  fails  to 
complete  the  500  rpm  test  stage  specified  in 
paragraph  (g)  (9)  of  this  section. 

(B)  The  tire  may  be  graded  B  only  if  it 
successfully  completes  the  500  rpm  test 
stage  specified  in  paragraph  (g)  (9)  of  this 
section. 

(C)  The  tire  may  be  graded  A  only  if  it 
successfully  completes  the  575  rpm  test 
stage  specified  in  paragraph  (g)  (9)  of  this 
section. 

(e)  Treadwear  grading  conditions  and  proce- 
dures.—(1)  Conditions,  (i)  Tire  treadwear  per- 
formance is  evaluated  on  a  specific  roadway  course 
approximately  400  miles  in  length,  which  is 
established  by  the  NHTSA  both  for  its  own  com- 
pliance testing  and  for  that  of  regulated  persons. 
The  course  is  designed  to  produce  treadwear  rates 
that  are  generally  representative  of  those  en- 
countered in  public  use  for  tires  of  differing  con- 
struction types.  The  course  and  driving  procedures 
are  described  in  Appendix  A  to  this  section. 

(ii)  Treadwear  grades  are  evaluated  by  first 
measuring  the  performance  of  a  candidate  tire 
on  the  government  test  course,  and  then 
correcting  the  projected  mileage  obtained  to 
account  for  environmental  variations  on  the 
basis  of  the  performance  of  course  monitoring 
tires  of  the  same  general  construction  type 
(bias,  bias-belted,  or  radial)  run  in  the  same 
convoy.  The  three  types  of  course  monitoring 
tires  are  made  available  by  the  NHTSA  at 
Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base,  San  Angelo,  Tex., 
for  purchase  by  any  persons  conducting  tests 
at  the  test  course. 

(iii)  In  convoy  tests  each  vehicle  in  the  same 
convoy,  except  for  the  lead  vehicle,  is 
throughout  the  test  within  human  eye  range  of 
the  vehicle  immediately  ahead  of  it. 


(iv)  A  test  convoy  consists  of  no  more  than 
four  passenger  cars,  each  having  only  rear- 
wheel  drive. 

(v)  On  each  convoy  vehicle,  all  tires  are 
mounted  on  identical  rims:  either  a  "test  rim" 
as  defined  with  respect  to  that  tire  in 
paragraph  S3  of  Standard  No.  109  (§  571.109 
of  this  chapter)  which  is  of  the  width  listed  for 
the  applicable  tire  size  designation  under  the 
words  "test  rim  width"  in  Table  I  of  the 
Appendix  to  Standard  No.  109,  or  such  a  "test 
rim"  having  a  width  within  -0-1-0.50  inches  of 
the  width  listed. 

(2)  Treadwear  grading  procedure,  (i)  Equip  a 
convoy  with  course  monitoring  and  candidate 
tires  of  the  same  construction  type.  Place  four 
course  monitoring  tires  on  one  vehicle.  On  each 
other  vehicle,  place  four  candidate  tires  that  are 
identical  with  respect  to  with  identical  size 
designations.  On  each  axle,  manufacturer  and 
line. 

[(ii)  Inflate  each  candidate  and  each  course 
monitoring  tire  the  applicable  pressure  in 
Table  1  of  this  section.  (45  F.R.  70273-Oc- 
tober  23,  1980.  Effective:  10/23/80)] 

(iii)  Load  each  vehicle  so  that  the  load  on 
each  course  monitoring  and  candidate  tire  is  85 
percent  of  the  load  specified  in  Appendix  A  of 
§  571.109  of  this  chapter  (Standard  No.  109)  at 
the  inflation  pressure  specified  in  paragraph 
(e)  (2)  (ii)  of  this  section. 

(iv)  Adjust  wheel  alignment  to  that  specified 
by  the  vehicle  manfuacturer. 

(v)  Subject  candidate  and  course  monitoring 
tires  to  "break-in"  by  running  the  tires  in  con- 
voy for  two  circuits  of  the  test  roadway  (800 
miles).  At  the  end  of  the  first  circuit,  rotate 
each  vehicle's  tires  by  moving  each  front  tire 
to  the  same  side  of  the  rear  axle  and  each  rear 
tire  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  front  axle. 

(vi)  After  break-in,  allow  the  tires  to  cool  to 
the  inflation  pressure  specified  in  paragraph 
(e)  (2)  (ii)  of  this  section  or  for  2  hours, 
whichever  occurs  first.  Measure,  to  the  nearest 
0.001  inch,  the  tread  depth  of  each  candidate 
and  course  monitoring  tire,  avoiding 
treadwear  indicators,  at  six  equally  spaced 
points  in  each  groove.  For  each  tire  compute 
the  average  of  the  measurements.  Do  not  in- 
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elude  those  shoulder  grooves  which  are  not 
provided  with  treadwear  indicators. 

(vii)  Adjust  wheel  alignment  to  the  manufac- 
turer's specifications. 

(viii)  Drive  the  convoy  on  the  test  roadway 
for  6,400  miles.  After  each  800  miles: 

(A)  Following  the  procedure  set  out  in 
paragraph  (e)  (2)  (vi)  of  this  section,  allow 
the  tires  to  cool  and  measure  the  average 
tread  depth  of  each  tire; 

(B)  Rotate  each  vehicle's  tires  by  moving 
each  front  tire  to  the  same  side  of  the  rear 
axle  and  each  rear  tire  to  the  opposite  side  of 
the  front  axle. 

(C)  Rotate  the  vehicles  in  the  convoy  by 
moving  the  last  vehicle  to  the  lead 
position.  Do  not  rotate  driver  position 
within  the  convoy. 

(D)  Adjust  wheel  alignment  to  the  vehicle 
manufacturer's  specifications,  if  necessary, 
(ix)  Determine   the  projected  mileage  for 

each  candidate  tire  as  follows: 

(A)  For  each  course  monitoring  and  can- 
didate tire  in  the  convoy,  using  the  average 
tread  depth  measurements  obtained  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraphs  (e)  (2)  (vi)  of  this 
section  and  the  corresponding  mileages  as 
data  points,  apply  the  method  of  least 
squares  as  described  in  Appendix  C  of  this 
section  to  determine  the  estimated  regres- 
sion line  of  y  on  x  given  by  the  following  for- 
mula: 

y  =  a  H-   bx 


1000 
where: 

y  =  average  tread  depth  in  mils, 

X  =  miles  after  break-in, 

a  =  y  intercept  of  regression  line  (reference  tread 
depth)  in  mils,  calculated  using  the  method  of  least 
squares;  and 

b  =  the  slope  of  the  regression  line  in  mils  of  tread 
depth  per  1,000  miles,  calculated  using  the  method 
of  least  squares.  This  slope  will  be  negative  in 
value.  The  tire's  wear  rate  is  defined  as  the  ab- 
solute value  of  the  slope  of  the  regression  line. 

(B)  Average  the  wear  rates  of  the  four 
course  monitoring  tires  as  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (e)  (2)  (ix)  (A)  of 
this  section. 

(C)  Determine  the  course  severity  adjust- 
ment factor  by  dividing  the  base  wear  rate 


for  the  course   monitoring  tire  (see   note 
below)  by  the  average  wear  rate  for  the  four 
course  monitoring  tires  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (e)  (2)  (ix)  (B)  of 
this  section. 
NOTE.-The  base  wear  rates  for  the  course 
monitoring  tires  will  be  furnished  to  the 
purchaser  at  the  time  of  purchase. 

(D)  Determine  the  adjusted  wear  rate  for 
each  candidate  tire  by  multiplying  its  wear 
rate  determined  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (e)  (2)  (Lx)  (A)  of  this  section  by  the 
course  severity  adjustment  factor  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  paragraph 
(e)  (2)  (ix)  (C)  of  this  section. 

(E)  Determine  the  projected  mileage  for 

each    candidate    tire   using   the    following 

formula: 

T3     .    ,    ,     .,  1000  (a -62)         „„„ 

Projected  mileage  =    ^^ -t-  800 

b' 

where: 

a  =y  intercept  of  regression  line  (reference  tread  depth) 

for  the  candidate  tire  as  determined  in  accordance 

with  paragraph  (e)  (2)  (ix)  (A)  of  this  section. 

b  '  =the  adjusted  wear  rate  for  the  candidate  tire  as 

determined    in    accordance    with    paragraph 

(e)  (2)  (ix)  (D)  of  this  section. 

(F)  Compute  the  percentage  of  the 
NHTSA  nominal  treadwear  value  for  each 
candidate  tire  using  the  following  formula: 

p  _  Projected  Mileage 

30^000  ^  ^^^ 

Round  off  the  percentage  to  the  nearest 
lower  10%  increment. 

(f)  Traction  grading  conditions  and  proce- 
dures.—(1)  Conditions,  (i)  Tire  traction  perform- 
ance is  evaluated  on  skid  pads  that  are  established, 
and  whose  severity  is  monitored,  by  the  NHTSA 
both  for  its  compliance  testing  and  for  that  of 
regulated  persons.  The  test  pavements  are  asphalt 
and  concrete  surfaces  constructed  in  accordance 
with  the  specifications  for  pads  "C"  and  "A"  in  the 
"Manual  for  the  Construction  and  Maintenance  of 
Skid  Surfaces,"  National  Technical  Information 
Service  No.  DOT-HS-800-814.  The  surfaces  have 
locked  wheel  traction  coefficients  when  evaluated 
in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (f)  (2)  (i)  through 
(f)(2)  (vii)  of  this  section  of  0.50±0.10  for  the 
asphalt  and  0.35  ±0.10  for  the  concrete.  The  loca- 
tion of  the  skid  pads  is  described  in  Appendix  B  to 
this  section. 
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(ii)  The  standard  tire  is  the  American  Soci- 
ety for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM)  E  501 
"Standard  Tire  for  Pavement  Skid  Resistance 
Tests." 

(iii)  The  pavement  surface  is  wetted  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  3.5,  "Pavement  Wet- 
ting System,"  of  ATSM  Method  E  274-70, 
"Skid  Resistance  of  Paved  Surfaces  Using  a 
Full-Scale  Tire." 

(iv)  The  test  apparatus  is  a  test  trailer  built 
in  conformity  with  the  specifications  in  para- 
graph 3,  "Apparatus,"  of  ASTM  Method  E 
274-70,  and  instrumented  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  3.3.2  of  that  Method,  except  that 
"wheel  load"  in  paragraph  3.2.2  and  tire  and 
rim  specifications  in  paragraph  3.2.3  of  that 
Method  are  as  specified  in  the  procedures  in 
paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this  section  for  standard 
and  candidate  tires. 

(v)  The  test  apparatus  is  calibrated  in  ac- 
cordance with  ASTM  Method  F  377-74, 
"Standard  Method  for  Calibration  of  Braking 
Force  for  Testing  of  Pneumatic  Tires"  with 
the  trailer's  tires  inflated  to  24  psi  and  loaded 
to  1,085  pounds. 

(vi)  Consecutive  tests  on  the  same  surface 
are  conducted  not  less  than  30  seconds  apart. 

(vii)  A  standard  tire  is  discarded  in  accord- 
ance with  ASTM  Method  E  501. 

(2)  Procedure,    (i)  Prepare  two  standard  tires 
as  follows: 

(A)  Condition  the  tires  by  running  them 
for  200  miles  on  a  pavement  surface. 

(B)  Mount  each  tire  on  a  "test  rim"  as  de- 
fined in  paragraph  S3  of  Standard  No.  109 
(§  571.109  of  this  chapter)  which  is  of  a  width 
within  -0-1-0.50  inches  of  the  width  listed 
for  the  applicable  tire  size  designation  under 
the  words  "test  rim  width"  in  Table  I  of  the 
Appendix  to  Standard  No.  109.  Then  inflate 
the  tire  to  24  psi  [,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  tire 
with  inflation  pressure  measured  in  kilopas- 
cals,  to  180  kPa.  (45  F.R.  70273-October  23, 
1980.  Effective:  10/23/80.)] 

(C)  Statically  balance  each  tire-rim  com- 
bination. 

(D)  Allow  each  tire  to  cool  to  ambient 
temperature  and  readjust  its  inflation  pres- 
sure to  24  psi  [,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  tire  with 


inflation  pressure  measured  in  kilopascals,  to 

180  kPa.  (45  F.R.  70273-October  23,  1980. 

Effective:  10/23/80.)] 

(ii)  Mount  the  tires  on  the  test  apparatus 
described  in  paragraph  (f)  (1)  (iv)  of  this  sec- 
tion and  load  each  tire  to  1 ,085  pounds. 

(iii)  Tow  the  trailer  on  the  asphalt  test  sur- 
face specified  in  paragraph  (f)  (1)  (i)  of  this  sec- 
tion at  a  speed  of  40  mph,  lock  one  trailer 
wheel,  and  record  the  locked-wheel  traction 
coefficient  on  the  tire  associated  with  that 
wheel  between  0.5  and  1.5  seconds  after 
lockup. 

(iv)  Repeat  the  test  on  the  concrete  surface, 
locking  the  same  wheel. 

(v)  Repeat  the  tests  specified  in  paragraphs 
(f)  (2)  (iii)  and  (f)  (2)  (iv)  of  this  section  for  a 
total  of  10  measurements  on  each  test  surface. 

(vi)  Repeat  the  procedures  specified  in 
paragraphs  (f)  (2)  (iii)  through  (f)  (2)  (v)  of  this 
section,  locking  the  wheel  associated  with  the 
other  tire. 

(vii)  Average  the  20  measurements  taken  on 
the  asphalt  surface  to  find  the  standard  tire 
traction  coefficient  for  the  asphalt  surface. 
Average  the  20  measurements  taken  on  the 
concrete  surface  to  find  the  standard  tire  trac- 
tion coefficient  for  the  concrete  surface.  [The 
standard  tire  traction  coefficient  so  deter- 
mined may  be  used  in  the  computation  of  ad- 
justed traction  coefficients  for  more  than  one 
candidate  tire.  (45  F.R.  70273-October  23, 
1980.  Effective:  10/23/80.)] 

(viii)  Prepare  two  candidate  tires  of  the 
same  construction  type,  manufacturer,  line, 
and  size  designation  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (f)  (2)  (i)  of  this  section,  mount  them  on 
the  test  apparatus,  and  test  one  of  them  ac- 
cording to  the  procedures  of  paragraphs  (f)  (2) 
(ii)  through  (v)  of  this  section,  except  load  each 
tire  to  85  percent  of  the  load  specified  at  24  psi 
[,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  tire  with  inflation 
pressure  measured  in  kilopascals,  the  load 
specified  at  180  kPa.  (45  F.R.  70273-October 
23,  1980.  Effective:  10/23/80.)]  for  the  tires' 
size  designation  in  Appendix  A  of  Standard 
No.  109  (§  571.109  of  this  chapter).  ["Can- 
didate tire  measurements  may  be  taken  either 
before  or  after  the  standard  tire  measure- 
ments used  to  compute  the  standard  tire  trac- 
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ate  quality  grades  between  the 
shoulder  and  the  maximum  section 
width 


Note:    The  quality  grades  shall  be  in 
"Futura  Bold.  Modified.  Condensed  or 
Gothic"  characters  permanently  molded 
(  020  to   040  deep)  into  or  onto  the 
tire  as  indicated 


tion  coefficient.  Take  all  standard  tire  and  can- 
didate tire  measurements  used  in  computation 
of  a  candidate  tire's  adjusted  traction  coeffi- 
cient within  a  single  three  hour  period," 
following  the  first  sentence  thereof.  (45  F.R. 
70273-October  23,  1980.  Effective:  10/23/80)1 
Average  the  10  measurements  taken  on  the 
asphalt  surface  to  find  the  candidate  tire  trac- 
tion coefficient  for  the  asphalt  surface. 
Average  the  10  measurements  taken  on  the 
concrete  surface  to  find  the  candidate  tire  trac- 
tion coefficient  for  the  concrete  surface. 

(ix)  Compute  a  candidate  tire's  adjusted 
traction  coefficient  for  asphalt  (ng)  by  the 
following  formula: 


/ja  =  Measured    candidate    tire   coefficient   for 
asphalt  +0.50 

-  Measured  standard  tire  coefficient  for  asphalt 


(x)  Compute  a  candidate  tire's  adjusted  trac- 
tion coefficient  for  concrete  (/i^)  by  the  follow- 
ing formula: 

((^  =  Measured  candidate  tire  coefficient  for  con- 
crete +  0.35 

-  Measured  standard  tire  coefficient  for  concrete 

(g)  Temperature  resistance  grading.  (1)  Mount 
the  tire  on  any  test  rim  as  defined  in  S3  of  Stand- 
ard No.  109  (§  571.109  of  this  chapter)  and  inflate 
it  to  [the  applicable  pressure  specified  in  Table  1  of 
this  section.  (45  F.R.  70273-October  23,  1980.  Ef- 
fective: 10/23/80.)! 

(2)  Condition  the  tire-rim  assembly  to  any 
temperature  up  to  95°F  for  at  least  3  hours. 

(3)  Adjust  the  pressure  again  to  [the  applicable 
pressure  specified  in  Table  1  of  this  section.  (45 
F.R.  70273-October  23,  1980.  Effective: 
10/23/80.)] 
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(4)  Mount  the  tire-rim  assembly  on  an  axle, 
and  press  the  tire  tread  against  the  surface  of  a 
flat-  faced  steel  test  wheel  that  is  67.23  inches  in 
diameter  and  at  least  as  wide  as  the  section 
width  of  the  tire. 

(5)  During  the  test,  including  the  pressure 
measurements  specified  in  paragraphs  (g)  (1) 
and  (g)  (3)  of  this  section,  maintain  the  tempera- 
ture of  the  ambient  air,  as  measured  12  inches 
from  the  edge  of  the  rim  flange  at  any  point  on 
the  circumference  on  either  side  of  the  tire  at  any 
temperature  up  to  95°F.  Locate  the  temperature 
sensor  so  that  its  readings  are  not  affected  by 
heat  radiation,  drafts,  variations  in  the  tempera- 
ture of  the  surrounding  air,  or  guards  or  other 
devices. 

(6)  Press  the  tire  against  the  test  wheel  at  the 
load  specified  in  Appendix  A  of  §  571.109  of  this 
chapter  (Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  109) 


for  the  tire's  size  designation  and  [the  applicable 
pressure  specified  in  Table  1  of  this  section.  (45 
F.R.  70273-October  23,  1980.  Effective: 
10/23/80.)] 

(7)  Rotate  the  test  wheel  at  250  rpm  for  2 
hours. 

(8)  Remove  the  load,  allow  the  tire  to  cool  to 
95°F  or  for  2  hours,  whichever  occurs  last,  and 
readjust  the  inflation  pressure  to  [the  applicable 
pressure  specified  in  Table  1  of  this  section.  (45 
F.R.  70273-October  23,  1980.  Effective: 
10/23/80.)! 

(9)  Reapply  the  load  and  without  interruption 
or  readjustment  of  inflation  pressure,  rotate  the 
test  wheel  at  375  rpm  for  30  minutes,  and  then  at 
successively  higher  rates  in  25  rpm  increments, 
each  for  30  minutes,  until  the  tire  has  run  at  575 
rpm  for  30  minutes,  or  to  failure,  whichever  oc- 
curs first. 
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[Table  1.— Test  Inflation  Pressures 


Maximum  permissible 
inflation  pressure 


32 

36 

W 

2J,0 

280 

300 

lb/in' 

lb/in' 

Ibliri' 

kPa 

kPa 

kPa 

Pressure  to  be  used  in  tests  for 
treadwear  and  in  determination 
of  tire  load  for  temperature 
resistance  testing 

Pressure  to  be  used  for  all 
aspects  of  temperature  resistance 
testing  other  than  determination 
of  tire  load 


24 


30 


28 


34 


32 


38 


180 


220 


220 


260 


180 


220 


(45  F.R.  70273-October  23,  1980.  Effective:  10/23/80.)! 


Figure  2-[Part  1]  DOT  Quality  Grades 

Treadwear 

The  treadwear  grade  is  a  comparative  rating  based  on  the  wear  rate  of  the  tire  when  tested  under  con- 
trolled conditions  on  a  specified  government  test  course.  For  example,  a  tire  graded  150  would  wear  one 
and  a  half  (IV2)  times  as  well  on  the  government  course  as  a  tire  graded  100.  The  relative  performance  of 
tires  depends  upon  the  actual  conditions  of  their  use,  however,  and  may  depart  significantly  from  the 
norm  due  to  variations  in  driving  habits,  service  practices,  and  differences  in  road  characteristics  and 
climate. 

Traction  ABC 

The  traction  grades,  from  highest  to  lowest,  are  A,  B,  and  C,  and  they  represent  the  tire's  ability  to  stop 
on  wet  pavements  as  measured  under  controlled  conditions  on  specified  government  test  surfaces  of 
asphalt  and  concrete.  A  tire  marked  G  may  have  poor  traction  performance.  WARNING:  The  traction 
grade  assigned  to  this  tire  is  based  on  braking  (straightahead)  traction  tests  and  does  not  included  corner- 
ing (turning)  traction. 

Temperature  ABC 

The  temperature  grades  of  A  (the  highest),  B,  and  C,  representing  the  tire's  resistance  to  the  generation 
of  heat  and  its  ability  to  dissipate  heat  when  tested  under  controlled  conditions  on  a  specified  indoor 
laboratory  test  wheel.  Sustained  high  temperature  can  cause  the  material  of  the  tire  to  degenerate  and 
reduce  tire  life,  and  excessive  temperature  can  lead  to  sudden  tire  failure.  The  grade  C  corresponds  to  a 
level  of  performance  which  all  passenger  car  tires  must  meet  under  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  109.  Grades  B  and  A  represent  higher  levels  of  performance  on  the  laboratory  test  wheel 
than  the  minimum  required  by  law.  WARNING:  The  temperature  grade  for  this  tire  is  established  for  a 
tire  that  is  properly  inflated  and  not  overloaded.  Excessive  speed,  under-inflation,  or  excessive  loading 
either  separately  or  in  combination,  can  cause  heat  buildup  and  possible  tire  failure. 

[Part  II]  All  Passenger  Car  Tires  Must  Conform  to  Federal  Safety  Requirements  in  Addition  to  These 
Grades. 
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APPENDIX  A 


Treadwear  Test  Course  and 
Driving  Procedures 

INTRODUCTION 

The  test  course  consists  of  three  loops  of  a 
total  of  400  miles  in  the  geographical  vicinity 
of  Goodfellow  AFB,  San  Angelo,  Texas. 

The  first  loop  runs  south  143  miles  through  the 
cities  of  Eldorado,  Sonera,  and  Juno,  Texas,  to 
the  Camp  Hudson  Historical  Marker,  and  re- 
turns by  the  same  route. 

The  second  loop  runs  east  over  Farm  and 
Ranch  Roads  (FM)  and  returns  to  its  starting 
point. 

The  third  loop  runs  northwest  to  Water  Val- 
ley, northeast  toward  Robert  Lee  and  returns  via 
Texas  208  to  the  vicinity  of  Goodfellow  AFB. 

ROUTE 

The  route  is  shown  in  Figure  3.  The  table 
identifies  key  points  by  number.  These  numbers 
are  encircled  in  Figure  3  and  in  parentheses  in 
the  descriptive  material  that  follows. 

Southern  Loop 

The  course  begins  at  the  intersection  (1)  of 
Ft.  McKavitt  Road  and  Paint  Rock  Road 
(FM  388)  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Goodfellow 
AFB. 

Drive  east  via  FM  388  to  junction  with  Loop 
Road  306  (2).  Turn  right  onto  Loop  Road  306 
and  proceed  south  to  junction  with  US  277  (3). 
Turn  onto  US  277  and  proceed  south  through 
Eldorado  and  Sonora  (4),  continuing  on  US  277 
to  junction  with  FM  189  (5).  Turn  right  onto 
FM  189  and  proceed  to  junction  with  Texas  163 
(6).  Turn  left  onto  Texas  163,  proceed  south 
to  Camp  Hudson  Historical  Marker  (7)  and  onto 
the  paved  shoulder.  Reverse  route  to  junction  of 
Loop  Road  306  and  FM  388  (2). 

Eastern  Loop 

From  junction  of  Loop  Road  306  and  FM  388 
(2)  make  right  turn  onto  FM  388  and  drive  east 
to  junction  with  FM  2334  (13).  Turn  right  onto 
FM  2334  and  proceed  south  across  FM  765  (14) 
to  junction  of  FM  2334  and  US  87  (15).  Make 
U-turn  and  return  to  junction  of  FM  388  and 
Loop  Road  306  (2)  by  the  same  route. 


ROBERT  LEE 


WATER  VALLEY 


doE  L 

®  { 

AVENUE  C    (CONVOY  GATei  7      UJir3^_L*-(B) 

GOODFELLOW  AIR  FORCE  BASE  — y-L.-^^     U-j  ?6B  1 

SAN  ANGELO.  TEXAS  (VTJ^  jQl) 


4 


J 


N 


CAMP  HUDSON  SITE 


Northwestern  Loop 

From  junction  of  Loop  Road  306  and  FM  388 
(2),  make  right  turn  onto  Loop  Road  306.  Pro- 
ceed onto  US  277,  to  junction  with  FM  2105(8). 
Turn  left  onto  FM  2105  and  proceed  west  to  junc- 
tion with  US  87  (10).  Turn  right  on  US  87  and 
proceed  northwest  to  the  junction  with  FM  2034 
near  the  town  of  Water  Valley  (11).    Turn  right 
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onto  FM  2034  and  proceed  north  to  Texas  208 
(12).  Turn  right  onto  Texas  208  and  proceed 
south  to  junction  with  FM  2105  (9).  Turn  left 
onto  FM  2105  and  proceed  east  to  junction  with 
US  277  (8).  Turn  right  onto  US  277  and  proceed 
south  onto  306  to  junction  with  388  (2).  Turn 
right  onto  388  and  proceed  to  starting  point  at 
junction  of  Ft.  McKavitt  Road  and  FM  388  (1). 

DRIVING   INSTRUCTIONS 

The  drivers  shall  run  at  posted  speed  limits 
throughout  the  course  unless  an  unsafe  condition 
arises.  If  such  condition  arises,  the  speed  should 
be  reduced  to  the  maximum  safe  operating  speed. 

BRAKING   PROCEDURES  AT  STOP  SIGNS 

There  are  a  number  of  intersections  at  which 
stops  are  required.  At  each  of  these  intersections 
a  series  of  signs  is  placed  in  a  fixed  order  as 
follows: 

Sign  Legend 
Highway  Intersection   1000  (or  2000)  Feet 
STOP  AHEAD 
Junction  XXX 
Direction  Sign  (Mereta— ) 
STOP  or  YIELD 

PROCEDURES 

1.  Approach  each  intersection  at  the  posted 
speed  limit. 

2.  When  abreast  of  the  S  T  0  P  AHEAD  sign, 
apply  the  brakes  so  that  the  vehicle  decelerates 
smoothly  to  20  mph  when  abreast  of  the  direction 
sign. 

3.  Come  to  a  complete  stop  at  the  STOP  sign 
or  behind  any  vehicle  already  stopped. 


KEY  POINTS  ALONG  TREADWEAR 

TEST  COURSE,  APPROX.  MILEAGES, 

AND  REMARKS 

Mileages       Remarks 


1  Ft.  McKavitt  Road  & 

0 

FM388 

2  FM388  &  Loop  306  . 

3 

STOP 

3  Loop  306  &US277  . 

10 

4  Sonora  

72 

5  US277&FM189  .. 

88 

6  FM  189  &  Texas  163 

124 

7  Historical  Marker  .  . 

143 

U-TURN 

(Camp  Hudson) 

4  Sonora  

214 

3  Loop  306  &  US  277. 

276 

2  FM  388  &  Loop  306 

283 

13  FM  388  &  FM  2334  . 

290 

STOP 

14  FM  2334  &  FM  765  . 

292 

STOP 

15  FM2334&US87  .. 

295 

U-TURN 

14  FM  2334  &  FM  765  . 

298 

STOP 

13  FM  388  &  FM  2334  . 

300 

STOP/YIELD/ 
BLENfKING  RED 
LIGHT 

2  FM  388  &  Loop  306 

307 

STOP/YIELD/ 
BLINKING  RED 
LIGHT 

8  US  277  &FM  2105  . 

313 

9  FM  2105  &  Texas  208 

317 

STOP 

10  FM2105&US87  .. 

320 

STOP 

11  FM2034&US87  .. 

338 

12  FM  2034  &  Texas  208 

362 

YIELD 

9  FM  2105  &  Texas  208 

387 

8  FM  2105  &  US  277  . 

391 

YIELD/ STOP 

2  FM  388  &  Loop  306 

397 

1  Ft.  McKavitt  Road  & 

400 

FM388 
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APPENDIX   B 

Traction  Skid  Pads 

Two  skid  pads  have  been  laid  on  an  un- 
used runway  and  taxi  strip  on  Goodfellow  AFB. 
Their  location  is  shown  in  Figure  4. 

The  asphalt  skid  pad  is  600  ft  x  60  ft  and  is 
shown  in  black  on  the  runway  in  Figure  4.  The 
pad  is  approached  from  either  end  by  a  75  ft 
ramp  followed  by  100  ft.  of  level  pavement. 
This  arrangement  permits  the  skid  trailers  to 
stabilize  before  reaching  the  test  area.    The  ap- 


proaches are  shown  on  the  figure  by  the  hash- 
marked  area. 

The  concrete  pad  is  600  ft  x  48  ft  and  is  on 
the  taxi  strip.  The  approaches  to  the  concrete 
pad  are  of  the  same  design  as  those  for  the 
asphalt  pads. 

A  two  lane  asphalt  road  has  been  built  to  con- 
nect the  runway  and  taxi  strip.  The  road  is 
parallel  to  the  northeast-southwest  runway  at  a 
distance  of  100  ft.  The  curves  have  super-eleva- 
tion to  permit  safe  exit  from  the  runway  at  op- 
erating speeds. 


CONCRETE  SKID 
PAVEMENT 


FIGURE  4 
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APPENDIX  C 
Method  Of  Least  Squares 

The  method  of  least  squares  is  a  method  of 
calculation  by  which  it  is  possible  to  obtain  a 
reliable  estimate  of  a  true  physical  relationship 
from  a  set  of  data  which  involve  random  error. 
The  method  may  be  used  to  establish  a  regres- 
sion line  that  minimizes  the  sum  of  the  squares 
of  the  deviations  of  the  measured  data  points 
from  the  line.  The  regression  line  is  conse- 
quently described  as  the  line  of  "best  fit"  to  the 


data  points.  It  is  described  in  terms  of  its  slope 
and  its  "y"  intercept. 

The  graph  in  Figure  5  depicts  a  regression 
line  calculated  using  the  least  squares  method 
from  data  collected  from  a  hypothetical  tread- 
wear  test  of  6,400  miles,  with  tread  depth  meas- 
urements made  at  every  800  miles. 

In  this  graph,  (xj,  yj)  [j  =  0,  1,...8]  are  the 
individual  data  points  representing  the  tread 
depth  measurements  (the  overall  average  for  the 
tire  with  6  measurements  in  each  tire  groove) 
at  the  beginning  of  the  test  (after  break-in  and 
at  the  end  of  each  800-mile  segment  of  the  test. 
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The  absolute  value  of  the  slope  of  the  regres- 
sion line  is  an  expression  of  the  mils  of  tread 
worn  per  1,000  miles,  and  is  calculated  by  the 
following  formula: 


b  =  1000 


IJ  =  0 


j=o 


J  =  0 


8  /    8         \2 

j=o  yj=o  / 


The   "y"   intercept  of  the  regression  line  (a) 
in  mils  is  calculated  by  the  following  formula: 


a 


9     Z^     »  9000    Zi     ' 


J=0 

§575.105     Deleted 
§575.106     Deleted 


J=0 


34F.R.  8112 
May  23, 1969 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  576 — RECORD  RETENTION 
(Docket  No.   74-31;   Notice   1) 


This  notice  establishes  an  immediate  temporary 
requirement  for  retention  by  motor  vehicle  manu- 
facturers of  records  concerning  malfunctions 
that  may  be  related  to  motor  vehicle  safety. 

By  a  separate  notice  published  today,  39  FE 
30048,  the  NHTSA  proposes  to  establish  perma- 
nent requirements  for  the  retention  of  records 
by  manufacturers.  The  proposed  nile  would 
require  motor  vehicle  manufacturers  to  retain 
for  5  years  all  records  in  their  possession  relating 
to  failures,  malfunctions,  or  flaws  that  could  be 
a  causative  factor  in  accidents  or  injuries.  These 
records  are  needed  in  agency  investigations  of 
possible  defects  related  to  motor  vehicle  safety, 
or  of  nonconformity  to  the  safety  standards  and 
regulations.  A  fuller  discussion  of  the  proposal 
is  contained  in  that  notice. 

The  NHTSA  finds  it  important  that  existing 
records  and  those  that  may  be  generated  or  ac- 
quired while  this  rulemaking  is  under  considera- 
tion not  be  disposed  of  prior  to  the  permanent 
effectiveness  of  the  rule.  In  order  to  maintain 
the  status  quo,  therefore,  this  rule  is  issued  to  be 


effective  immediately  upon  posting  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Federal  Register.  For  the 
reasons  stated,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  553(b), 
notice  and  public  procedure  thereon  with  respect 
to  this  interim  notice  are  found  to  be  imprac- 
ticable and  contrary  to  the  public  interest.  This 
rule  in  its  present  form  will  be  effective  only 
imtil  action  is  taken  upon  the  proposed  perma- 
nent rule  issued  concurrently. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  a  new  Part  576, 
Record  Retention,  is  added  to  Title  49,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations. 

Effective  date :  August  15, 1974. 

AUTHORITY :  Sec.  108,  112,  113,  119.  Pub.  L. 
89-563,  80  Stat.  718,  15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1402, 
1407;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51. 

Issued  on  August  13,  1974. 

James   B.   Gregory 
Administrator 
39  F.R.  30045 
August  20,  1974 
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PART  576— RECORD  RETENTION 
(Docket  No.  74-13;  Notice  1) 


Sec. 

576.1  Scope. 

576.2  Purpose. 

576.3  Application. 

576.4  Definitions. 

576.5  Basic  Requirement. 

576.6  Records. 

576.7  Retention. 

576.8  Malfunctions  Covered. 

§  576.1  Scope.  This  part  establishes  require- 
ments for  the  retention  by  motor  vehicle  manu- 
facturers of  complaints,  reports,  and  other 
records  concerning  motor  vehicle  malfunctions 
that  may  be  related  to  motor  vehicle  safety. 

§  576.2  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  part 
is  to  preserve  records  that  are  needed  for  the 
proper  investigation,  and  adjudication  or  other 
disposition,  of  possible  defects  related  to  motor 
vehicle  safety  and  instances  of  nonconformity 
to  the  motor  vehicle  safety  standards  and  asso- 
ciated regulations. 

§  575.3  Application.  This  part  applies  to  all 
manufacturers  of  motor  vehicles,  with  respect  to 
all  records  generated  or  acquired  after  August 
15,  1969. 

§  576.4  Definitions.  All  terms  in  this  part 
that  are  defined  in  the  Act  are  used  as  defined 
therein. 

§  576.5  Basic  Requirements.  Each  manufac- 
turer of  motor  vehicles  shall  retain  as  specified 
in  §  576.7  all  records  described  in  §  576.6  for  a 
period  of  5  years  from  the  date  on  which  they 
were  generated  or  acquired  by  the  manufacturer. 


§  576.6  Records.  Records  to  be  retained  by 
manufacturers  under  this  part  include  all  docu- 
mentary materials,  films,  tapes,  and  other  infor- 
mation-storing media  that  contain  information 
concerning  malfunctions  that  may  be  related  to 
motor  vehicle  safety.  Such  records  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to,  communications  from  vehicle 
users  and  memoranda  of  user  complaints;  reports 
and  other  documents  related  to  work  performed 
under,  or  claims  made  under,  warranties;  service 
reports  or  similar  documents  from  dealers  or 
manufacturer's  field  personnel;  and  any  lists, 
compilations,  analyses,  or  discussions  of  such 
malfunctions  contained  in  internal  or  external 
correspondence  of  the  manufacturer. 

§  576.7  Retention.  Duplicate  copies  need  not 
be  retained.  Information  may  be  reproduced  or 
transferred  from  one  storage  medium  to  another 
(e.g.,  from  paper  files  to  microfilm)  as  long  as 
no  information  is  lost  in  the  reproduction  or 
transfer,  and  when  so  reproduced  or  transferred 
the  original  form  may  be  treated  as  a  duplicate. 

§  576.8  Malfunctions  covered.  For  purposes 
of  this  part,  "malfunctions  that  may  be  related 
to  motor  vehicle  safety"  shall  include,  with  re- 
spect to  a  motor  vehicle  or  item  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment,  any  failure  or  malfunction  beyond 
normal  deterioration  in  use,  or  any  failure  of 
performance,  or  any  flaw  or  unintended  deviation 
from  design  specifications,  that  could  in  any 
reasonably  foreseeable  manner  be  a  causative 
factor  in,  or  aggravate,  an  accident  or  an  injury 
to  a  person. 

39  F.R.  30045 
August  20,  1974 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  577— DEFECT  NOTIFICATION 
(Docket  No.  72-7;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  regulation  cover- 
ing notifications  of  motor  vehicle  safety  defects 
and  nonconformity  to  safety  standards.  The 
notice  proposing  these  regulations  was  published 
May  17,  1972  (37  F.R.  9783). 

The  regulation  is  intended  to  improve  the  re- 
sponse of  owners  in  vehicle  notification  cam- 
paigns. Data  which  the  NHTSA  has  been  re- 
ceiving on  the  completion  rates  of  notification 
campaigns  show  a  wide  range  of  completion 
rates,  with  campaigns  involving  newer  vehicles, 
and  more  serious  safety  problems,  having  higher 
completion  rates  than  others.  In  many  cam- 
paigns, however,  the  rate  is  alarmingly  low. 

An  examination  of  the  notifications  sent  by 
manufacturers  reveals  wide  disparity  in  emphasis. 
Although  precise  evaluation  of  the  impact  of  no- 
tification letters  is  difficult,  due  to  its  being 
largely  subjective,  the  NHTSA  is  of  the  opinion 
that  many  notifications  have  tended  to  deem- 
phasize  the  safety  problems  involved.  Some 
of  these  notification  letters  are  questionably 
within  the  requirements  of  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act,  and  litigation  on 
a  case  by  case  basis  to  improve  them  is  prac- 
ticable. These  regulations  are  intended  to  ensure 
that  all  notification  letters  contain  sufficient  in- 
formation, as  determined  by  NHTSA,  to  prop- 
erly notify  purchasers. 

The  regulation  applies  to  manufacturers  of 
incomplete  and  complete  motor  vehicles,  and 
motor  vehicle  equipment.  In  the  case  of  ve- 
hicles manufactured  in  two  or  more  stages,  com- 
pliance by  any  one  of  the  manufacturers  of  the 
vehicle  is  considered  compliance  by  all.  This 
provision  is  based  on  similar  language  in  the 
Defect  Reports  regulation  (Part  573  of  this  chap- 
ter), and  is  included  in  response  to  comments 
received. 

The  regulation  requires  the  notification  to  con- 
tain  substantially  the  information  specified   in 


the  proposal.  It  requires  each  notification  to 
begin  with  a  statement  that  it  is  sent  pursuant 
to  the  requirements  of  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act.  The  NHTSA  did 
not  concur  with  comments  to  the  effect  that  the 
inclusion  of  this  statement  would  not  promote 
the  purpose  of  the  regulation.  The  regulation 
requires  the  notification  to  state  that  the  manu- 
facturer, or  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administrator,  as  the  case  may  be,  has  deter- 
mined that  a  defect  relating  to  motor  vehicle 
safety  (or  a  noncompliance  with  a  motor  vehicle 
safety  standard)  exists  in  the  vehicle  type,  or 
item  of  motor  vehicle  equipment,  with  which  the 
notification  is  concerned.  When  the  manufac- 
turer (or  the  Administrator)  has,  as  part  of  his 
determination,  also  found  that  the  defect  may 
not  exist  in  each  such  vehicle  or  equipment  item, 
he  may  include  a  statement  to  that  effect.  The 
NHTSA  has  decided  to  allow  such  statements 
based  on  comments  that  many  defects  in  fact  do 
not  exist  in  each  vehicle  or  equipment  item  of  the 
group  whose  owners  are  notified. 

The  manufacturer  must  also  describe  the  de- 
fect, evaluate  the  risk  it  poses  to  traffic  safety, 
and  specify  measures  which  the  recipient  should 
take  to  have  it  remedied.  In  each  case,  the  regu- 
lation requires  information  which  the  NHTSA 
has  determined  will  meet  these  objectives.  In 
describing  the  defect,  the  manufacturer  must 
indicate  the  vehicle  system  or  particular  items 
of  equipment  affected,  describe  the  malfunction 
that  may  occur,  including  operating  conditions 
that  may  cause  it  to  occur,  and  precautions  the 
purchaser  should  take  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of 
its  occurrence.  In  providing  that  the  vehicle  sys- 
tem affected  be  mentioned,  the  regulation  reflects 
comments  to  the  effect  that  listing  each  particular 
part  involved  would  be  too  technical  to  be  useful 
to  most  consumers. 
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In  evaluating  the  risk  to  traffic  safety,  the  man- 
ufacturer must  indicate  if  vehicle  crash  is  the  po- 
tential result,  and  whatever  warning  may  occur. 
WTiere  vehicle  crash  is  not  the  potential  result, 
the  manufacturer  must  indicate  the  general  type 
of  injury  which  the  defect  can  cause.  Although 
many  comments  protested  that  it  was  imijossible 
to  predict  a  specific  type  of  injury,  the  NHTSA 
believes  that  manufacturers  can  easily  foresee  the 
general  type  of  injury,  such  as  asphyxiation,  that 
can  result  from  those  defects  which  are  not  ex- 
pected to  result  in  crashes. 

In  stating  measures  to  be  taken  to  repair  the 
defect,  the  requirements  differ  in  the  case  where 
the  manufacturer's  dealere  repair  the  vehicle  free 
of  charge  to  the  purchaser,  where  the  manufac- 
turer merely  offers  to  pay  for  the  repair,  and 
where  he  refuses  to  pay  for  the  repair.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  distinction  is  to  provide  information 
sufficient  to  have  adequate  repairs  made  in  each 
case. 

Where  the  manufacturer's  dealers  repair  the 
vehicle  free  of  charge,  the  notification  must  in- 
clude a  general  description  of  the  work  involved, 
the  manufacturer's  estimate  of  when  his  dealers 
will  be  supplied  with  parts  and  instructions,  and 
his  estimate  of  the  time  reasonably  necessary  to 
perform  the  labor  involved  in  correcting  the  de- 
fect. The  agency's  position  is  that  consumers  are 
entitled  to  know  approximately  when  their  cars 
will  be  repaired  and  how  much  labor  is  needed 
in  order  for  the  repair  to  be  made.  The  NHTSA 
realizes  that  dealers  frequently  retain  vehicles 
longer  than  the  actual  work  involved,  due  to 
difficulties  in  scheduling,  repairs.  However, 
manufacturers  are  free  to  impart  this  informa- 
tion to  consumers  under  the  regulation.  Some 
comments  objected  to  requiring  manufacturers 
to  provide  information  on  when  replacement 
parts  will  be  available,  on  the  basis  that  manu- 
facturers cannot  know,  at  the  time  a  notification 
is  issued,  precisely  when  parts  deliveries  will  be 
made  to  dealers.  To  include  this  information,  it 
is  argued,  would  therefore  delay  the  issuance  of 
the  notification.  The  NHTSA  has  modified  the 
proposed  language  to  allow  manufacturers  to 
"estimate"  when  corrective  parts  will  be  available. 
The  estimate  would  be  based  on  the  manufac- 
turer's knowledge  at  the  time  the  notification  is 
sent,  thereby  eliminating  any  reasons  for  delay. 


When  manufacturers  do  not  provide  for  repairs 
to  be  made  by  dealers,  the  notification  is  required 
to  contain,  in  addition,  full  lists  of  parts  and  com- 
plete instructions  on  making  the  repairs.  The 
regulation  also  requires  the  manufacturer  to 
recommend,  generally,  where  the  vehicle  should 
be  repaired,  and  manufacturers  are  free  to  make 
general  and  specific  recommendations.  This  re- 
quirement reflects  the  intent  of  the  proposal  that 
manufacturers  who  believe  particular  repairs  may 
require  special  expertise  should  indicate  that 
fact  to  purchasers. 

Wien  the  manufacturer  does  not  offer  to  pay 
for  repairs,  he  must,  in  addition,  include  full 
cost  information  on  necessary  parts.  The  notice 
would  have  required  the  retail  cost  of  all  parts, 
and  information  on  labor  charges  of  the  manufac- 
turer's dealers  in  the  general  area  of  the  purchaser. 
In  response  to  comments,  the  cost  information  is 
limited  to  the  suggested  retail  price  of  parts. 
Manufacturers  have  indicated  they  do  not  set  ac- 
tual prices  of  parts,  but  do  have  suggested  list 
prices.  With  respect  to  labor  charges,  manufac- 
turers have  indicated  that  labor  charges  vary, 
and  that  requiring  them  to  ascertain  exact  charges 
would  delay  issuance  of  notifications.  The 
NHTSA  believes  these  comments  to  be  well- 
founded,  and  has  dropped  the  proposed  require- 
ments regarding  labor  charges.  Consumers  will 
still  have  information  on  costs  of  parts,  and  time 
necessary  for  repairs  to  be  performed,  from 
which  they  can  obtain  a  fair  idea  of  the  cost  of 
a  repair. 

The  reguations  prohibit  the  notification  from 
stating  or  implying  that  the  problem  is  not  a  de- 
fect, or  that  it  does  not  relate  to  motor  vehicle 
safety.  Moreover,  in  those  cases  where  the  noti- 
fication is  sent  pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the 
Administrator,  it  cannot  state  or  imply  that  the 
manufacturer  disagrees  with  the  Administrator's 
finding.  Many  comments  opposed  these  require- 
ments on  the  basis  that  they  unconstitutionally 
limited  manufacturers'  freedom  of  speech.  The 
NHTSA  emphatically  rejects  this  contention. 
Notification  letters  are  not  intended  to  serve  as 
forums  where  manufacturers  can  argue  that  prob- 
lems are  not  safety-related  or  dispute  the  Ad- 
ministration's findings.  Their  purpose  is  to  un- 
ambiguously and  adequately  induce  owners  to 
remedy  a  potentially  hazardous  situation.     The 
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NHTSA  is  of  the  opinion  that  there  is  ample 
precedent  that  allows  the  Federal  government  to 
require  manufacturers  to  warn  purchasers  in  a 
particular  manner  that  certain  products  they 
manufacture  may  be  hazardous.  If  a  manufac- 
turer does  not  believe  that  his  condition  is  a 
safety-related  defect,  he  is  not  required  by  law  to 
notify  owners  at  all.  It  is  only  when  he  deter- 
mines that  a  defect  exists  that  he  must  notify  in 
accordance  with  the  regulations.  Similarly,  when 
the  Administrator  has  made  the  finding  that  a 
certain  product  is  defective,  the  manufacturer 
can  administratively  and  judicially  challenge  this 
determination  as  provided  in  the  National  Traffic 
and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  before  sending  a 
notification. 

The  NHTSA  received  other  objections  to  the 
proposed  requirements.  Numerous  tire  manu- 
facturers argued  that  parts  of  the  regulation 
dealing  with  repairs  of  defects  are  inappropriate 
when  applied  to  them,  since  repairs  generally 
meant  replacement.  Certain  manufacturers  of 
lighting  equipment  argued  that  notification  re- 
quirements should  not  apply  to  them  at  all.  The 
NHTSA  disagrees  with  both  of  these  contentions. 
In  the  case  of  tire  manufacturers,  the  NHTSA 
believes  that  the  requirements  can  be  followed. 
If  the  repair  of  a  defective  tire  entails  its  re- 
placement, this  can  certainly  be  stated  within  the 
regulatory  scheme.  Similarly,  lighting  equip- 
ment manufacturers  are  responsible  for  defects 
to  the  same  extent  as  manufacturers  of  other 
equipment.  The  NHTSA  rejects  completely  the 
argument  that  no  lighting  failures  can  be  con- 
sidered safety -related  because  of  the  millions  of 
lights  that  burn  out  every  year  without  resulting 
in  accidents.  The  question  in  each  case  is  not 
whether  a  failure  may  occur,  but  whether  a  defect 
exists,  and  whether  the  defect  may  cause  a  haz- 
ardous situation  to  arise. 

The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  would 
have  prohibited  manufacturers  from  making 
statements  contemporaneous  with  the  notification 
that  disagreed  with  its  conclusions.  This  pro- 
posal has  not  been  adopted.  After  careful  con- 
sideration, the  NHTSA  has  determined  that  its 
inclusion  is  probably  unnecessary.  The  agency's 
position  is  that  if  notification  letters  clearly  and 
unambiguously  describe  and  evaluate  defects  in 
accordance  with  this  regulation,  other  statements 
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by  manufacturers  will  not  normally   affect  re- 
actions of  consumers. 

Certain  comments  requested  that  manufac- 
turers be  allowed  to  state  in  the  notification  that 
it  does  not  constitute  an  admission  of  liability  or 
wrongdoing.  The  regulation  does  not  preclude 
the  making  of  such  statements,  as  the  agency 
has  concluded  that  their  inclusion  will  not  sig- 
nificantly deter  owners  from  having  repairs  made. 

One  comment  suggested  that  the  notification 
be  required  to  contain  a  postage-free  card  by 
which  consumers  could  notify  manufacturers 
when  \-ehicles  had  been  sold  or  otherwise  disposed 
of.  While  the  NHTSA  believes  this  practice 
would  be  advantageous  in  improving  notification 
campaigns,  it  has  concluded  that  such  a  require- 
ment would  be  outside  the  scope  of  the  regula- 
tion, which  is  limited  to  notifications  to  first  pur- 
chasers and  warranty  holders. 

Certain  comments  objected  to  the  regulations 
on  the  ground  that  they  prescribed  a  rigid  format 
in  an  area  where  each  case  must  be  treated  sep- 
arately, and  thus  where  flexibility  was  required. 
The  NHTSA  has  modified  to  some  extent  the 
proposed  restrictions  on  format.  Manufacturers 
are  free,  within  the  limits  established,  to  com- 
pose notifications  to  fit  each  case.  As  issued,  these 
regulations  do  not  require  rigid,  inflexible  letters 
(only  the  first  two  sentences  must  contain  specific 
statements  in  a  set  order),  but  require  that  man- 
ufacturers include  certain  important  items  of  in- 
formation. It  is  hoped  that  manufacturers  in 
meeting  these  requirements  will  provide  required 
information  in  easily  understandable  form. 

In  light  of  the  above,  a  new  Part  577,  "Defect 
Notification"  is  added  to  Chapter  V  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  to  read  as  set  forth 
as  below. 

Effective  date :  March  26,  1973.  Because  these 
requirements  are  not  technical  in  nature,  and  do 
not  require  lead  times  for  compliance,  good  cause 
exists,  and  is  hereby  found,  for  an  effective  date 
less  than  180  days  from  the  day  of  issuance. 

Issued  on  January  17,  1973. 

Douglas  Toms 
Administrator 

38  F.R.  2215 
January  23,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  577— DEFECT  NOTIFICATION 

(Dockat  No.  72-7;  Notice  3) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  the  Defect  Notification  regulations, 
published  January  23,  1973  (38  FR  2215).  Peti- 
tions were  received  from  the  Firestone  Tire  and 
Rubber  Company,  Chrysler  Corporation,  the 
Motor  and  Equipment  Manufacturers'  Associa- 
tion, and  the  Recreational  Vehicle  Institute.  .  A 
petition  was  also  received  from  the  Wagner  Elec- 
tric Company.  Although  not  received  within  30 
days  of  the  regulation's  publication  (49  CFR 
553.35),  it  has  been  considered  in  the  preparation 
of  this  notice.  Insofar  as  this  notice  does  not 
grant  the  requests  of  the  petitioners,  they  are 
hereby  denied. 

The  Firestone  Tire  and  Rubber  Company  has 
petitioned  for  reconsideration  of  section  577.6. 
"Disclaimers",  which  prohibits  manufacturers 
from  starting  or  implying  that  the  notification 
does  not  involve  a  safety  related  defect.  Fire- 
stone requested  that  the  provision,  for  Federal 
Constitutional  reasons,  be  dropped  from  the  rule. 
This  request  is  denied.  The  NHTSA  does  not 
believe,  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  notice  of 
January  23,  1973  (38  FR  at  2216),  that  the  pro- 
vision is  violative  of  the  Constitution. 

Chrysler  Corporation  has  requested  that  the 
phrase,  "his  dealers"  be  modified  in  section  577.4- 
(e)(1)  (ii),  which  requires  the  manufacturer  to 
estimate  the  date  by  which  his  dealers  will  be 
supplied  with  corrective  parts  and  instructions. 
It  argues  that  the  phrase  "his  dealers"  could  be 
interpreted  to  mean  all  dealers,  regardless  of 
whether  all  of  the  manufacturer's  dealers  are  in- 
volved in  the  campaign.  This  request  is  denied. 
Neither  section  113  of  the  Safety  Act  nor  the 
regulation  require  a  notification  campaign  to  ex- 
tend to  all  of  the  manufacturer's  dealers,  whether 
or  not  they  have  any  involvement  in  a  particular 
campaign.  The  NHTSA  does  not  believe  that 
the  phrase  "his  dealers",  when  read  in  context, 
means  all  of  the  manufacturer's  dealers. 


Chrysler  also  asks  that  special  requirements  be 
specified  for  the  notification  of  "noncompliance 
non-operational  defects",  citing  as  an  example 
the  improper  placement  of  the  VIN  plate  under 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  115.  Chrysler 
states  that  existing  provisions  of  the  regulation 
dealing  with  malfunctions  (specifically  577.4- 
(c)(2),  (c)(3),  (c)(4)),  and  evaluating  the  risk 
to  traffic  safety  (sections  577.4(d),  (d)(1), 
(d)(1)  (i),  (d)(1)  (ii),  (d)(2))  are  not  perti- 
nent  to  these  defects.  This  request  is  denied. 
The"  NHTSA  does  not  believe  that  separate  re- 
quirements for  notification  of  the  type  of  defect 
described  by  Chrysler  are  either  necessary  or 
desirable.  If  a  particular  defect  does  not  in- 
volve a  malfunction,  to  be  in  compliance  with 
the  regulation  a  manufacturer  should,  in  response 
to  the  appropriate  provisions  of  the  regulation, 
indicate  that  to  be  the  case.  The  NHTSA  be- 
lieves this  approach  will  notify  purchasers  of  the 
defect  as  effectively  as  separate,  more  specific  re- 
quirements. The  NHTSA  does  not  agree  that 
the  relationship  to  safety  of  these  types  of  defects 
should  not  be  evaluated  in  notification  letters, 
similarly  to  other  defects. 

The  Motor  and  Equipment  Manufacturers  As- 
sociation (MEMA  objects  to  the  requirements  of 
sections  577.4(e)(2)  (vi)  and  577.4(e)  (3)  (vi) 
that  the  manufacturer  recommend  whom  the  pur- 
chaser should  have  perform  necessary  repair 
work,  and  requests  that  these  provisions  be  de- 
leted. MEMA  argues  that  the  requirement  is 
anti -competitive  in  that  it  sanctions  the  steering 
of  consumers  to  vehicle  dealerships  for  repairs, 
to  the  detriment  of  the  independent  repair  in- 
dustry, even  when  the  manufacturer  does  not  pay 
for  the  repair.  MEMA  argues  that  original 
equipment  replacement  parts  are  frequently  more 
expensive  than  competitively  produced  parts,  re- 
sulting in  added  costs  to  owners.  It  argues  also 
that  limiting  repairs  to  dealers  precludes  the  use 
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of  the  full  domestic  repair  industry,  which 
should  be  utilized  fully  given  the  magnitude  of 
recent  notification  campaigns. 

While  the  NHTSA  appreciates  the  concern  of 
this  association  in  not  being  precluded  from  a 
large  market,  the  NHTSA  believes  the  require- 
ment as  issued  to  be  consistent  with  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  and  the 
need  for  motor  vehicle  safety.  The  NHTSA 
has,  in  issuing  the  requirement,  indicated  that 
manufacturers  should  indicate  to  purchasers 
when  special  expertise  may  be  necessary  to  cor- 
rect defects.  The  repairs  in  issue  do  not  involve 
normal  maintenance,  but  constitute  defects  whose 
proper  repair  is  essential  to  the  safety  of  the  na- 
tion's highways.  Frequently  these  repairs  in- 
volve a  higher  degree  of  expertise  and  familiarity 
with  a  particular  vehicle  than  that  required  to 
perform  normal  maintenance.  If  such  expertise 
will  more  likely  be  found  at  dealerships,  in  the 
view  of  the  vehicle  manufacturer,  the  NHTSA 
believes  that  opinion  should  be  imparted  to  pur- 
chasers. 

Moreover,  even  if  the  NHTSA  deleted  the  re- 
quirement the  manufacturer  could  if  he  desired, 
consistently  with  the  regulation,  recommend  a  re- 
pair facility.  The  NHTSA  would  not  prohibit 
the  making  of  such  a  recommendation,  for  it  is 
responsive  to  the  statutory  requirement  that  the 
notification  contain  a  statement  of  the  measures 
to  be  taken  to  repair  the  defect  (15  U.S.C. 
1402(c)).  Moreover,  the  argument  that  the  reg- 
ulation stifles  competition  does  not  appear  to 
have  merit.  In  the  event  the  manufacturer  does 
not  bear  the  cost  of  repair,  the  regulation 
(■§  577.4(e)  (3)  (i))  requires  the  manufacturer  to 
provide  the  purchaser  with  the  suggested  list 
price  of  repair  parts.  As  a  consequence,  pur- 
chasers will  be  provided  with  information  with 
which  they  can  "shop",  with  full  knowledge,  for 
the  least  expensive  repair  facilities.  The  peti- 
tion is  accordingly  denied. 

The  Recreational  Vehicle  Institute  (RVI)  has 
petitioned  that  the  requirements  of  both  section 
577.4(a),  requiring  an  opening  statement  that  the 
notification  is  sent  pursuant  to  the  Act,  and  sec- 
tion 577.6,  prohibiting  disclaimers,  be  deleted. 
RVI  argues  such  requirements  may  result  in  de- 
lay by  manufacturers  in  determining  that  defects 


exist,  forcing  the  use  of  administrative  and  legal 
procedures  before  purchasers  are  notified.  The 
agency  cannot  accept  the  position  that  the  notifi- 
cation should  be  diluted  because  of  possible  eva- 
sion by  manufacturers.  The  NHTSA  believes 
that  the  need  that  notification  letters  fully  in- 
form purchasers  outweighs  the  possible  problems 
caused  by  manufacturers  delaying  their  notifica- 
tions to  purchasers  until  forced  to  notify  them. 
The  request  is  denied. 

RVI  points  out  that  section  577.4  seems  to  as- 
sume that  defects  will  be  evidenced  by  some 
form  of  mechanical  failure.  It  asks,  therefore, 
whether  a  safety-related  defect  can  exist  where 
proper  corrective  action  to  avoid  an  occurrence 
or  possible  occurrence  is  appropriate  maintenance 
or  operational  use.  RVI  also  requests,  if 
NHTSA  adheres  to  its  present  position  regard- 
ing these  issues,  that  it  undertake  rulemaking 
to  define  "safety  related  defect".  For  the  fol- 
lowing reasons,  these  requests  are  denied.  There 
is  no  intent  in  the  regulation  to  limit  the  concept 
of  safety  related  defects  to  those  involving  me- 
chanical failures.  As  stated  above,  in  reply  to 
the  petition  from  Chrysler,  non-mechanical  de- 
fects can  be  the  basis  of  defect  notification,  and 
purchasers  can  be  fully  notified  of  them  under 
the  present  regulatory  scheme.  Moreover,  the 
NHTSA  believes  any  attempt  to  precisely  define 
safety  related  defect  would  be  ill-advised. 
Whether  a  defect  exists  depends  solely  on  the 
facts  of  each  particular  situation.  The  fact  that 
such  determinations  may  encompass  a  wide  va- 
riety of  factual  situations,  and  may  consequently 
be  difficult  to  make,  does  not  mean  that  it  is 
necessary,  desirable,  or  even  possible  to  replace 
the  decision  with  a  simple  formula.  The  NHTSA 
believes,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  relatively  broad 
definition  of  defect  contained  in  the  Safety  Act 
is  best  suited  to  the  wide  variety  of  defective 
conditions  that  may  arise. 

RVI  has  also  pointed  out  that  references  to  a 
manufacturer's  dealers  in  section  577.4(e),  speci- 
fying measures  to  be  taken  to  repair  the  defect, 
overlook  the  fact  that  manufacturers'  dealers  may 
not  always  provide  service  facilities,  or  that 
manufacturers  may  use  service  facilities  other 
than  dealers.  The  NHTSA  agrees  with  RVI, 
and  has  therefore  modified  the  provisions  of  that 
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section  to  include  "other  service  facilities  of  the 
manufacturer",  as  well  as  his  dealers. 

EVI  requested  that  the  regulation  be  amended 
to  permit  compliance  by  either  a  component 
manufacturer  or  a  vehicle  manufacturer,  ivhen 
the  defect  involves  a  specific  component.  RVI 
also  requ&sted  that  compliance  be  permitted  by 
either  the  vehicle  alterer  or  the  complete  vehicle 
manufacturer  in  cases  involving  altered  vehicles. 
The  regulations  do  not  prohibit  the  sending  of 
notification  letters  by  persons  other  than  the  ve- 
hicle manufacturer.  Accordingly,  no  modifica- 
tion of  the  regulation  is  called  for.  However, 
manufacturers  who  do  utilize  the  services  of 
others  in  meeting  requirements  still  bear  the  ulti- 
mate responsibility  for  compliance  with  the 
regulation  under  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act. 

The  Wagner  Electric  Company  has  requested 
that  the  provisions  of  the  regulation  regarding 
manufacturers  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  (ex- 
cluding tires)  be  reconsidered  in  light  of  the  fact 
that,  under  present  marketing  procedures,  it  is 
difficult  or  impossible  for  such  manufacturers  to 
notify  jobbers,  installers,  dealers,  or  consumers. 
The  notification  required  by  the  regulation  is 
directed  at  the  notification  sent  to  retail  purchas- 
ers and  not  that  sent  to  distributors  or  dealers 
of  the  manufacturer.  The  notification  of  the 
latter  is  subject  only  to  the  statutory  provision 


of  section  113  of  the  Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
1402).  Moreover,  manufacturers  of  equipment 
(other  than  tires)  who  do  not  have  the  names 
of  first  purchasers  are  not  required  to  notify 
them  either  under  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  or  the  regulation.  There  is 
consequently  no  need  for  modification  of  the 
regulation  for  the  reasons  presented  by  Wagner, 
and  its  request  is  accordingly  denied. 

In  light  of  the  above,  Part  577  of  Title  49, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  "Defect  Notifica- 
tion", is  amended  .... 

Effective  date:  April  17,  1973.  These  amend- 
ments impose  no  additional  burdens  on  any  per- 
son, and  serve  only  to  clarify  the  application  of 
existing  requirements  to  specific  situations.  Ac- 
cordingly, notice  and  public  procedure  thereon 
are  unnecessary,  and  good  cause  exists  for  an 
effective  date  less  than  thirty  days  from  the  day 
of  publication. 

(Sec.  108, 112,  113,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat. 
718  as  amended,  sec.  2,  4,  Pub.  L.  91-265,  84 
Stat.  262  (15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1402,  1408); 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51) 

Issued  on  April  10, 1973. 

James  E.  Wilson 
Acting  Administrator 

38  F.R.  9509 
April  17,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  577— DEFECT  NOTIFICATION 

(Docket  No.   74-42;   Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFK  Part  577,  Defect 
Notif  cation^  to  require  that  bilingual  notification 
be  sent  to  owners  in  certain  cases,  and  to  clarify 
the  wording  manufacturers  are  required  to  use 
to  indicate  their  determination  that  a  safety- 
related  defect  exists. 

A  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub- 
ject was  published  on  November  25,  1974,  (39 
F.R.  41182)  and  an  opportunity  afforded  for 
comment.  The  Center  for  Auto  Safety  had 
questioned  the  efficacy  of  defect  notification 
campaigns  in  Puerto  Rico  conducted  in  the  Eng- 
lish language  since  the  primary  language  of  that 
Commonwealth  is  Spanish.  A  National  High- 
way Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA) 
survey  in  Puerto  Rico  confirmed  that  there  was 
a  need  for  bilingual  defect  notification.  It  was 
proposed  that  whenev^er  the  address  of  the  pur- 
chaser is  in  either  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico  or  the  Canal  Zone  the  notification  be  sent 
in  both  the  English  and  Spanish  languages. 

The  notice  also  proposed  clarifying  §  577.4(e) 
(1)  so  that  the  second  paragraph  of  a  notifica- 
tion letter  could  no  longer  be  written  to  reflect 
a  manufacturer's  belief  that  the  cause  of  a  defect 
is  an  item  other  than  that  which  he  manufac- 
tured. 

Only  Chrysler  Corporation  and  Firestone  Tire 
and  Rubber  Company  commenteei  on  bilingual 
notification.  Both  stated  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  Canal  Zone.  Firestone  also  felt 
that  the  requirement  to  translate  the  notification 
would  delay  its  mailing,  and  voiced  the  belief 
that  NHTSA  must  express  the  exact  wording 
in  Spanish  for  §  577.4(a)  and  (b).  Chrysler 
commented  that  it  had  been  providing  bilingual 
notification  to  owners  of  automobiles  purcliased 
in  Puerto  Rico  but  that  extensive  and  burden- 
some data-processing  reprogramming  would  be 
required  to  identify  owners  of  vehicles  originally 


purchased  on  the  mainland  and  later  taken  to 
Puerto  Rico. 

The  XHTSA  believes  that  the  langtiage  prob- 
lem is  a  significant  factor  in  the  below-average 
response  to  notification  campaigns  in  Puerto 
Rico,  and  that  owner  response  rate  to  campaigns 
in  the  Canal  Zone  will  improve  if  notifications 
are  provided  in  Spanish  as  well  as  English. 
Information  from  the  Census  Bureau  indicates 
that  more  than  50%  of  the  residents  of  each  area 
speak  Spanish  as  their  primary  language.  Trans- 
lation may  delay  mailing  to  these  areas  a  few 
days,  but  this  is  deemed  inconsequential  com- 
pared with  the  benefits  to  be  derived  by  an  im- 
proved response  to  campaigns.  This  agency 
does  not  consider  that  it  need  specify  the  exact 
wording  in  Spanish  of  §  577.4(a)  and  (b).  If 
it  appears  that  manufacturers  are  providing 
ambiguous  statements  it  will  consider  the  matter 
further.  Finally,  since  section  153(a)(1)  of  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act, 
15  U.S.C.  1413(a)(1),  requires  notification  to  be 
sent  to  tlie  person  who  is  registered  under  State 
law  as  fhe  owner  of  the  vehicle  to  be  campaigned, 
Chrysler's  comments  on  rp[n'ogramming  of  data 
do  not  appear  to  have  merit. 

This  notice  also  amends  §  577.4(b)  (1),  which 
presently  requires  the  second  sentence  of  the 
notitlcation  to  state  that  the  manufacturer  has 
determined  that  a  defect  which  relates  to  motor 
vehicle  safety  exists  in  its  motor  vehicles  or 
motor  vehicle  equipment.  Certain  notification 
letters  have  characterized  the  defect  as  existing 
in  a  vehicle  or  item  of  equipment  not  manufac- 
tured by  the  manufacturer  making  the  determi- 
nation. The  intent  of  the  section  is  that  a 
manufacturer  of  motor  vehicles  would  state  its 
determination  that  the  defect  exists  in  the  motor 
vehicle  it  manufactures,  while  a  manufacturer 
of  motor  vehicle  equipment  would  state  its  de- 
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termination  tliat  the  defect  exists  in  the  motor 
vehicle  equipment  it  manufactures.  If  tlie  manu- 
facturer believes  the  cause  of  the  defect  to  be  an 
item  other  tlian  that  which  he  manufactured, 
that  information  can  be  imparted  in  the  other 
parts  of  the  notification,  but  not  in  the  second 
paragraph  where  the  content  is  specifically  pre- 
scribed. 

Kelsey-Hayes  Company  and  Skyline  Corpora- 
tion commented  on  the  proposal  to  clarify 
§  577.4(b)(1).  Both  objected  to  it,  feeling  that 
the  present  regulation  is  adequate  and  that  tlie 
mandatory  statement  may  be  prejudicial.  How- 
ever, in  the  opinion  of  this  agency,  manufactur- 
ers with  limited  experience  in  composing  notifi- 
cation letters  have  in  many  cases  misinterpreted 


§  .577.4(b)  (1).  Clarification  of  the  sentence 
should  eliminate  mistakes. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  577  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Defect 
Nofifrafion,  is  amended.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  September  14,  1975. 

(Sec.  108,  112,  113,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718;  sec.  2,  4,  Pub.  L.  91-265,  84  Stat.  262 
(15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1402,  1407)  ;  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  June  10,  1975. 

James  B.   Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  25463 
June  16,  1975 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   PART  577— DEFECT  NOTIFICATION 


(Docket  No.  75-10;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  amends  49  CFR  Part  577,  "Defect 
Notification,"  to  conform  to  §§  151  throiijO;h  160 
of  the  National  Trailic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  (the  Act)  (Pub.  L.  93^92,  88  Stat.  1470, 
October  27,  1974;  15  U.S.C.  1411-1420). 

The  amendments  of  Part  577  were  published 
as  a  notice  of  proposed  I'ulemakino;  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  on  May  6,  1975  (40  FR  19651). 
Approximate!}'  30  comments  were  received  from 
vehicle  and  equipment  manufacturers,  equipment 
distributors,  trade  associations  representing  these 
groups,  and  the  Center  for  Auto  Safety.  The 
N^ational  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Advisory  Council 
iid  not  take  a  position  on  this  proposal.  Inter- 
ested persons  are  advised  that  NHTSA  Dockets 
r5-30  (Defect  and  Noncompliance  Responsibil- 
ity), 75-31  (Petitions  for  Hearing  on  Notification 
md  Remedy  of  Defects  or  Failure  to  Comply), 
ind  74—7  (Defect  and  Noncompliance  Reporting) 
ire  relevant  to  the  subject  matter  of  this  rule- 
naking. 

The  agency  is  amending  its  earlier  notification 
)rocedures  to  reflect  the  major  expansion  of 
nanufacturer  responsibilities  under  the  JNIotor 
/"ehicle  and  Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  of 
974  to  notify  vehicle  and  equipment  owners  or 
lurchasers  of  noncompliances  with  safety  stand- 
rds  and  of  defects  that  relate  to  motor  vehicle 
afety  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  defects),  chief 
■f  which  is  that  reniedy  shall  be  without  charge 
1  most  cases. 

The  new  regulation  specifies  the  content,  tim- 
ig,  and  form  of  notification  that  complies  with 
fie  requirements  set  forth  in  §  153  of  the  Act. 
)istinctions  among  notifications  that  arise  under 
ifferent  circumstances  are  set  forth  in  detail, 
'rovisions  concerning  disclaimers  in  the  notifica- 
ion  and  conformity  to  the  statutory  requirements 
re  carried  over  from  the  former  Part  577. 


Comments  on  the  proposal  were  generally  in 
agreement  with  the  revision  of  the  regulation,  in 
recognition  that  the  revision  reflects  responsibili- 
ties already  a  matter  of  law.  Several  questions 
were  raised  with  I'egard  to  the  authority  for  or 
wisdom  of  specific  provisions  of  the  proposed 
regulation,  and  these  are  discussed  below. 

Motor  vehicle  manufacturers  and  the  Motor 
Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association  (MA^MA) 
expressed  strong  support  for  modification  of  the 
statutory  definitions  of  "original  equipment"  and 
"replacement  equipment"  that  allocate  responsi- 
bility for  notification  and  remedy  between  vehicle 
and  equipment  manufacturers.  The  agency  has 
issued  a  separate  proposal  to  redistribiite  respon- 
sibility (40  FR  56930,  December  5,  1975)  wliich 
addresses  the  issues  raised.  Resolution  of  that 
proposal  will  be  responsive  to  the  issues  raised 
by  the  MVMA  and  vehicle  manufacturers.  To 
simplify  any  future  action  in  this  area,  the  two 
terms  are  no  longer  set  forth  in  Part  577. 

In  the  definitions  section  of  the  regulation,  the 
phrase  "in  good  faitli"  has  been  added  to  the 
definition  of  "first  purchaser"  to  conform  to  its 
meaning  under  §  108(b)  (1)  of  the  Act. 

The  Recreational  Vehicle  Industry  Association 
(RVIA)  requested  that  vehicle  alterers  be  per- 
mitted to  meet  (assume)  the  obligations  of  manu- 
facturers for  notification  and  remedy  on  a 
voluntary  basis.  Without  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment  on  this  idea,  the  agency  does 
not  consider  it  wise  to  modify  the  regulation  as 
suggested  by  the  RVIA. 

NOTIFICATION  PURSUANT  TO  A 
MANUFACTURER'S  DETERMINATION 

Section  151  of  the  Act  provides  that  a  manu- 
facturer who  determines  in  good  faith  that  a 
defect  or  noncompliance  exists  in   its  products 
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"shall  furnish  notification  to  the  Secretary  and 
to  owners,  purchasers,  and  dealers  in  accordance 
with  section  153,  and  he  sliall  remedy  the  defect 
or  failure  to  comply  in  accordance  with  section 
154." 

Section  577.5  of  Part  577  provides  for  manu- 
facturer-initiated notifications  in  accordance  with 
§  151.  The  section  specifies,  among  other  things, 
that  a  statement  appear  in  the  notification  that 
the  manufacturer  lias  determined  that  a  defect 
or  noncompliance  exists  in  identified  vehicles  or 
equipment.  An  additional  statement  may  be 
made  to  indicate  that  the  problem  may  not  exist 
in  each  such  vehicle  or  item  of  equipment.  The 
MVMA  and  American  Motors  Corporation 
(AMC)  believed  that  a  better  approach  would 
be  to  state  that  the  defect  or  noncompliance 
exists  in  some,  but  not  all,  vehicles  or  items  of 
equipment  (if  such  is  the  case),  and  that  an 
owner  should  bring  his  vehicle  in  for  inspection 
in  any  case.  The  agency  does  not  believe  that 
either  the  MVMA  or  AMC  has  an  expertise  in 
tliis  area  and  declines  to  adopt  the  suggested 
modification. 

Paragraph   (e)   of  §  577.5  requires  a  clear  de- 
scription of  the  defect  or  noncompliance,  includ- 
ing, among  other  things, 
(e)    *** 

(2)  A  description  of  any  malfunction  that 
may  occur.  The  description  of  a  noncompli- 
ance with  an  applicable  standard  shall  include 
the  difference  between  the  performance  of  the 
noncomplying  vehicle  or  item  of  replacement 
equipment  and  the  performance  specified  by 
the  standard; 

The  MVMA  viewed  the  phrase  "any  malfunc- 
tion" as  overbroad  and  ambiguous,  in  that  a 
manufacturer  would  be  held  to  correctly  antici- 
pate a  malfunction,  whether  or  not  related  to 
safety  or  the  noncompliance.  The  agency  agrees 
that  such  a  description  would  go  beyond  the 
purpose  of  the  notification  and  therefore  has 
narrowed  somewhat  the  language  proposed. 

Vehicle  manufacturers  and  the  MVMA  argued 
that  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph  (e)  (2) 
should  be  deleted  because  an  exact  description 
of  the  difl'erence  in  performance  due  to  noncom- 
pliance would  be  too  technical  for  comprehension 
by  most  owners,  require  extensi\e  and  expensive 


testing  in  some  cases  that  would  delay  notifica- 
tion, and  be  the  basis  for  a  technical  violation  of 
the  regulation.  The  agency  believes  that  the 
description  is  valuable  to  vehicle  or  equipment 
owners  in  understanding  the  noncompliance,  but 
agrees  that  a  detailed  description  could  delay 
notification  unnecessarily.  Accordingly,  the 
phrase  "in  general  terms"  is  added  to  modify  tlie 
required  description. 

The  Center  for  Auto  Safety  (the  Center)  be- 
lieved that  the  statement  required  by  (e)  to 
minimize  the  chances  of  an  accident  before 
remedy  failed  to  mention  prior  warnings  that 
the  vehicle's  operating  characteristics  might  of- 
fer. While  prior  warning  is  adequately  covered 
by  the  "evaluation  of  risk"  statement  made  re- 
garding the  possibility  of  vehicle  crash  (para- 
graph (f)(1) (ii)),  the  agency  has  added  a 
comparable  requirement  to  paragraph  (f )  (2) 
(that  covers  "non-crash"  type  defects  and  non- 
compliances) . 

The  Specialty  Equipment  Manufacturers  As- 
sociation objected  that  any  evaluation  of  the  risk 
to  motor  vehicle  safety  would  be  speculative  and 
therefore  was  unjustified.  This  requirement, 
however,  is  based  on  the  specific  requirement  of 
§  153(a)  of  the  Act,  and  cannot  be  eliminated. 

The  Center  believed  that  the  evaluation  of  risk 
to  motor  vehicle  safety  is  a  discretionary  state- 
ment that  need  not  be  made  by  a  manufacturer. 
Tliis  is  not  the  case.  Section  577.5  is  a  require- 
ment that  the  information  (b)  through  (g)  be 
listed  and,  under  paragraph  (f),  the  evaluation 
must  either  describe  the  crash  hazard  or  be  a 
description  of  the  "general  type  of  injuiy  to 
occupants,  or  [others],  that  can  result." 

Paragraph  (g)  of  §  577.5,  dealing  with  meas- 
ures to  be  taken  by  the  owner,  proved  to  be  the 
greatest  source  of  comments  on  the  proposal. 
The  paragraph  is  divided  into  subparagi'aphs 
dealing  with  notification  of  remedy  without 
charge  and  notification  of  remedy  for  which  the 
manufacturer  will  charge.  This  distinction  is 
based  on  §  154(a)  (4)  of  the  Act  which  limits  the 
"remedy  without  charge"  to  vehicles  or  equip- 
ment first  purchased  no  more  than  8  years  (3 
years  in  the  case  of  tires)  before  notification  in 
accoi'dance  with  §§  151  or  152. 

Paragraph  (g)(1)  specifies  requirements  both 
for  notification  when  the  remedy  must  be  under- 
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taken  and  also  notification  when  the  manufac- 
turer voluntarily  decides  to  remedy  witliout 
charge.  The  MVMA  and  General  Motors  (GM) 
felt  that  manufacturers  undertaking  voluntary 
remedy  should  not  be  subjected  to  the  same  noti- 
fication requirements  as  those  manufacturers 
required  to  remedy.  The  agency  distinguishes 
between  the  separate  duties  of  notification  and 
remedy,  however,  and  notes  that  the  notification 
requirements  of  §  153  of  the  Act  contain  no  ex- 
ceptions for  older  vehicles  and  equipment.  The 
MVMA's  abbreviated  list  of  requirements  for  a 
voluntary  remedy  do  not  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  §153.  For  example,  §  153(a)  (2)  requires 
that  the  notification  contain  an  evaluation  of  the 
risk  to  motor  vehicle  safety. 

It  is  the  agency's  philosophy  that  a  manu- 
facturer undertaking  a  remedy  should  provide 
the  same  information  to  the  owner  whether  or 
not  the  remedy  is  undertaken  voluntarily.  In 
this  way,  an  owner  will  be  apprised  of  the  infor- 
mation necessary  to  make  informed  decision. 
Also,  events  beyond  the  manufacturer's  control 
will  not  be  able  to  negate  the  remetly  without 
agency  or  manufacturer's  knowledge.  For  these 
reasons,  the  agency  does  not  modify  the  require- 
ments as  suggested. 

Aside  from  the  general  suitability  of  para- 
graph (g)(l)'s  requirements  for  a  voluntary 
remedy,  manufacturers  raised  more  specific  ques- 
tions about  the  separate  provisions. 

International  Harvester  Company  (IH)  as- 
serted with  regard  to  paragraph  (g)  (1)  (i)  that 
no  basis  existed  for  the  exception  of  replacement 
equipment  from  the  right  to  refund  as  a  means 
of  remedy.  In  the  agency's  view,  §  154(2)  (B) 
of  the  Act  clearly  limits  the  remedy  for  items  of 
replacement  equipment  to  either  repair  or  re- 
placement. 

IH  objected  to  the  requirements  that  the 
earliest  date  for  repair  set  under  paragraph 
(g)  (1)  (ii)  be  premised  on  anticipated  receipt  by 
dealers  of  necessary  parts  for  repair.  The  com- 
pany pointed  out  that  some  repair  parts  would 
not  typically  be  forwarded  to  a  dealer  for  repair 
until  a  specific  request  has  arisen.  The  agency 
would  like  to  clarify  that  the  "earliest  date"  can 
be  established  as  a  certain  number  of  days  fol- 
lowing inspection  of  the  defective  or  noncomply- 


ing  vehicle.  Thus  a  manufacturer  need  only 
calculate  the  time  that  it  would  take  to  get  the 
parts  to  the  dealer  following  an  inspection  and 
then  state  that  the  earliest  date  for  repair  will 
follow  the  date  of  inspection  by  that  amount. 

AMC  argued  that  tlie  requirement  for  a  gen- 
eral description  of  the  work  and  amount  of  time 
involved  in  a  repair  without  chai'ge  by  the  manu- 
facturer's dealer  exceeded  the  authority  of  the 
Act  and  is  unnecessary  when  the  manufacturer 
undertakes  repair.  The  same  argiunent  was 
made  with  regard  to  paragraphs  (g)  (1)  (v)  and 
(vi).  The  agency  disagrees,  and  notes  that  the 
specific  authority  listed  in  §  153(a)  is  "in  addi- 
tion to  such  other  matters  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe  by  regulation."  As  for  the  need  for  a 
general  description,  it  is  concluded  that  the  owner 
would  value  knowledge  of  the  time  involved  and 
the  nature  of  the  repair  that  is  involved,  to  cor- 
rectly weigh  the  gravity  of  the  problem.  Cor- 
respondingly, the  offer  of  replacement  or  refund 
is  more  helpful  to  the  owner  if  it  includes  the 
detail  that  has  been  specified. 

In  paragraph  (g)(1)  (iv),  the  MVMA  asked 
for  paiallelism  with  the  construction  of  pai'a- 
graph  (g)  (1)  (iii).  It  is  accomplished  by  the 
addition  of  "or  its  dealers"  following  the  word 
"manufacturer."  IH  suggested  the  addition  of 
"authorized  service  centers"  to  the  list,  but  this 
is  unnecessary  in  view  of  the  XHTSA's  interpre- 
tation of  "dealer"  to  include  an  authorized  service 
center. 

The  Center,  Mack  Trucks,  and  Crane  Carrier 
Corporation  (CCC)  commented  on  paragraph 
(g)(1)  (iv)'s  requirement  that  the  method  or 
basis  for  a  manufacturer's  assessment  of  depre- 
ciation be  specified.  The  two  manufacturers 
suggested  use  of  a  retailer's  price  guide  as  the 
basis.  The  Center  suggested  that  a  method  for 
determination  of  depreciation  be  devised  by  a 
panel  of  industry,  government,  and  consumer 
representatives.  The  legislative  history  indicates 
that  retailer  price  guides  should  not  be  the  sole 
criterion,  and  thus  the  Mack  and  CCC  recom- 
mendations are  not  adopted.  Until  there  is  some 
indjcation  that  the  manufacturers'  chosen  meth- 
ods of  assessment  are  unreasonable,  the  agency 
does  not  consider  it  necessary  to  exercise  its 
authority  in  this  area,  and  the  Center's  sugges- 
tion is  also  not  adopted. 
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The  greatest  objections  were  raised  regarding 
the  statement  advising  an  owner  how  to  inform 
the  NHTSA  if  he  believes  that  the  notification 
or  remedy  is  inadequate,  or  that  the  remedy  was 
untimely  oi'  not  made  in  accordance  with  the 
notification.  PACCAR,  AMC,  Chrysler,  GM, 
IH,  the  RVIA,  and  the  MVMA  considered  the 
statement  to  be,  in  some  respects,  beyond  the 
agency's  statutory  authority  and  not  contem- 
plated by  Congress.  As  earlier  noted,  §  153  is 
prefaced  by  a  general  grant  of  authority  to  the 
agency  to  specify  the  contents  of  the  notification. 

The  agency  has  considered  the  objections,  in 
any  case,  particularly  in  view  of  the  decision  to 
require  the  same  notification  in  the  case  of  vol- 
untary and  mandatory  remedy  notices.  It  is 
concluded  that  modification  of  the  statements  to 
reflect  the  exact  terms  of  §  1.54(a)  (6)  is  appro- 
priate. 

Manufacturers  objected  to  the  language  of 
paragraph  (g)  (1)  (vii)  (C)  that  invites  owner 
complaints  if  a  remedy  is  not  effected  within  a 
reasonable  period.  The  agency  considers  timeli- 
ness to  be  an  aspect  of  whether  a  manufacturer 
has  failed  or  is  unable  to  provide  a  remedy  as 
specified  in  §  153(a)  (6)  of  the  Act.  The  agency 
does  agree  that  remedy  by  replacement  or  refund 
should  not  be  limited  to  the  first  60  days,  since 
it  might  follow  a  failure  to  repair  within  that 
60-day  period.  In  conforming  to  §  154(b)(1), 
the  agency  substitutes  "tender"  for  "first  at- 
tempt." Also  reference  to  extension  by  the 
Administrator  of  the  60-day  repair  period  has 
been  added  to  paragraph  (g)  (1)  (vii)  (C)  (1). 

GM  suggested  that  an  additional  statement  be 
made  to  owners,  advising  them  of  recourse  avail- 
able with  the  manufacturer  if  the  dealer's  re- 
sponse is  unsatisfactory.  The  agency  considers 
this  desirable  but,  without  the  benefit  of  notice 
and  opportunity  for  conuuent,  declines  to  make 
this  addition.  Paragraph  (g)  (1),  of  course,  only 
sets  forth  what  the  manufacturer  "shall  include" 
in  its  notification,  and  it  may  auike  such  addi- 
tional statements  as  it  deems  necessary. 

There  was  no  comment  on  the  second  part  of 
§  577.5  that  deals  with  manufacturer  notices  in 
which  remedy  without  charge  is  not  required  and 
is  not  volunteered.  Accordingly,  the  paragraph 
is  adopted  as  proposed. 


NOTIFICATION  PURSUANT  TO 
ADMINISTRATOR'S  DETERMINATION 

Section  577.6  provides  for  Administration- 
ordered  notifications  in  accordance  with  §  152. 
Paragraphs  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  set  forth  require- 
ments for  the  three  types  of  notification  contem- 
plated by  the  Act.  Manufacturers  made  no 
comment  on  the  requirements  for  notification 
ordered  by  the  Administrator  in  the  first  instance, 
and  paragraph  (a)  is  accordingly  made  final  as 
proposed. 

PACCAR  objected  to  provisional  notification 
as  placing  an  unreasonable  l)urden  on  the  manu- 
facturer, rendering  any  court  decision  in  its 
favor  meaningless.  Section  155(b)  of  the  Act 
clearly  contemplates  such  an  order,  however,  and 
the  regulations  consequently  do  provide  for  it. 

Comments  were  received  on  the  proposed  con- 
tent of  the  provisional  notification.  The  MVMA 
pointed  out  that  the  requirement  in  paragraph 
(b)  (2)  should  be  clarified  to  permit  a  statement 
that  the  defect  or  non-compliance  may  not  occur 
in  all  the  described  vehicles.  The  agency  agrees 
and  adds  a  paragraph  similar  to  §  577.5(d). 

With  regard  to  the  proposed  paragraph  (b) 
(4),  the  MVMA  asked  that  reference  to  a 
"United  States  District  Court"'  be  broadened  to 
"the  Federal  courts"  and  that  the  statement  make 
clear  that  the  NHTSA  and  not  the  court  is  order- 
ing provisional  notification.  The  agency  concurs 
in  these  clarifications  and  they  are  made  where 
appropriate  in  the  final  rule. 

The  requirements  of  paragraphs  (b)(5),  (6), 
and  (7)  provide  for  a  description  of  the  Admin- 
istrator's determination,  his  evaluation  of  the 
hazard,  and  the  recommended  measures  to  avoid 
unreasonable  hazard  resulting  from  the  defect 
or  noncompliance.  Fiat  requested  that  the  de- 
scription, evaluation,  and  recommended  measures 
be  provided  by  the  NHTSA.  As  specified  in  the 
requirements,  it  is  the  "Administrator's  stated 
basis''  that  must  be  described,  and  the  measures 
"stated  in  his  order"  that  must  be  listed.  The 
agency  intends  to  include  in  each  order  a  de- 
scription, evaluatioij,  and  list  of  measures  that 
permit  quotation  or  paraphrase  by  the  manufac- 
turer. 

Chrysler  and  the  MVMA  asked  that  a  numu- 
facturer  be  permitted  more  latitude  to  explain 
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its  position  than  provided  for  in  paragrrapli 
(b)  (8).  The  agency  has  considered  this  request, 
and  conchides  that  extensive  advocacy  of  the 
manufacturer's  position  would  detract  from  the 
intent  of  the  provisional  notification  to  put  the 
owner  on  notice  of  potential  problems.  The 
Chrysler  and  MVMA  suggestion  is  therefore  not 
adopted. 

In  the  required  statement  dealing  with  avail- 
ability of  remedy  and  reimbursement  in  the 
event  the  court  upholds  the  Administrator's  de- 
termination (paragraph  (b)(n)),  Chrysler  ar- 
gued that  the  suggestion  of  reimliursement  would 
generate  poor  customer  relations  if  a  repair  were 
sought  or  imdertaken  during  pendency  of  a  court 
proceeding  in  which  the  manufacturer  prevailed. 
The  agency  is  aware  of  the  possibility  for  some 
misunderstanding  but  is  certain  that  the  provi- 
sional notification  was  intended  by  the  Congress 
to  encourage  owners  to  consider  repair  or  other 
corrective  action  while  the  manufacturer  contests 
the  determination.  For  this  reason,  the  notice 
of  possible  reimljursement  remains  in  the  regu- 
lation. The  first  statement  in  (b)  (9)  (i)  has 
been  clarified  in  one  minor  respect. 

The  MVMA  requested  that  the  phrase  "for 
repair"  be  substituted  for  "in  repairing"  to  per- 
mit manufacturers  to  make  clear  that  reimburse- 
ment woidd  only  cover  the  repairs  that  were 
reasonable  and  necessary  to  correct  the  defect  or 
noncompliance.  The  NHT8A  believes  that  the 
term  "reasonable  and  necessary"  makes  cleai' 
what  repairs  would  be  reimbursed  should  the 
court  uphold  an  Administrator's  determination. 

The  MVMA  asked,  and  the  agency  agrees,  that 
the  I'eimbursement  statement  be  qualified  by  the 
limitations  that  appear  in  the  statute. 

Paragraph  (b)  (10)  requires  a  statement 
whether,  in  the  manufacturer's  opinion,  a  repair 
of  the  defect  or  noncompliance  is  possible.  GM 
asked  that  "feasible"  be  substituted  for  "possible'' 
and  the  agency  makes  the  change  in  agreement 
that  it  more  clearly  reflects  the  judgement  made 
by  a  manufacturer  in  choosing  its  preferred 
remedy.  The  MVMA  and  Chrysler  made  the 
more  basic  objection  that  (b)  (10)  assumes  that 
a  defect  or  noncompliance  exists  prior  to  the 
court's  ruling,  and  that  it  requires  unjustified 
effort  to  develop  repair  parts  and  facilities  before 
a  decision  is  reached  on  the  validity  of  the  Ad- 


ministrator's determination.  The  agency  is  of 
the  view  that  the  level  of  detail  specified  is  justi- 
fied in  these  cases  and  necessary  to  fulfill  the 
purpose  of  provisional  notification  contemplated 
by  Congress.  The  agency  has  modified  the  word- 
ing to  make  clear  that  reimbursement  for  ex- 
penses are  limited  to  those  necessary  and 
reasonable  for  repair. 

With  regard  to  proposed  paragraph  (b)(12), 
the  MVMA  asked  that  only  notification  and  not 
remedy  be  mentioned.  There  will  be  a  discussion 
of  remedy  in  the  notification,  however,  and  the 
owner  should  be  encouraged  to  inquire  further 
as  to  this  aspect  of  the  notification. 

Firestone  and  the  Automotive  Parts  and  Ac- 
cessories Association  felt  that  the  regulations 
should  apply  to  the  agency  and  that  it  should 
l)e  required  to  advise  the  owner,  purchaser,  and 
dealer  in  the  event  its  determination  is  not  up- 
held by  the  courts.  The  statutory  scheme  being 
implemented  by  Part  577  concerns  manufacturer 
obligations  under  gg  151  through  160  of  the  Act 
to  notify  and  remedy  safety  problems  in  vehicles. 
The  agency  does  not  consider  an  expansion  of 
the  regidations  beyond  this  purpose  as  appro- 
priate. Nothing,  of  course,  prevents  the  manu- 
facturer from  making  such  a  notice  to  the  owner 
or  others. 

Paragraph  (c)  of  §  577.6  deals  with  final 
notification  following  a  court  decision  in  the 
Administrator's  favor,  and  it  is  adopted,  with 
corrections  similar  to  those  made  in  the  other 
sections.  Because  the  MVMA  objected  to  ref- 
erence to  being  "upheld  in  a  proceeding  in  a 
United  States  District  Court"  as  the  basis  for 
the  post -litigation  order,  the  agency  has  sub- 
stituted the  language  of  the  Act.  Also,  reference 
to  "a  date'"  on  which  provisional  notification  was 
ordered  is  corrected  to  "the  date"  to  reflect  that 
it  will  in  all  cases  be  a  specific  date. 

TIME  AND  MANNEK  OF  NOTIFICATION 

The  major  problem  with  regard  to  the  time 
and  manner  of  notification  concerned  the  statu- 
tory requirement  (§  153(c)(1))  that  notification 
be, 

§153  *  *  * 
(c)    *  *  * 

(1)   in  the  case  of  a  motor  vehicle,  by  fii-st 
class   mail   to   each   person   who   is   registered 
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under  State  law  as  the  owner  of  such  vehicle 
and  whose  name  and  address  is  reasonably 
ascertainable  by  the  manufacturer  through 
State  records  or  othei-  sources  available  to 
him; 

PACCAR,  Volkswagen,  and  IH  expressed 
their  doubts  that  all  State  records  would  be 
available  or  that  alternative  services  would  pro- 
vide timely  information.  The  agency  has  in- 
corporated the  statutory  requirements  in  this 
regulation  word-for-word  and,  on  that  basis,  de- 
clines to  modify  it.  As  for  the  suggestion  that 
"reasonably  ascertainable"  be  defined,  it  is  the 
agency's  view  that  the  phrase  is  only  given 
meaning  by  the  separate  factual  situations  tliat 
arise.  The  agency  cannot  agree  with  PACCAR 
that  records  are  not  "reasonably  ascertainable" 
simply  by  virtue  of  delay  in  retrieving  them. 

Sheller-Globe  Corporation  asked  if  certified 
mail  would  be  considered  the  equivalent  of  first 
class  mail  for  meeting  the  requirements.  As  a 
school  bus  manufacturer,  Sheller-Globe  wanted 
certainty  of  notification  to  school  districts  and 
other  customers.  The  NHTSA  does  not  consider 
them  equivalent  in  view  of  relevant  legislative 
history.  Congi-ess  considered  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  regulation  that  prohibits  forwarding  of 
certified  mail  and  they  concluded  that  first  class 
mail  would  be  a  superior  means  of  obtaining 
notification. 

With  regard  to  the  maximum  times  permitted 
for  issuance  of  notification,  the  Center  asked 
that  the  period  be  reduced  to  30  days  in  the 
case  of  all  Administration-ordered  notifications. 
Some  manufacturers  asked  that  the  30-day  period 
for  provisional  notification  be  expanded  to  60 
days.  B.F.  Goodrich  stated  that  notification 
letters  cannot  be  printed  in  advance  of  actual 
mailing,  l)ecause  the  date  for  earliest  remedy 
must  be  included  in  the  letter.  The  agency  has 
weighed  the  conflicting  views,  and  concludes  that 
a  60-day  period  is  justified  for  administration- 
ordered  recalls.  The  provisional  notification  re- 
quirement is  amended  accordingly. 

IH  suggested  that  public  notice  of  defects  or 
noncompliances  in  items  of  replacement  equip- 
ment would  be  adequate,  and  that  notice  to  the 
most  recent  purchaser  should  be  optional.     The 


agency  has  simply  conformed  its  regulation  to 
the  statutory  requirements  of  §  153(c). 

OTHER  MATTERS 

The  MVA  suggested  that  the  disclaimer  sec- 
tion of  the  regulation  could  be  clarified  by  an 
additional  paragraph  permitting  manufacturer 
statements  that  a  notification  does  not  "constitute 
an  admission  by  the  manufacturer  that  it  has 
been  guilty  of  negligence  or  otlier  wrong  doing." 
The  agency  views  this  statement  as  exactly  the 
type  of  disclaimer  that  could  contribute  to  a 
reader's  decision  not  to  take  action  in  response  to 
notification  and  accordingly  declines  to  adopt  the 
jMVMA  recommendation. 

With  regard  to  the  MVMA  concern  that  tech- 
nical violations  of  the  regidations  not  be  pursued 
as  a  violation  of  the  Act  under  §  577.9,  the 
agency  expects  to  continue  to  enforce  the  Act 
and  its  regulations  in  a  reasonable  manner,  calcu- 
lated to  avoid  arbitrariness  or  irrationality. 

After-market  equipment  manufacturers  and 
their  associations  expressed  the  view  that  the 
notification  scheme  was  miworkable  for  notice 
to  equipment  purchasers,  that  wear  of  parts  in 
normal  use  conflicted  with  the  concept  of  safety- 
related  defects,  and  that  the  8-year  pericKl  for 
remedy  witliout  charge  was  too  long.  Also,  the 
establislunent  of  a  cut-off  based  on  the  date  of 
retail  sale  appeared  impractical,  because  records 
of  these  transactions  are  not  maintained.  As  a 
response,  the  agency  notes  that  the  regulation 
conforms  to  the  statute's  language  and  clearly 
expressed  Congressional  intent.  Experience  to 
date,  with  the  requirements  does  not  demonstrate 
that  they  are  in  fact  unworkable.  The  issues  of 
improper  installation  and  remanufactured  parts 
were  not  addressed  by  the  statute,  and  resolution 
of  these  issues  wil  require  some  experience  with 
situations  as  they  arise. 

The  RVIA  asked  that  the  agency  exercise  its 
authority  to  require  the  submission  to  manufac- 
turers by  dealers  of  the  names  and  addresses  of 
purchasers.  The  agency  takes  this  recommenda- 
tion under  advisement  but,  as  it  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  Part  577,  does  not  act  on  it  in  this 
notice. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  577, 
"Defect  Notification,"  of  Title  49,  Code  of  Fed- 
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Effective:   June   28,    1977 

eral  Regulations,  is  renamed  "Defect  and  Non-  Issued  on  December  22,  1976. 

compliance  Notification"  and  is  amended  to  read 

as  set  foi-th  below. 

Effective  date:  June  28,  1977.  John  W.  Snow 

(Sees.  108,  112,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  Administrator 

718;  Sec.  102,  103,  104,  Pub.  L.  93-i92,  88  Stat. 

1470    (15    U.S.C.    1397,    1401.    1407.    1411-1420;  41   F.R.  56813 

delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50)  December  30,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AN  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  577 


Defect  and  Noncompliance  Notification 
(Docket  No.  80-17;  Notice  1) 


ACTION:  Final  rule. 


SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  the  defect  and  non- 
compliance notification  regulation  to  require  that 
manufacturers  include  the  agency's  toll  free  Auto 
Safety  Hotline  number  in  their  defect  and  non- 
compliance notification  letters.  The  amendment  is 
being  made  to  provide  a  means  of  easy  access  to 
the  agency  by  consumers  who  may  have  com- 
plaints about  the  recall  and  remedy  of  their 
vehicles  or  equipment.  Since  it  is  a  minor  technical 
amendment,  it  is  being  made  effective  immediate- 
ly without  notice  or  opportunity  for  comment. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  January  22,  1981. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  James  Murray,  Office  of  Defects 
Investigation,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590, 
202-426-2840 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  notice 
makes  a  minor  technical  amendment  to  Part  577, 
Defect  and  Noncompliance  Notification,  to  require 
manufacturers  conducting  recall  campaigns  to  in- 
clude the  agency's  toll  free  Auto  Safety  Hotline 
number  in  the  notification  letters. 

Existing  notification  letters  are  required  to 
state  that  a  consumer  may  contact  the  agency  if  he 
or  she  feels  that  remedy  of  a  defect  or  non- 
compliance is  not  being  made  without  charge  or  in 
a  reasonable  time.  Manufacturers  also  frequently 
include  their  address  and  a  toll  free  number  that 
consumers  can  call  to  complain  to  the  manufac- 
turer about  the  status  of  a  remedy.  The  agency 
believes  that  the  use  of  manufacturer  toll  free 
numbers  is  a  good  idea  and  has  decided  that  the 
agency's  toll  free  number  should  also  be  included 


in  the  letter.  This  will  provide  easy  access  for  con- 
sumers to  the  agency  for  reporting  any  complaints 
concerning  the  recall  or  remedy  of  their  vehicles. 
It  also  will  provide  timely  information  to  our  En- 
forcement office  pertaining  to  the  compliance  with 
our  regulations  by  the  manufacturers. 

Since  this  is  a  minor  technical  amendment  and 
will  result  in  little  impact  upon  manufacturers,  the 
agency  finds  for  good  cause  shown  that  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  safety  to  make  the  amendment  effec- 
tive immediately  without  notice  and  opportunity 
for  comment. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  Title  49  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  577,  Defect  and 
Noncompliance  Notification,  is  amended  by  revis- 
ing the  introductory  sentence  in  paragraph 
577.5(g)(l)(vii)  to  read  as  follows: 

(vii)  A  statement  informing  the  owner  that  he 
or  she  may  submit  a  complaint  to  the  Administra- 
tor, National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion, 400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20590  or  call  the  toll  free  Auto  Safety  Hotline  at 
800-426-9393  (Washington,  D.C.  area  residents  may 
call  426-0123),  if  the  owner  believes  that- 
*  *  *  * 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  are  Mr. 
James  Murray  of  the  Office  of  Defects  Investiga- 
tions and  Roger  Tilton  of  the  Office  of  Chief 
Counsel. 

Issued  on  January  14,  1981. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

46  FR  6971 
January  22,  1981 
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PART  577— DEFECT  AND  NONCOMPLIANCE  NOTIFICATION 

(Docket  No.  72-7;  Notice  2) 


Sec. 

577.1  Scope. 

577.2  Purpose. 

577.3  Application. 

577.4  Definitions. 

577.5  Notification   pursuant  to  a   manufacturer's 

determination. 

577.6  Notification  pursuant  to  the  Administrator's 

determination. 

577.7  Time  and  manner  of  notification. 

577.8  Disclaimers. 

577.9  Conformity  to  statutory  requirements. 

Authority:  Sees.  108, 112, 119,  Pub.  L.  89-563; 
80  Stat.  718;  Sees.  102,  103,  104,  Pub.  L.  93-492, 
88  Stat.  1470  (15  U.S.C.  1397,  1401,  1408,  1411- 
1420;  delegations  of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.51 
and  49  CFR  501.8) 

§  577.1     Scope. 

This  part  sets  forth  requirements  for  notifiea- 
tion  to  owners  of  motor  vehieles  and  replaeement 
equipment  about  the  possibihty  of  a  defeet 
which  relates  to  motor  vehiele  safety  or  a  non- 
eomplianee  with  a  Federal  motor  vehiele  safety 
standard. 

§  577.2     Purpose. 

The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  ensure  that 
notifications  of  defects  or  noncompliances  ade- 
quately inform  and  effectively  motivate  owners 
of  potentially  defective  or  noncomplying  motor 
vehicles  or  items  of  replaeement  equipment  to 
have  such  vehicles  or  equipment  inspected  and, 
when  necessary,  remedied  as  quickly  as  possible. 


§  577.3     Application. 

This  part  applies  to  manufacturers  of  com- 
pleted motor  vehicles,  incomplete  motor  vehicles, 
and  replaeement  equipment.  In  the  case  of 
vehieles  manufactured  in  two  or  more  stages, 
compliance  by  either  the  manufacturer  of  the  in- 
complete vehiele,  any  subsequent  manufacturer, 
or  the  manufacturer  of  affected  replaeement 
equipment  shall  be  considered  compliance  by 
each  of  those  manufacturers. 

§  577.4     Definitions. 

For  purposes  of  this  part: 

"Act"  means  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehiele  Safety  Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  15  U.S.C. 
1391  et  seq. 

"Administrator"  means  the  Administrator  of 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion or  his  delegate. 

"First  purchaser"  means  the  first  purchaser 
in  good  faith  for  a  purpose  other  than  resale. 

"Owners"  include  purchaser. 

§  577.5     Notification  pursuant  to  a  manufacturer's 
determination. 

(a)  When  a  manufacturer  of  motor  vehieles 
or  replaeement  equipment  determines  that  any 
motor  vehicle  or  item  of  replacement  equipment 
produced  by  him  contains  a  defeet  which  relates 
to  motor  vehicle  safety,  or  fails  to  conform  to  an 
applicable  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard, 
he  shall  provide  notification  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (a)  of  §  577.7,  unless  the  manufac- 
turer is  exempted  by  the  Administrator  (pur- 
suant to  section  157  of  the  Act)  from  giving 
such  notification.  The  notification  shall  contain 
the  information  specified  in  this  section.  The 
information  required  by  paragraphs  (b)  and  (c) 
of  this  section  shall  be  presented  in  the  form 
and  order  specified.    The  information  required 
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by  paragraphs  (d)  through  (g)  of  this  section 
may  be  presented  in  any  order.  Notification 
sent  to  an  owner  whose  address  is  in  either  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico  or  the  Canal  Zone 
shall  be  written  in  both  English  and  Spanish. 

(b)  An  opening  statement:  "This  notice  is  sent 
to  you  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act." 

(c)  Whichever  of  the  following  statements  is 
appropriate: 

(1)  "(Manufacturer's  name  or  division)  has 
determined  that  a  defect  which  relates  to 
motor  vehicle  safety  exists  in  (identified  motor 
vehicles,  in  the  case  of  notification  sent  by  a 
motor  vehicle  manufacturer;  identified  replace- 
ment equipment,  in  the  case  of  notification 
sent  by  a  replacement  equipment  manufac- 
turer);" or 

(2)  "(Manufacturer's  name  or  division)  has 
determined  that  (identified  motor  vehicles,  in 
the  case  of  notification  sent  by  a  motor  vehicle 
manufacturer;  identified  replacement  equip- 
ment, in  the  case  of  notification  sent  by  a  re- 
placement equipment  manufacturer)  fail  to 
conform  to  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  (number  and  title  of  standard)." 

(d)  When  the  manufacturer  determines  that 
the  defect  or  noncompliance  may  not  exist  in 
each  vehicle  or  item  of  replacement  equipment, 
he  may  include  an  additional  statement  to  that 
effect. 

(e)  A  clear  description  of  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance, which  shall  include— 

(1)  An  identification  of  the  vehicle  system 
or  particular  item(s)  of  motor  vehicle  equip- 
ment affected. 

(2)  A  description  of  the  malfunction  that 
may  occur  as  a  result  of  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance. The  description  of  a  noncom- 
pliance with  an  applicable  standard  shall 
include,  in  general  terms,  the  difference  between 
the  performance  of  the  noncomplying  vehicle 
or  item  of  replacement  equipment  and  the  per- 
formance specified  by  the  standard; 

(3)  A  statement  of  any  operating  or  other 
conditions  that  may  cause  the  malfunction  to 
occur;  and 


(4)  A  statement  of  the  precautions,  if  any, 
that  the  owner  should  take  to  reduce  the  chance 
that  the  malfunction  will  occur  before  the  de- 
fect or  noncompliance  is  remedied. 

(f )  An  evaluation  of  the  risk  to  motor  vehicle 
safety  reasonably  related  to  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance. 

(1)  When  vehicle  crash  is  a  potential  occur- 
rence, the  evaluation  shall  include  whichever 
of  the  following  is  appropriate: 

(i)  A  statement  that  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance can  cause  vehicle  crash  without 
prior  warning;  or 

(ii)  A  description  of  whatever  prior  warn- 
ing may  occur,  and  a  statement  that  if  this 
warning  is  not  heeded,  vehicle  crash  can 
occur. 

(2)  When  vehicle  crash  is  not  a  potential 
occurrence,  the  evaluation  must  include  a  state- 
ment indicating  the  general  type  of  injury  to 
occupants  of  the  vehicle,  or  to  persons  outside 
the  vehicle,  that  can  result  from  the  defect  or 
noncompliance,  and  a  description  of  whatever 
prior  warning  may  occur. 

(g)  A  statement  of  measures  to  be  taken  to 
remedy  the  defect  or  noncompliance,  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (g)  (1)  or  (g)  (2)  of  this 
section,  whichever  is  appropriate. 

(1)  When  the  manufacturer  is  required  by 
the  Act  to  remedy  the  defect  or  noncompliance 
without  charge,  or  when  he  will  voluntarily  so 
remedy  in  full  conformity  with  the  Act,  he 
shall  include— 

(i)  A  statement  that  he  will  cause  such 
defect  or  noncompliance  to  be  remedied 
without  charge,  and  whether  such  remedy 
will  be  by  repair,  replacement,  or  (except 
in  the  case  of  replacement  equipment)  re- 
fund, less  depreciation,  of  the  purchase 
price. 

(ii)  The  earliest  date  on  which  the  defect 
or  noncompliance  will  be  remedied  without 
charge.  In  the  case  of  remedy  by  repair, 
this  date  shall  be  the  earliest  date  on  which 
the  manufacturer  reasonably  expects  that 
dealers  or  other  service  facilites  will  receive 
necessary  parts  and  instructions.  The  manu- 
facturer shall  specify  the  last  date,  if  any, 
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on    which    he    will    remedy    tires    without 
charge. 

(iii)  In  the  case  of  remedy  by  repair 
through  the  manufacturer's  dealers  or  other 
service  facilities: 

(A)  A  general  description  of  the  work 
involved  in  repairing  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance; and 

(B)  The  manufacturer's  estimate  of  the 
time  reasonably  necessary  to  perform  the 
labor  required  to  correct  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance. 

(iv)  In  the  case  of  remedy  by  repair 
through  service  facilities  other  than  those  of 
the  manufacturer  or  its  dealers: 

(A)  The  name  and  part  number  of  each 
part  that  must  be  added,  replaced,  or 
modified; 

(B)  A  description  of  any  modifications  that 
must  be  made  to  existing  parts  which  shall 
also  be  identified  by  name  and  part  number; 

(C)  Information  as  to  where  needed  parts 
will  be  available; 

(D)  A  detailed  description  (including  ap- 
propriate illustrations)  of  each  step  required 
to  correct  the  defect  or  noncompliance; 

(E)  The  manufacturer's  estimate  of  the 
time  reasonably  necessary  to  perform  the 
labor  required  to  correct  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance; and 

(F)  The  manufacturer's  recommenda- 
tions of  service  facilities  where  the  owner 
should  have  the  repairs  performed. 

(v)  In  the  case  of  remedy  by  replacement, 
a  description  of  the  motor  vehicle  or  item  of 
replacement  equipment  that  the  manufacturer 
will  provide  as  a  replacement  for  the  defective 
or  noncomplying  vehicle  or  equipment. 

(vi)  In  the  case  of  remedy  by  refund  of 
purchase  price,  the  method  or  basis  for  the 
manufacturer's  assessment  of  depreciation. 

(vii)  A  statement  informing  the  owner  that 
he  or  she  may  submit  a  complaint  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator, National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590  or  call  the  toll-free 
Auto  Safety  Hotline  at  800-426-9393 
(Washington  D.C.  area  residents  may  call 
426-0123),  if  the  owner  believes  that— 


(A)  The  manufacturer,  distributor,  or 
dealer  has  failed  or  is  unable  to  remedy 
the  defect  or  noncompliance  without 
charge. 

(B)  The  manufacturer  has  failed  or  is 
unable  to  remedy  the  defect  or  noncom- 
pliance without  charge— 

(1)  (In  the  case  of  motor  vehicles  or 
items  of  replacement  equipment,  other 
than  tires)  within  a  reasonable  time, 
which  is  not  longer  than  60  days  in  the 
case  of  repair  after  the  owner's  first 
tender  to  obtain  repair  following  the 
earliest  repair  date  specified  in  the  no- 
tification, unless  the  period  is  extended 
by  the  Administrator. 

(2)  (In  the  case  of  tires)  after  the 
date  specified  in  the  notification  on 
which  replacement  tires  will  be  avail- 
able. 

(2)  When  the  manufacturer  is  not  required 
to  remedy  the  defect  or  noncompliance  with- 
out charge  and  he  will  not  voluntarily  so 
remedy,  the  statement  shall  include— 

(i)  A  statement  that  the  manufacturer  is 
not  required  by  the  Act  to  remedy  without 
charge. 

(ii)  A  statement  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  manufacturer  will  voluntarily  remedy, 
including  the  method  of  remedy  and  any 
limitations  and  conditions  imposed  by  the 
manufacturer  on  such  remedy. 

(iii)  The  manufacturer's  opinion  whether 
the  defect  or  noncompliance  can  be  remedied 
by  repair.  If  the  manufacturer  believes  that 
repair  is  possible,  the  statement  shall  in- 
clude the  information  specified  in  paragraph 
(g)  (1)  (iv)  of  this  section,  except  that— 

(A)  The  statement  required  by  para- 
graph (g)  (1)  (iv)  (A)  of  this  section  shall 
also  indicate  the  suggested  list  price  of 
each  part. 

(B)  The  statement  required  by  para- 
graph (G)  (1)  (iv)  (C)  of  this  section  shall 
also  indicate  the  manufacturer's  estimate 
of  the  date  on  which  the  parts  will  be 
generally  available. 
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§  577.6     Notification   pursuant  to  Administrator's 
determination. 

(a)  Manufacturer-ordered-notification.  When 
a  manufacturer  is  ordered  pursuant  to  section 
152  of  the  Act  to  provide  notification  of  a  defect 
or  noncomphance,  he  shall  provide  such  notifica- 
tion in  accordance  with  §§  577.5  and  577.7,  ex- 
cept that  the  statement  required  by  paragraph 
(c)  of  §  577.5  shall  indicate  that  the  determina- 
tion has  been  made  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 

(b)  Provisional  notification.  When  a  manu- 
facturer does  not  provide  notification  as  required 
by  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  and  an  action 
concerning  the  Administrator's  order  to  provide 
such  notification  has  been  filed  in  a  United  States 
District  Court,  the  manufacturer  shall,  upon  the 
Administrator's  further  order,  provide  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (b)  of  §  577.7  a  provisional 
notification  containing  the  information  specified 
in  this  paragraph,  in  the  order  and,  where  spec- 
ified, the  form  of  paragraphs  (b)  (1)  through 
(b)  (12)  of  this  section. 

(1)  An  opening  statement:  "This  notice  is 
sent  to  you  in  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Act." 

(2)  Whichever  of  the  following  statements 
is  appropriate: 

(i)  "The  Administrator  of  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  has 
determined  that  a  defect  which  relates  to 
motor  vehicle  safety  exists  in  (identified 
motor  vehicles,  in  the  case  of  notification 
sent  by  a  motor  vehicle  manufacturer;  iden- 
tified replacement  equipment,  in  the  case  of 
notification  sent  by  a  replacement  equipment 
manufacturer);"  or 

(ii)  "The  Administrator  of  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  has 
determined  that  (identified  motor  vehicles, 
in  the  case  of  notification  sent  by  a  motor 
vehicle  manufacturer;  identified  replacement 
equipment,  in  the  case  of  notification  sent 
by  a  replacement  equipment  manufacturer) 
fail  to  conform  to  Federal  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  (number  and  title  of  stand- 
ard)." 


(3)  When  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  defect  or  noncompliance  may  not  exist  in 
each  such  vehicle  or  item  of  replacement 
equipment,  the  manufacturer  may  include  an 
additional  statement  to  that  effect. 

(4)  The  statement:  "(Manufacturer's  name 
or  division)  is  contesting  this  determination  in 
a  proceeding  in  the  Federal  courts  and  has 
been  required  to  issue  this  notice  pending  the 
outcome  of  the  court  proceeding." 

(5)  A  clear  description  of  the  Admini- 
strator's stated  basis  for  his  determination,  as 
provided  in  this  order,  including  a  brief  sum- 
mary of  the  evidence  and  reasoning  that  the 
Administrator  relied  upon  in  making  his  de- 
termination. 

(6)  A  clear  description  of  the  Adminis- 
trator's stated  evaluation  as  provided  in  his 
order  of  the  risk  to  motor  vehicle  safety  rea- 
sonably related  to  the  defect  or  noncompliance. 

(7)  Any  measures  that  the  Administrator 
has  stated  in  his  order  should  be  taken  by  the 
owner  to  avoid  an  unreasonable  hazard  result- 
ing from  the  defect  or  noncompliance. 

(8)  A  brief  summary  of  the  evidence  and 
reasoning  upon  which  the  manufacturer  relies 
in  contesting  the  Administrator's  determina- 
tion. 

(9)  A  statement  regarding  the  availability 
of  remedy  and  reimbursement  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  9(i)  or  9(ii)  below,  whichever 
is  appropriate. 

(i)  When  the  purchase  date  of  the  vehicle 
or  item  of  equipment  is  such  that  the  manu- 
facturer is  required  by  the  Act  to  remedy 
without  charge  or  to  reimburse  the  owner 
for  reasonable  and  necessary  repair  expenses, 
he  shall  include— 

(A)  A  statement  that  the  remedy  will 
be  provided  without  charge  to  the  owner 
if  the  Court  upholds  the  Administrator's 
determination. 

(B)  A  statement  of  the  method  of  rem- 
edy. If  the  manufacturer  has  not  yet 
determined  the  method  of  remedy,  he  shall 
indicate  that  he  will  select  either  repair, 
replacement  with  an  equivalent  vehicle  or 
item  of  replacement  equipment,  or  (except 
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in  the  case  of  replacement  equipment)  re- 
fund, less  depreciation,  of  the  purchase 
price;  and 

(C)  A  statement  that,  if  the  Court  up- 
holds the  Administrator's  determination, 
he  will  reimburse  the  owner  for  any  rea- 
sonable and  necessary  expenses  that  the 
owner  incurs  (not  in  excess  of  any  amount 
specified  by  the  Administrator)  in  repair- 
ing the  defect  or  noncompliance  following 
a  date,  specified  by  the  manufacturer, 
which  shall  not  be  later  than  the  date  of 
the  Administrator's  order  to  issue  this 
notification. 

(ii)  When  the  manufacturer  is  not  re- 
quired either  to  remedy  without  charge  or 
to  reimburse,  he  shall  include— 

(A)  A  statement  that  he  is  not  required 
to  remedy  or  reimburse,  or 

(B)  A  statement  of  the  extent  to  which 
he  will  voluntarily  remedy  or  reimburse, 
including  the  method  of  remedy  if  then 
known,  and  any  limitations  and  conditions 
on  such  remedy  or  reimbursement. 

(10)  A  statement  indicating  whether,  in  the 
manufacturers  opinion,  the  defect  or  noncom- 
pliance can  be  remedied  by  repair.  When  the 
manufacturer  believes  that  such  remedy  is 
feasible,  the  statement  shall  include: 

(i)  A  general  description  of  the  work  and 
the  manufacturer's  estimate  of  the  costs  in- 
volved in  repairing  the  defect  or  noncom- 
pliance; 

(ii)  Information  on  where  needed  parts 
and  instructions  for  repairing  the  defect  or 
noncompliance  will  be  available,  including 
the  manufacturer's  estimate  of  the  day  on 
which  they  will  be  generally  available; 

(iii)  The  manufacturer's  estimate  of  the 
time  reasonably  necessary  to  perform  the 
labor  required  to  correct  the  defect  or  non- 
compliance; and 

(iv)  The  manufacturer's  recommendations 
of  service  facilities  where  the  owner  could 
have  the  repairs  performed,  including  (in 
the  case  of  a  manufacturer  required  to  re- 
imburse if  the  Administrator's  determination 
is  upheld  in  the  court  proceeding)  at  least 


one  service  facility  for  whose  charges  the 
owner  will  be  fully  reimbursed  if  the  Ad- 
ministrator's determination  is  upheld. 

(11)  A  statement  that  further  notice  wil  be 
mailed  by  the  manufacturer  to  the  owner  if 
the  Administrator's  determination  is  upheld 
in  the  court  proceeding;  and 

(12)  An  address  of  the  manufacturer  where 
the  owner  may  write  to  obtain  additional  in- 
formation regarding  the  notification  and  rem- 
edy. 

(c)  Post-litigation  notification.  When  a  man- 
ufacturer does  not  provide  notification  as  re- 
quired in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  the 
Administrator  prevails  in  an  action  commenced 
with  respect  to  such  notification,  the  manufac- 
turer shall,  upon  the  Administrator's  further 
order,  provide  notification  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (b)  of  §  577.7  containing  the  informa- 
tion specified  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section, 
except  that— 

(1)  The  statement  required  by  paragraph 
(c)  of  §  577.5  shall  indicate  that  the  determina- 
tion has  been  made  by  the  Administrator  and 
that  his  determination  has  been  upheld  in  a 
proceeding  in  the  Federal  courts;  and 

(2)  When  a  provisional  notification  was  is- 
sued regarding  the  defect  or  noncompliance 
and  the  manufacturer  is  required  under  the 
Act  to  reimburse— 

(i)  The  manufacturer  shall  state  that  he 
will  reimburse  the  owner  for  any  reasonable 
and  necessary  expenses  that  the  owner  in- 
curred (not  in  excess  of  any  amount  specified 
by  the  Administrator)  for  repair  of  the  de- 
fect or  noncompliance  of  the  vehicle  or  item 
of  equipment  on  or  after  the  date  on  which 
provisional  notification  was  ordered  to  be 
issued  and  on  or  before  a  date  not  sooner 
than  the  date  on  which  this  notification  is 
received  by  the  owner.  The  manufacturer 
shall  determine  and  specify  both  dates. 

(ii)  The  statement  required  by  paragraph 
(g)  (1)  (vii)  of  §  577.5  shall  also  inform  the 
owner  that  he  may  submit  a  complaint  to 
the  Administrator  if  the  owner  believes  that 
the  manufacturer  has  failed  to  reimburse 
adequately. 
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(3)  If  the  manufacturer  is  not  required  un- 
der the  Act  to  reimburse,  he  shall  include— 

(i)  A  statement  that  he  is  not  required 
to  reimburse,  or 

(ii)  When  he  will  voluntarily  reimburse, 
a  statement  of  the  extent  to  which  he  will 
do  so,  including  any  limitations  and  condi- 
tions on  such  reimbursement. 

§  577.7    Time  and  manner  of  notification. 

(a)  The  notification  required  by  §  577.5  shall— 

(1)  Be  furnished  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  manufacturer  first  determines  the 
existence  of  a  defect  which  relates  to  motor 
vehicle  safety,  or  of  a  noncompliance. 

(2)  Be  accomplished— 

(i)  In  the  case  of  a  notification  required 
to  be  sent  by  a  motor  vehicle  manufacturer, 
by  first  class  mail  to  each  person  who  is  reg- 
istered under  State  law  as  the  owner  of  the 
vehicle  and  whose  name  and  address  are  rea- 
sonably ascertainable  by  the  manufacturer 
through  State  records  or  other  sources  avail- 
able to  him.  If  the  owner  cannot  be  reason- 
able ascertained,  the  manufacturer  shall 
notify  the  most  recent  purchaser  known  to 
the  manufacturer. 

(ii)  In  the  case  of  a  notification  required 
to  be  sent  by  a  replacement  equipment  man- 
ufacturer— 

(A)  By  first  class  mail  to  the  most  re- 
cent purchaser  known  to  the  manufacturer, 
and 

(B)  (Except  in  the  case  of  a  tire)  if 
determined  by  the  Administrator  to  be 
necessary  for  motor  vehcile  safety,  by  pub- 
lic notice  in  such  manner  as  the  Admin- 
istrator may  determine  after  consultation 
with  the  manufacturer. 


(iii)  In    the    case    of   a    manufacturer    re- 
quired to  provide  notification  concerning  any 
defective  or  noncomplying  tire,  by  first  class 
or  certified  mail, 
(b)  The    notification    required    by    any    para- 
graph of  §  577.6  shall  be  provided: 

(1)  Within  60  days  after  the  manufacturer's 
receipt  of  the  Administrator's  order  to  provide 
the  notification,  except  that  the  notification 
shall  be  furnished  within  a  shorter  or  longer 
period  if  the  Administrator  incorporates  in  his 
order  a  finding  that  such  period  is  in  the  pub- 
lic interest;  and 

(2)  In  the  manner  and  to  the  recipients 
specified  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section. 

§  577.8     Disclaimers. 

(a)  A  notification  sent  pursuant  to  §  577.5  or 
§  577.6  regarding  a  defect  which  relates  to  motor 
vehicle  safety  shall  not,  except  as  specifically 
provided  in  this  part,  contain  any  statement  or 
implication  that  there  is  no  defect,  that  the  defect 
does  not  relate  to  motor  vehicle  safety,  or  that 
the  defect  is  not  present  in  the  owner's  vehicle 
or  item  of  replacement  equipment. 

(b)  A  notification  sent  pursuant  to  §  577.5  or 
§  577.6  regarding  a  noncompliance  with  an  ap- 
plicable Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard 
shall  not,  except  as  specifically  provided  in  this 
part,  contain  any  statement  or  implication  that 
there  is  not  a  noncompliance  or  that  the  non- 
compliance is  not  present  in  the  owner's  vehicle 
or  item  of  replacement  equipment. 

§  577.9     Conformity  to  statutory  requirements. 

A  notification  that  does  not  conform  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part  is  a  violation  of  the  Act. 

38  F.R.  2215 
January  23,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  579— DEFECT  AND  NONCOMPLIANCE  RESPONSIBILITY 

(Docket  No.  75-30;  Notice  2) 


This  notice  issues  a  new  regulation,  Part  579, 
Defect,  and  Noncompliance  Responsibility.  The 
purpose  of  the  regulation  is  to  allocate  between 
motor  vehicle  and  equipment  manufacturers  the 
responsibilities  under  the  1974  Motor  Vehicle  and 
Schoolbus  Safety  Amendments  for  recalling  and 
remedying  defective  or  noncomplying  motor  ve- 
hicles and  equipment.  The  regulation  makes  tire 
manufacturers  responsible  for  original  equipment 
tires  as  well  as  tires  sold  as  replacement  equip- 
ment. Otherwise,  the  regulation  adopts  the  re- 
sponsibility scheme  in  the  1974  Amendments. 
With  this  notice,  the  agency  defers  final  action 
on  its  proposal  concerning  the  responsibilities 
of  original  equipment  manufacturers  that  supply 
equipment  to  five  or  more  vehicle  manufacturers. 
Effective  date:  September  30,  1978. 
Addresses:  Petitions  for  reconsideration  should 
refer  to  the  docket  number  and  be  submitted  to: 
Room  5108,  Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

For  further  infonnation  contact: 

Mr.  James  Murray.  Office  of  Defects  Inves- 
tigation, National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590   (202-426-2840). 

This  notice  issues  a  new  regulation.  Part  579, 
Defect  and  Noncompliance  Responsibility.  A 
notice  of  pi-oposed  rulemaking  was  published  on 
December  5,  1975  (40  F.R.  56930)  proposing 
some  reallocation  between  motor  vehicle  and 
equii)ment  manufacturers  of  the  responsibilities 
for  safety-related  defects  and  noncompliances 
with  safety  standards.  These  responsibilities  in- 
clude the  duty  to  notify  ptirchasers  of  any  safety- 
related  defects  or  noncompliances  with  safety 
standards  and  to  make  remedy  witliout  charge 
to  the  purchaser.  Currently,  the  allocation  of 
defect  and  noncompliance  responsibility  is  gov- 
erned by  section  159(2)   of  the  National  Traffic 


and    Motor    Vehicle    Safety    Act    of    1966,    as 
amended,  (the  Act)    (15  U.S.C.  1419(2)). 

The  Act  authorizes  the  agency  to  allocate 
equitably  responsibility  for  defects  and  noncom- 
pliances between  equipment  and  vehicle  manu- 
facturers. The  substance  of  the  agency's  1975 
XPRM  was  to  shift  the  burdens  of  compliance 
somewhat  from  the  vehicle  to  the  equipment 
manufacturer.  As  the  NPRM  on  this  issue  stated, 
the  legislative  history  of  the  Act  indicates  that 
the  Congress  intended  for  the  agency  to  ensure 
that  its  defect  and  noncompliance  regulations  re- 
flect the  realities  of  the  relationship  between 
equipment  and  vehicle  manufacturers. 

Comments  were  received  from  equipment  and 
vehicle  manufacturers  and  from  their  representa- 
tives. All  comments  were  considered.  The  Ve- 
hicle Equipment  Safety  Commission  did  not 
submit  comments. 

General  Motors  Corporation  suggested  that 
section  579.1  be  changed  to  indicate  that  the 
regulation  applies  only  to  Part  B  of  the  Act, 
Discovery,  notification,  and  remedy  of  motor  ve- 
hicle defects,  not  to  Part  A,  General  provisions. 
Since  this  regulation  exercises  the  authority 
granted  by  section  159  of  the  Act  and  that  section 
specifically  states  that  it  applies  only  to  Part.  B 
of  the  Act,  the  agency  has  incorporated  GM's 
recommended  change. 

The  Midland  Ross  Corporation  suggested  that 
the  agency  add  several  minor  definitions  to  the 
list  of  definitions.  They  suggested,  for  example, 
that  the  agency  define  phrases  such  as  "an  item 
of  motor  vehicle  equipment,"  and  "an  item  of 
defective  or  noncomplying  equipment." 

AVith  respect  to  "motor  vehicle  equipment,"  the 
agency  notes  that  the  term  is  defined  in  the 
Act  at  section  102(4).  Since  the  agency  does 
not  intend  to  alter  that  definition,  the  term  is 
not  defined  in  this  section. 
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"Defective  and  noncomplyinjcr  equipment"  also 
does  not  require  definition  for  purposes  of  this 
section,  since  "noncomplying  equipment"  ob- 
viously means  equipment  that  does  not  comply 
with  an  applicable  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety 
standard.  "Defective  equipment,"  on  the  other 
hand,  cannot  be  defined  in  a  fashion  that  would 
be  appropriate  for  all  cases.  Whether  equipment 
is  defective  in  a  manner  that  requires  action 
under  the  Act  would  depend  upon  the  type  of 
the  equipment  involved  as  well  as  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  defect.  As  such,  "defective" 
is  a  legal  determination  made  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  and  the  term,  therefore,  cannot  he  abso- 
lutely defined  in  advance. 

Many  manufacturers  complained  about 
NHTSA's  definition  of  "ori<rinal  equipment." 
The  Eaton  and  Bendix  Corporations,  for  ex- 
ample, indicated  that  they  thought  NHTSA 
had  violated  its  authority  to  issue  regulations 
with  respect  to  this  term.  They  suggested  that 
section  159  does  not  grant  sufficient  latitude  for 
the  agency  to  alter  the  Act's  definitions  to  the 
extent  found  in  the  regulation.  The  agency 
disagrees.  The  language  in  section  159,  "Except 
as  otherwise  provided  in  regulations  of  the  Sec- 
retary," and  the  legislative  history  of  that  sec- 
tion very  clearly  permit  the  agency  to  modify  the 
definitions  of  section  159  of  the  Act  if  the  agency 
determines  that  it  would  be  in  the  interest  of  an 
equitable  distribution  of  enforcement  respon- 
sibilities upon  the  various  manufacturers.  In  this 
instance,  the  agency  has  determined  that  the 
minor  definitional  changes  included  in  this  reg- 
ulation will  better  meet  the  needs  of  both  the 
agency  and  the  manufacturers  for  efficient  re- 
calls and  remedies. 

Several  commenters  questioned  the  term  "ex- 
press authorization"  as  it  is  used  in  Part  579.4 
(a)(2).  The  agency  stated  in  the  XPRM  pre- 
amble that  express  authorization  was  not  limited 
to  written  authorization  and  that  "any  type  of 
express  authorization  given  by  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer for  the  installation  of  equipment  should 
l)e  sufficient  to  make  the  manufacturer  respon- 
sible for  that  equipment."  The  preamble  went 
on  to  state  that  "what  constitutes  adequate  au- 
thorization will  depend  upon  the  facts  of  each 
case."  Since  the  issuance  of  tlie  pi'eamble,  noth- 
ing has  occurred  that  leads  to  a  simplified  defini- 


tion of  the  term  "express  authorization."  There- 
fore, the  agency  declines  to  adopt  a  definition 
for  this  term  and  restates  that  it  depends  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  case. 

Several  commenters  indicated  that  proposed 
paragraph  (1)  under  section  579.4(a)  was  over- 
broad in  that  it  required  a  vehicle  manufacturer 
to  be  I'esponsible  for  equipment  manufactured  by 
him  even  when  that  equipment  was  not  in- 
stalled by  him  or  at  his  direction.  NHTSA 
agrees  with  these  commenters  and  has  deleted 
paragraph  (1)  from  that  section  and  renumbered 
the  section  accordingly. 

Section  579.4(b)  defines  "replacement  equip- 
ment" to  include  tires.  The  commenters  on  this 
paragraph,  Goodyear  and  Firestone,  agreed  with 
this  definition.  They  stated  that  they  thought 
it  appropriate  for  tire  manufacturers  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  defects  and  noncompliances  in  their 
equipment. 

With  respect  to  the  application  of  this  regula- 
tion to  the  tire  manufacturers,  several  misunder- 
standings occurred.  Fruehauf  Corporation 
indicated  that  the  fabi-icating  manufacturer  of 
a  tire  should  be  the  one  responsible  for  tlie  recall 
of  those  tires  and  not  the  brand  name  owner. 
The  agency  has  held  the  brand  name  manufac- 
turer responsible  in  the  past  for  tire  identification 
and  recordkeeping  (Part  574).  The  Act  in  sec- 
tion 159(1)  holds  brand  name  owners  of  tires 
responsible  for  defects  and  noncompliances  by 
specifying  that  the  brand  name  owner  shall  be 
deemed  the  manufacturer  of  the  tires.  The  agency 
sees  no  reason  to  alter  this  established  pattern 
of  responsibility.  However,  a  fabricating  manu- 
facturer and  brand  name  manufacturer  might 
establish  by  contract  that  the  fabricating  manu- 
facturer, would  conduct  all  notification  and  recall 
campaigns. 

In  the  preamble  to  the  NPRM.  the  agency 
erroneously  stated  that  tire  manfacturers  were 
required  to  retain  the  names  and  addresses  of  the 
owners  of  vehicles  upon  which  their  tires  were 
mounted  as  original  equipment.  Tire  manufac- 
turers pointed  out  that  this  was  inaccurate.  Part 
574  requires  tire  manufacturers  to  retain  lists  of 
people  to  whom  their  tires  were  sold,  including 
vehicle  manufacturei's.  The  vehicle  manufac- 
turer would  have  the  names  of  the  owners  of  the 
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vehicles  upon  which  potentially  defective  or  non- 
complyinnf  tires  were  mounted  and,  if  necessary, 
would  supply  that  list  to  a  tire  manufacturer 
undertaking  a  recall  campai^. 

Proposed  Part  579.5(a)  and  (b)  received  very 
few  comments.  Commenters  to  these  provisions 
suggjested  only  minor  modifications  in  their  lan- 
guage. GM  and  the  Motor  Vehicle  Manufac- 
turers Association  suggested  that  the  term 
"safety-related"  be  added  to  both  sections  before 
defect  to  indicate  that  manufacturers  only  had 
responsibilities  for  such  defects.  Under  the  Act, 
manufacturers  need  only  recall  and  remedy  de- 
fects that  are  in  fact  determined  to  be  safety- 
related.  Accordingly,  the  agency  agrees  with  the 
commenters  and  amends  the  language  of  the  sec- 
tion accordingly. 

GM  stated  that  the  last  part  of  paragraph  (a) 
of  proposed  section  579.5  is  unnecessary.  That 
part  of  the  sentence  that  read  "installed  on  or 
in  the  vehicle  at  the  time  of  its  delivery  to  the 
first  purchaser"  is  identical  to  the  sentence  in 
section  579.4(a)  that  defines  original  equipment. 
Therefore,  its  inclusion  at  this  point  is  redundant 
and  unnecessary.  The  agency  has  modified  the 
section  by  tlie  deletion  of  that  portion  of  the 
sentence. 

NHTSA  is  publishing  this  regulation  without 
taldng  final  action  on  proposed  section  579.5(c), 
and  is  modifying  579.5(a)  to  delete  all  reference 
to  paragraph  (c).  Paragraph  (c)  would  have 
placed  defect  and  noncompliance  responsibilities 
upon    equipment    manufacturers    that    supplied 


equipment  to  five  or  more  vehicle  manufacturers. 
This  action  is  being  taken  without  making  any 
substantive  determination  on  the  merits  of  para- 
graph (c).  A  subsequent  notice  will  deal  with 
tliat  paragraph  and  the  comments  thereon.  How- 
ever, due  to  the  delay  in  the  issuance  of  this 
Part  and  mindful  of  the  fact  that  the  modified 
definitions  are  important  to  the  agency's  enforce- 
ment scheme,  NHTSA  has  determined  that  it 
is  in  the  interest  of  efficiency  to  adopt  the 
definitions  sections  of  this  regulation  as  proposed 
with  some  minor  modifications,  while  retaining 
a  responsibility  section  that  basically  retains  the 
same  responsibility  provisions  as  the  Act. 

The  agency  has  reviewed  this  regulation  with 
respect  to  its  potential  costs  and  other  impacts 
and  has  determined  that  any  costs  or  other  im- 
pacts will  be  minimal. 

Accordingly,  Title  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  is  amended  by  the  addtion  of  Part 
579 

(Sees.  103,  108,  112,  113,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80 
Stat.  718,  Sec.  102,  Pub.  L.  93-492,  88  Stat.  1470 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1397,  1401,  1411-1420;  delega- 
tion of  authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  August  24,  1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43  F.R.  38833-38834 
August  31,  1978 
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PART  579— DEFECT  AND  NONCOMPLIANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY 


Sec. 

579.1  Scope. 

579.2  Purpose. 

579.3  Application. 

579.4  Definitions. 

579.5  Defect  and  noncompliance  responsibility. 

§  579.1     Scope. 

This  part  sets  forth  the  responsibihties  under 
Part  B  of  the  Act  of  manufacturers  for  safety- 
related  defects  and  noncompliances  with  Federal 
motor  vehicle  safety  standards  in  motor  vehicles 
and  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment. 

§  579.2     Purpose. 

The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  facilitate  the 
notification  of  owners  of  defective  and  non- 
complying  motor  vehicles  and  items  of  motor 
vehicle  equipment,  and  the  remedy  of  defective 
and  noncomplying  vehicles  and  items  of  equip- 
ment, by  equitably  reapportioning  the  respon- 
sibility for  safety-related  defects  and  noncom- 
pliances with  Federal  motor  vehicle  safety 
standards  among  manufacturers  of  motor  vehicles 
and  motor  vehicle  equipment. 


§  579.3     Application. 

This    part    applies    to    all    manufacturers 
motor  vehicles  and  motor  vehicle  equipment. 


of 


§  579.4     Definitions. 

(a)  "Original  equipment"  means  an  item  of 
motor  vehicle  equipment  (other  than  a  tire) 
which  was  installed  in  or  on  a  motor  vehicle  at 
the  time  of  its  delivery  to  the  first  purchaser  if— 

(1)  The  item  of  equipment  was  installed  on 
or  in  the  motor  vehicle  at  the  time  of  its  delivery 
to  a  dealer  or  distributor  for  distribution;  or 

(2)  The  item  of  equipment  was  installed  by 
the  dealer  or  distributor  with  the  express  au- 
thorization of  the  motor  vehicle  manufacturer. 

(b)  "Replacement  equipment"  means— 

(1)  Motor  vehicle  equipment  other  than 
original  equipment  as  defined  in  paragraph  (a) 
of  this  section;  and 

(2)  Tires. 

(c)  "The  Act"  means  the  National  Traffic  and 
Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966,  as  amended. 

§  579.5     Defect  and  noncompliance  responsibility. 

(a)  Each  manufacturer  of  a  motor  vehicle 
shall  be  responsible  for  any  safety-related  defect 
or  any  noncompliance  determined  to  exist  in  the 
vehicle  or  in  any  item  of  original  equipment. 

(b)  Each  manufacturer  of  an  item  of  replace- 
ment equipment  shall  be  responsible  for  any 
safety-related  defect  or  any  noncompliance  deter- 
mined to  exist  in  the  equipment. 

43  F.R.  38835 
August  31,  1978 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  580— ODOMETER  DISCLOSURE  REQUIREMENTS 

(Docket  No.  72-31;  Notice  2) 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  estabish  a  reg- 
ulation that  will  require  a  person  who  transfers 
ownership  in  a  motor  vehicle  to  give  his  buyer 
a  written  disclosure  of  the  mileage  the  vehicle 
has  traveled.  The  regulation  carries  out  the  di- 
rective of  section  408(a)  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act,  Public  Law 
92-513,  86  Stat.  947,  and  completes  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  under  Title  IV,  Odometer 
Requirements. 

The  regulation  was  first  proposed  in  a  notice 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  December  2, 
1972  (37  F.R.  25727).  As  a  result  of  numerous 
comments  on  the  proposal,  the  regulation  as  is- 
sued today  differs  in  some  respects  from  its  ini- 
tial  form. 

As  stated  in  the  proposal,  the  agency's  goals 
were  to  link  the  disclosure  statement  as  closely 
as  possible  to  the  documents  required  for  transfer 
of  ownership,  so  that  buyers  and  sellers  would 
know  of  the  need  for  disclosure,  and  to  do  so  in  a 
manner  that  would  not  introduce  an  additional 
document  into  motor  vehicle  transactions.  The 
agency  therefore  proposed  the  use  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  title  as  the  document  for  odometer  dis- 
closure. 

Upon  review  of  the  comments,  it  became  evi- 
dent that  in  most  jurisdictions  it  would  not  be 
feasible  to  use  the  title  certificate  to  convey  odom- 
eter information.  The  main  drawback  to  its  use 
lies  in  the  prevalence  of  state  laws  providing 
that  if  a  vehicle  is  subject  to  a  lien,  the  title  is 
held  by  the  lienholder.  As  a  result,  it  appears 
that  in  a  majority  of  cases  private  parties  selling 
motor  vehicles  do  not  have  possession  of  a  cer- 
tificate of  title,  and  convey  their  interest  by  other 
means. 

In  those  States  that  permit  the  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  a  lien  to  retain  the  title,  the 


lienholder  will  be  unable  to  make  the  odometer 
disclosure  on  the  title  if  he  attempts  to  sell  the 
vehicle  after  repossession.  In  many  States, 
furthermore,  the  title  certificate  is  not  large 
enough  to  contain  an  adequate  odometer  dis- 
closure, and  the  existing  data  processing  and 
filing  equipment  would  not  accommodate  an  en- 
larged certificate. 

There  appears  to  have  been  some  apprehension 
that  the  Federal  government  intended  to  compel 
the  States  to  amend  their  certificates  of  title. 
The  Act  does  not,  however,  confer  any  authority 
over  the  States  in  this  regard.  Even  if  the  regu- 
lation were  to  require  transferor  disclosure  on  the 
title,  the  States  could  decline  to  provide  a  form 
for  disclosure  on  the  title.  This  voluntary  aspect 
of  the  States'  participation  is  a  further  impedi- 
ment to  the  use  of  the  title  certificate. 

After  review  of  the  problems  created  by  the 
use  of  the  certificate  of  title,  the  agency  has  de- 
cided that  the  purposes  of  the  Act  are  better 
served  by  prescribing  a  separate  form  as  the  dis- 
closure document  in  most  cases.  Section  580.4 
has  been  amended  accordingly.  To  avoid  the 
need  for  duplicate  State  and  Federal  disclosures 
in  States  having  odometer  disclosure  laws  or 
regulations,  the  section  permits  the  State  form 
to  be  used  in  satisfaction  of  the  Federal  require- 
ment, so  long  as  it  contains  equivalent  informa- 
tion and  refers  to  the  existence  of  a  Federal 
remedy. 

It  should  be  noted  that  although  the  certificate 
of  title  is  no  longer  required  to  be  used  for  dis- 
closure, it  can  still  be  used  as  the  disclosure 
document  if  it  contains  the  required  information 
and  if  it  is  held  by  the  transferor  and  given  by 
him  to  the  transferee.  The  basic  concept  is  that 
the  disclosure  must  be  made  as  part  of  the  trans- 
fer, and  not  at  some  later  time. 
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In  addition  to  tlie  changes  from  the  proposal 
represented  by  the  change  from  the  certificate  of 
title  to  a  separate  form,  there  are  other  differences 
from  the  proposal  in  the  regulation.  For  pur- 
poses of  convenience,  the  following  discussion 
treats  the  amended  sections  in  sequence. 

In  section  580.3,  the  proposed  definition  of 
transferor  might  in  some  jurisdictions  include  a 
person  who  creates  a  security  interest  in  a  vehicle. 
This  type  of  transaction  was  not  intended  to  be 
regulated,  and  the  definitions  have  been  amended 
accordingly. 

In  section  .580.4,  in  addition  to  the  changes  dis- 
cussed above,  other  modifications  have  been  made. 
In  response  to  a  comment  suggesting  that  the 
disclosure  would  be  made  after  the  purchaser 
had  become  committed  to  buying  the  vehicle, 
the  order  of  §  580.4(a)  has  been  rearranged  to 
specify  that  the  odometer  disclosure  is  to  be 
made  before  the  other  transfer  documents  are 
executed. 

The  items  listed  under  §  580.4(a)  have  been 
increased  to  allow  for  additional  identification 
of  the  vehicle  and  owner  that  would  be  necessary 
on  a  separate  disclosure  document.  If  the  dis- 
closure is  a  part  of  another  document,  however, 
§  580.4(a)(1)  provides  that  items  (2)  through 
(4)  need  not  be  repeated  if  found  elsewhere  in 
the  document.  A  number  of  comments  noted 
that  the  items  under  (a)  might  often  be  redun- 
dant. 

A  new  paragraph  (b)  has  been  inserted  in 
§  580.4  to  require  a  reference  to  the  sanctions 
provided  by  the  Act.  No  specific  form  is  re- 
quired, but  the  inclusion  of  such  a  statement  is 
considered  essential  to  notify  the  transferee  of 
the  reason  why  he  is  being  given  the  odometer 
information. 

The  former  paragraph  (b)  of  §  580.4  has  been 
renumbered  as  (c),  and  the  alternative  methods 
for  odometer  disclosure  discussed  above  are  found 
as  paragraphs  (d)  and  (e). 

A  new  section,  §  580.5,  Exemptions,  has  been 
added  in  response  to  a  number  of  comments  that 
objected  to  the  application  of  the  requirements 
to  categories  of  vehicles  for  which  the  odometer 
is  not  used  as  a  guide  to  value.  Buses  and  large 
trucks,  for  example,  are  routinely  driven  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  miles,   and   their  main- 


tenance records  have  traditionally  been  relied  on 
by  buyers  as  the  principal  guide  to  their  condi- 
tion. The  NHTSA  is  in  agreement  with  the 
position  taken  by  Freightliner,  '\\Tiite,  and  the 
National  Association  of  Motor  Bus  Operators, 
and  has  therefore  created  an  exemption  for  larger 
vehicles.  The  exemption  applies  to  vehicles 
having  gross  vehicle  weight  ratings  of  more  than 
16,000  pounds. 

A  second  category  of  exempt  vehicles  has  been 
created  for  antique  vehicles,  whose  value  is  a 
function  of  their  age,  condition,  and  scarcity,  and 
for  which  the  odometer  mileage  is  irrelevant.  A 
third  exempt  category  consists  of  vehicles  that  are 
not  self-propelled,  such  as  trailers,  most  of  which 
are  not  equipped  with  odometers. 

Several  vehicle  manufacturers  stated  that  the 
proposal  would  require  them  to  give  disclosure 
statements  to  their  distributors  and  dealers,  and 
that  such  a  requirement  would  be  both  burden- 
some and  pointless.  Upon  consideration  of  the 
nature  of  manufacturer-dealer  transactions,  it  has 
been  decided  to  exempt  transfers  of  new  vehicles 
that  occur  prior  to  the  first  sale  of  the  vehicle  for 
purposes  other  than  resale. 

The  odometer  disclosure  form  set  forth  in 
§  580.6  has  been  reworded  to  make  it  clearer. 
Space  for  additional  information  about  the  ve- 
hicle and  owner  has  been  included  so  that  the 
vehicle  will  be  readily  identifiable  if  the  dis- 
closure statement  becomes  separated  from  the 
other  transfer  documents.  In  accordance  with 
the  instructions  of  the  Act,  the  transferor  is 
directed  to  state  that  the  mileage  is  unknown  if 
he  knows  that  the  actual  mileage  differs  from 
the  mileage  shown  on  the  odometer.  Although 
several  comments  suggested  that  the  true  mileage, 
if  known,  should  be  stated,  such  a  statement  is 
not  provided  for  in  the  Act  and  would  not 
afford  the  buyer  with  reliable  information  about 
the  vehicle. 

The  effective  date  proposed  in  the  notice  was 
to  have  been  six  months  after  issuance.  Two 
States,  perhaps  under  the  impression  that  they 
were  required  to  change  their  forms,  requested 
an  additional  six  months.  Other  comments, 
notably  that  of  the  National  Automobile  Dealers 
Association,  urged  an  immediate  effective  date  in 
order  to  make  the  disclosure  requirements  coin- 
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cide  with  the  effectLveness  of  the  other  parts  of 
Title  IV  of  the  Act.  Upon  consideration  of  the 
important  contribution  the  disclosure  require- 
ments make  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  Act's 
other  provisions,  it  has  been  decided  that  an  ef- 
fective date  earlier  than  six  months  after  issuance 
is  advisable. 

Accordingly,  the  regulation  is  to  become  effec- 
tive March  1,  1973.  Although  it  is  likely  that 
most  private  persons  will  remain  unaware  of  the 
disclosure  requirements  for  some  time  after 
March  1,  1973,  a  person  who  does  not  know  of 
the  requirement  will  not  have  "intent  to  defraud" 
under  section  409(a)  of  the  Act  and  will  there- 
fore not  be  subject  to  liability  solely  because  he 
has  failed  to  make  the  required  statement.  The 
persons  most  immediately  affected  by  the  dis- 
closure requirements  are  commercial  enterprises 
such  as  dealers  and  wholesalers,  and  of  these  the 


largest  group,  represented  by  NADA,  has 
already  indicated  its  desire  for  an  early  effective 
date.  The  earlier  effective  date  is  therefore  con- 
sidered appropriate. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  a  new  Part 
580,  Odometer  Disclosure  Requirements,  is  added 
to  Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  to  read 
as  set  forth  below. 

Issued  under  the  authority  of  section  408(a) 
of  the  Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost 
Savings  Act,  P.L.  92-513,  86  Stat.  947,  and  the 
delegation  of  authority  at  49  C.F.R.  1.51. 

Issued  on  January  23,  1973. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 
Administrator. 

38  F.R.  2978 
January  31,  1973 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  580— ODOMETER   DISCLOSURE  REQUIREMENTS 


(Dockef  No.   77-03;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  amends  the  odometer  disclosure 
statement  that  must  be  executed  upon  each  sale 
of  a  motor  vehcilc.  The  former  statement  often 
proved  confusin<r:  and  was  sometimes  used  in  a 
misleadinji  manner.  The  amended  statement  is 
clearer  and  less  likely  to  he  misused. 
Effective  date:  January  1,  1078. 
For  further  infornuxtion  contact: 

Kathleen  DeMeter,  Office  of  the  Chief  Coun- 
sel, National  Hi<rhway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration, 400  Seventh  Street,  SW.,  Washing- 
ton. D.C.  20590  (202-426-1834). 

Sui^plementary  information :  The  disclosure 
statement  is  required  by  49  CFR  Pait  580,  Odom- 
eter Disclosure  Re(iuirements.  a  refjulation  issued 
by  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration (XHTSA)  to  implement  the  retjuire- 
ments  of  the  Motor  Vehicle  Information  and 
Cost  Savings  Act  (Pub.  L.  92-513,  as  amended 
by  Pub.  L.  94-364;  15  U.S.C.  1901-1991).  The 
regulation,  which  has  lieen  in  effect  since  March  1. 
1973,  requires  each  transferor  of  a  motor  veliicle 
to  give  the  transferee  a  written  statement  attest- 
ing to  the  accuracy  of  the  veliicle's  odometer. 

Experience  with  tlie  regulation  lias  shown  sev- 
eral respects  in  which  it  should  be  improved.  In 
response  to  a  petition  for  rulenialdng  submitted 
by  the  National  Autonioliile  Dealers  Association, 
and  in  recognition  of  the  need  for  improvements 
in  the  disclosure  statement,  the  NHTSA  issued  a 
notice  on  February  9,  1977  (42  F.R.  9045)  which 
proposed  changes  in  the  form  and  content  of  the 
odometer  disclosure  statement. 

DijferenfeH  beticeen  proposed  <niil  pnal  rule. 
The  final  rule  differs  from  the  proposed  rule  in 
several  respects.  The  notice  had  proposed  to  re- 
quire the  disclosure  form  to  include  the  last 
license  plate  number.  State  and  year.  In  view  of 
the  number  of  commenters  who  stated  that  this 


information  was  not  needed  to  identify  a  vehicle 
or  to  trace  a  vehicle's  history,  the  agency  has  de- 
cided to  delete  this  lequirement  from  tlie  final 
rule. 

The  notice  proposed  a  substantial  enlargement 
of  the  disclosure  form,  including  a  certification 
that  tlie  odometer  was  either  not  altered,  or  al- 
tered for  repair  or  replacement  purposes  only. 
This  certification  had  been  proposed  in  response 
to  the  NADA  petition,  and  drew  few  critical 
comments.  Two  commenters  raised  Fifth  Amend- 
ment questions  concerning  these  additional  boxes. 
The  Department  of  Health.  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare's Office  of  Consumer  Affairs  noted  that  these 
alternative  certifications  might  give  rise  to  pos- 
sible violations  of  the  transferor's  right  against 
self-incrimination  since  a  willful  false  certifica- 
tion may  amount  to  an  admission  of  a  violation 
of  the  Act.  The  NHTSA.  however,  believes  that 
no  Fifth  Amendment  jiroblem  could  arise.  In 
cases  dealing  witii  this  issue  the  Supreme  Court 
has  held  tiiat  wliere  the  dominant  purpose  of  a 
record-keeping  requirement  is  to  compel  criminals 
to  keep  incriminating  records,  the  statute  is  in- 
valid and  tlu"  5th  Amendment  may  be  invoked. 
However,  where  tiie  record-keeping  re([uirements 
have  an  independent  purpose  and  do  not  involve 
a  selective  group  wliich  is  inherently  suspect  of 
criminal  activities,  the  statute  is  valid  and  the 
5th  Amendment  may  not  be  invoked.  All  busi- 
nessmen, as  well  as  all  consumers,  wiio  sell  auto- 
mobiles would  be  required  to  execute  odometer 
disclosure  statements.  Statements  are  not  re- 
quired only  of  those  individuals  who  are  most 
often  found  to  tanq)er  with  odometers.  The  pi'i- 
niary  purpose  of  a  statement  is  to  inform  a  poten- 
tial l)uyei'  of  the  car's  mileage  so  tiiat  he  may 
iunc  an  index  to  the  condition  and  value  of  the 
vehicle.  The  fact  that  individuals  who  tamper 
with   vehicle   odometers   would   l)e   executing   in- 
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criminatiiifT  records  is  not  tlie  doiniiiant  purpose 
of  this  requirement.  Consequently,  tliese  provi- 
sions will  he  retained  in  the  final  rule  with  one 
minor  chan<re  su^r^ested  \>\  a  commentcr.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  these  certifications  actually 
involve  three  separate  statements,  instead  of  two 
as  indicated  in  the  XPRM,  the  XHTSA  had  de- 
cided to  divide  the  second  certification  into  two: 
first,  that  the  odometer  was  altered  and  the 
mileage  is  identical  to  that  before  repair;  and 
second,  that  the  odometer  was  altered  and  reset  to 
zero,  with  a  statement  of  the  mileage  on  the 
original  odometer  or  the  odometer  before  repair. 
Several  commenters  suggested  that  the  trans- 
feree's name  and  address  should  be  pi'ovided  in  a 
disclosure  statement,  in  addition  to  his  signature. 
This  would  provide  a  useful  tool  in  tracing  the 
vehicle's  history  and  conseciuently,  the  XHTSA 
has  decided  to  require  that  this  information  be 
included. 

With  the  gradual  conversion  to  the  metric  sys- 
tem now  going  on  in  the  United  States,  the  regu- 
lation has  also  been  changed  to  provide  for 
odometer  readings  that  are  expressed  in  kilo- 
meters where  the  vehicle  I'ecords  tlie  distance 
traveled  in  metric  units. 

The  bulk  of  th(>  conunents  received  were  favor- 
able. The  piimary  objection  was  that  the  pro- 
posed final  etlective  date  of  April  15,  1977,  did 
not  allow  adecpiate  time  for  new  forms  to  be  pre- 
pared and  printed.  In  addition,  it  would  have 
increased  costs  because  it  wouhl  not  have  allowed 
sufficient  time  for  stocks  of  the  present  form  to  be 
depleted.  In  response  to  these  comments,  the 
agency  has  adopted  an  eti'ective  date  of  January 
1,  1978. 

One  of  the  original  goals  of  X'HTSA  was  to 
link  the  disclosure  statement  as  closely  as  possible 
to  the  documents  required  for  transfer  of  owner- 
ship, so  that  buyers  and  sellers  would  know  of 
the  need  for  disclosure.  To  accomplish  this  goal 
in  a  manner  that  would  not  introduce  an  addi- 
tional document  into  motor  vehicle  transactions, 
the  agency  proposed  to  use  the  certificate  of  title 
as  the  document  for  odometer  disclosiire. 

The  comments  to  that  initial  pi-oposal  per- 
suaded the  agency  that  providing  the  odometer 
I'eading  on  the  title  would  not  be  feasible  as  the 


sole  method  of  disclosure.  XHTSA  .still  believes, 
however,  that  placing  odometer  information  on 
the  certificate  of  title  will  be  useful  both  to  con- 
sumers and  to  law  enforcement  officials.  This 
belief  is  substantiated  by  a  recent  resolution  of 
the  X'ational  Association  of  Attorneys  General, 
which  endorsed  odometer  information  on  State 
certificates  of  title  as  the  most  effective  means  to 
ensure  a  permanent  record  of  the  mileage  history 
of  a  motor  vehicle,  and  by  the  development  by 
tile  American  Association  of  Motor  Vehicle  Ad- 
ministrators of  model  procedures  for  the  disclo- 
sure of  odometer  information  on  vehicle  titles. 
Such  a  record  would  be  easily  accessible  to  gov- 
ernmental enforcement  agencies  as  well  as  pro- 
spective purchasers  of  used  motor  vehicles. 

The  notice  of  February  7,  1977,  proposed  to 
allow  the  use  of  a  State  docimient  containing 
odometer  disclosure  information  if  the  State 
document  contained  "all"  of  the  information  re- 
quired on  the  Federal  form.  A  comment  from 
the  Attorney  General  of  Ohio  pointed  out  that  it 
would  be  difficult  for  States  to  include  "all"  of 
the  odometer  information  on  their  titles  because 
of  the  limited  space  available.  Consequently, 
XHTSA  has  decided  to  revise  §  580.4(f)  to  ac- 
commodate those  States  that  provide  odometer 
information  on  their  titles  by  estalilishing  a  pro- 
cctlure  under  which  States  can  have  their  titles 
appro\ed  for  use  as  odometer  disclosure  state- 
ments. In  view  of  the  utility  of  titles  and  their 
limited  space,  the  procedure  would  permit  short- 
ening the  odometer  provisions  on  the  title  where 
necessary.  Although  a  shorter  disclosure  might 
sacrifice  clarity  to  a  degree,  the  agency  regards 
this  as  an  acceptable  price  for  gaining  the  bene- 
fits of  a  combined  title  and  odometer  disclosure. 

States  that  wish  to  lia\e  their  certificates  of 
title  satisfy  the  Federal  odometer  disclosure  re- 
quirements must  meet  the  basic  provisions  of  the 
Federal  requirement,  with  the  following  excep- 
tions : 

(1)  The  citation  to  the  Federal  law  may  be 
deleted  in  favoi-  of  a  reference  to  State  law.  The 
refei-ence  provisions  could  then  state  that  "Fed- 
eral and  State  regulations  re(|uire  you  to  state  the 
odometer  mileage  upon  transfer  of  ownership. 
(Citation  to  State  law  instead  of  Federal  law)." 
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(2)  The  initial  statement  of  the  odometer  read- 
ing and  tlie  following  alternate  certifications 
should  be  included  on  the  title.  States  may.  how- 
ever, condense  that  information  as  long  as  none 
of  the  certifications  are  lost.  An  example  of  such 
condensation  could  be  "I  certify  to  the  best  of  my 

knowledge   that   the  odometer  reading  is 

and  reflects  the  actual  mileage  of  the  vehicle  de- 
.scribed  herein  or  (check  if  applicable). 

n  1.  The  amount  of  mileage  stated  is  in  ex- 
cess of  99,999  miles,  or 

□  2.  The  odometer  reading  is  not  the  actual 
mileage." 

3.  Tlie  transferee's  signature  must  still  appear 
on  the  title  but  it  need  not  expressly  indicate 
acknowledgement  of  receipt  of  tlie  disclosures. 

•1.  The  certification  that  the  odometer  was 
either  not  altered  or  altered  for  repair  or  replace- 
ment purposes  may  he  deleted. 

All  deviations  on  the  certificate  of  title  from 
the  Federal  requirements  must  be  approved  by 
the  XHTSA  prior  to  the  use  of  State  titles  as 
substitutes  for  the  Federal  form.  The  exceptions 
noted  above  are  to  be  used  by  the  States  only  as 
guides  in  preparing  conforming  titles.  In  order 
for  the  citizens  of  a  State  to  use  the  certificate  of 
title  as  their  odometer  disclosure  form,  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  State  Department  of  Motor 
Vehicles  must  first  request  an  exemption  from  the 
provision  of  the  disclosure  requirement  by  sub- 
mitting such  request  in  writing  with  a  copy  of 
the  proposed  certificate  of  title.  The  NHTSA 
will  then  notify  the  Administrator  of  its  decision 
to  accept  or  refuse  the  request  and  the  reasons 
for  its  decision.  Upon  receipt  of  the  NHTSA's 
acceptance  of  the  request  for  an  exemption,  the 
State  may  proceed  with  a  campaign  to  notify 
consumers,  dealers  and  distributors  of  such  ac- 
ceptance. It  shall  be  the  State's  responsibility 
to  publicize  that  its  title  may  be  used  in  place  of 
the  odometer  disclosure  statement. 

AddltionaJ  commenf><.  One  commenter  ask«d 
whether  there  would  be  specifications  for  size. 
There  are  none,  with  the  understanding  that  all 
print  should  be  legible  to  the  naked  eye.  Another 
commenter  suggested  that  section  580.4(c)  (3)  be 
changed  to  add  tlie  word  "believed"  so  that  the 


reading  would  be  "I  hereby  certify  that  to  the 
best  of  my  knowledge  the  odometer  reading  as 
stated  above  is  believed  XOT  to  be  the  actual 
mileage.  .  .  ."  NHTSA  considers  this  addition 
unnecessary  because  the  certification  already 
states  "to  the  best  of  my  knowledge." 

A  commenter  proposed  that  the  form  should  be 
amended  to  say  that  the  names  and  addresses  of 
prior  owners  are  available  from  a  State  agency. 
NHTSA  has  determined  that  this  should  not  be 
added.  The  addresses  are  not  available  from 
some  State  agencies  and  such  a  provision  would 
therefore  be  of  limited  utility.  Another  addition 
tiiat  v/as  suggested  was  to  add  a  reference  to  the 
minimum  damages  and  attorneys  fees  available 
under  the  Federal  law.  This  was  proposed  to 
alert  consumers  to  the  fact  that  certain  impedi- 
ments to  enforcement,  such  as  the  expense  of 
lawyers  and  proof  of  actual  damages,  are  re- 
moved by  the  Act,  These  references,  like  any 
otiier  additions  desired  by  the  States  or  trans- 
ferors, may  be  added,  but  will  not  be  required 
due  to  space  limitations  and  to  a  determination 
that  they  are  not  necessary  if  there  is  sufficient 
publicity  of  the  law. 

An  individual  commented  that  the  seller  should 
be  allowed  to  estimate  the  amount  of  mileage 
difference  and  explain  tiie  error.  There  is  cer- 
tainly no  prohibition  against  a  seller  doing  so, 
but  NHTSA  sees  no  benefit  to  be  gained  in  re- 
quiring this.  A  buyer  can,  and  certaintly  should, 
request  such  information,  but  anyone  who  has 
violated  the  Act  will,  nonetheless,  not  provide  a 
truthful  statement  of  the  mileage  difference  or 
the  reason  for  that  diiference.  Tlie  result  could 
be  that  a  buyer  is  unknowingly  led  into  reliance 
on  this  false  statement,  whereas  an  independent 
check  of  his  own  could  have  produced  the  truth. 

It  was  suggested  that  positive  introductory 
statements  be  used  for  the  certification  sections. 
The  commenter  noted  that  in  its  experience,  when 
a  positive  introductory  statement  is  lacking,  the 
seller  fails  to  check  any  box.    Its  proposal  would 

modify  the  statement  as  follows:  "I 

state  that  the  odometer  now  reads 

miles  and  I  hereby  certify  that  to  the  best 

of  my  knfiwledge  the  odometer  reading  as  stated 
above  leflects  the  actual  mileajro  of  the  vehicle 
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described  below,  unless  one  of  the  following  state- 
ments is  checked. 

□  (1)  I  hereby  certify  that  the  odometer 
reading  reflects  the  amount  of  mileape  in  ex- 
cess. . . ." 

□  (2)  I  herebj-  certify  that  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  the  odometer  rca(lin<r  as  stated  above 
is  NOT  . . ." 

The  XHTSA  has  not  experienced  the  failure  to 
check  a  box  when  a  positive  introductory  state- 
ment is  lacking  and  consequently,  will  retain  the 
statement  in  the  projjosed  rule.  Should  it  become 
evident  that  a  positive  introductory  statement  is 
needed,  further  rulemakinfj:  will  be  undertaken. 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  form  suggested  by 
this  commenter  would  significantly  shorten  the 
length  of  this  provision,  thus  it  would  be  an 
acceptable  alternative  only  where  the  odometer 
disclosure  is  on  the  certificate  of  title. 

A  suggestion  was  made  to  provide  a  notice  that 
an  au.xiliary  odometer  had  been  used  in  the  ve- 
hicle. The  aiixiliary  odometer  would  interrupt 
the  operation  of  the  regular  odometer  and  cause 
it  to  register  less  than  the  vehicle's  actual  mile- 
age. The  seller  would  therefore  be  required  by 
the  present  language  of  the  regulation  to  notify 
the  buyer  of  the  odometer  error.  In  view  of  this, 
XHTSA  considers  it  unnecessai'y  to  refer  spe- 
cifically to  an  auxiliary  odometer. 

It  was  also  suggested  that  the  owner  of  a  ve- 
hicle be  allowed  to  replace  or  adjust  the  odometer 
to  reflect  actual  mileage.  The  commenter  noted 
tliat  occasionally  odometers  jump  ahead  10,  20, 
or  30  thousand  miles  and  if  the  odometer  cannot 
be  altered  to  read  the  actual  mileage  instead  of 
tlie  mileage  on  the  odometer  before  repair  or  re- 
placement, the  trade-in  value  would  be  drastically 
decreased  to  the  iianu  of  the  owner.  XHTSA 
believes  that  the  few  cases  in  which  the  odometer 
malfunctions  and  rolls  forward  too  fast  are  too 
slight  to  justify  this  provision.  Such  a  provision 
would  create  a  loophole  for  those  who  wanted  to 
roll  back  their  odometer  and  then  claim  that  it 


was  rolling  over  too  fast  and  they  had  to  fix  it 
by  moving  it  backward.  Anyone  whose  odometer 
did  jump  could  replace  or  repair  the  odometer, 
set  it  to  zero  so  that  a  buyer  would  not  be  misled 
by  the  odometer  reading,  and  upon  sale  provide 
a  statement  to  the  buyer  that  the  mileage  is  XOT 
actual  and  that  the  actual  mileage  is  less  than 
that  shown  on  the  odometer  or  on  the  repair  or 
replacement  sticker.  More  importantly,  it  should 
be  noted  that  the  repair  and  replacement  pro- 
visions, wherein  the  owner  is  required  to  reset  the 
odometer  to  the  mileage  before  repair  or  replace- 
ment or  to  zero,  are  part  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act  (section 
407(a)).  Consequently,  they  are  not  susceptible 
to  change  by  XHTSA,  but  only  by  Congress. 

Requests  by  commenters  that  odometer  read- 
ings be  required  on  registration  forms,  that  state- 
ments be  required  to  be  retained,  and  that 
manufacturers  be  required  to  furnish  6  digit 
odometers  are  not  applicable  to  this  rulemaking 
action.  It  should  be  noted  that  a  retention  re- 
quirement for  odometer  disclosure  statements  will 
be  issued  soon  and  that  a  proposed  rule  requiring 
tamper-proof  odometers  which  indicate  when 
they  have  exceeded  100,000  miles  or  kilometers 
was  issued  on  December  7,  1976.  The  proposed 
effective  date  of  the  latter  rule  is  September  1, 
1979. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part  580, 
Odometer  Disclosure  Requirements  is  amended. . . 

The  lawyer  principally  responsible  for  this  rule 
is  Kathleen  DeMeter. 

(Sec.  408,  Pub.  L.  92-513,  86  Stat.  962,  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-364.  90  Stat.  983  (15 
U.S.C.  1988)  ;  delegation  of  authority  at  49  CFR 
.■J01.8(i).). 

Issued  on  .July  25,  1977. 

.Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

42   F.R.   38906-38908 
August   1,    1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  580— ODOMETER  DISCLOSURE  REQUIREMENTS 

(Docket  No.   77-06;   Notice  2) 


The  Secretary  of  Transportation  is  authorized 
by  the  Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost 
Savinjtjs  Act  to  specify  requirements  for  retention 
of  odometer  statements  by  dealers  and  distribu- 
tors of  motor  vehicles.  This  notice  prescribes  the 
manner  in  which  this  information  should  be  re- 
tained. Tlie  intended  effect  of  this  regulation  is 
to  afford  the  government  and  aggrieved  parties 
documentation  necessary  to  prove  a  violation  of 
the  Act,  and  to  pinpoint  exactly  where  the  viola- 
tion occurred. 

Effective  date :  March  9, 1978. 
For  further  information  contact: 
Kathleen  DeMeter,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration, 400  Seventh  Street,  SW.,  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20590  (202-426-1834). 

Supplementary  information :  The  ^Nlotor  Ve- 
hicle Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act  (Pub.  L. 
92-513,  86  Stat.  947-963,  15  U.S.C.  1901-1999) 
directed  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  issue 
regulations  to  require  each  transferor  of  a  motor 
vehicle  to  give  the  transferee  a  written  statement 
of  the  mileage  shown  on  the  vehicle's  odometer 
and  to  advise  the  transferee  if  the  mileage  shown 
on  the  odometer  was  known  to  be  different  from 
the  vehicle's  actual  mileage.  A  regulation  was 
issued  pursuant  to  section  408  of  the  Act  to  pre- 
scribe the  manner  of  disclosure  (49  CFR  Part 
580),  but  the  Secretary  chose  not  to  exercise  the 
authority  given  him  under  subsection  408(a)  to 
specify  the  manner  in  which  such  information 
was  to  be  retained. 

The  1976  amendments  to  the  Act  (Pub.  L. 
94-364,  90  Stat.  981)  conferred  extensive  investi- 
gative powers  upon  the  Secretaiy.  One  effect  of 
these  new  powers  is  to  enhance  the  value  of  a 
record  retention  requirement  as  an  investigatory 
tool.     The  disclosure  statement  plays  an  impor- 


tant role  in  the  investigation  of  odometer  tamper- 
ing and  fraud.  In  order  to  prove  that  an 
odometer  has  been  rolled  back  or  otherwise  tamp- 
ered with  in  violation  of  the  Act,  it  must  be  pos- 
sible to  ascertain  the  amount  of  actual  mileage 
the  vehicle  has  been  driven.  An  effective  way  of 
discovering  this  information  is  by  examining  pre- 
vious odometer  mileage  statements  required  to  be 
executed  by  all  owners  in  the  chain  of  title. 

To  enhance  the  ability  of  the  statement  to  pro- 
tect all  future  transfei'ees  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  (XPRM)  was  issued  on  November  1, 
1977,  whicli  would  not  only  require  the  dealers 
and  distributors  to  retain  for  four  years  the  state- 
ments issued  to  them  but  would  also  require  them 
to  retain  for  four  years  a  copy  of  each  statement 
which  they  issued.  Such  retentions  would  afford 
the  government  and  aggrieved  parties  the  neces- 
sary documentation  to  prove  a  violation  of  the 
Act,  and  also  to  pinpoint  exactly  where  that  vio- 
lation occurred.  All  of  the  comments  submitted 
in  response  to  the  NPRM  hav'e  l)een  considered 
and  the  most  significant  ones  are  discussed  below. 

The  final  rule  is  almost  identical  to  the  NPRM. 
The  XPRM  proposed  that  odometer  mileage 
statements  be  retained  in  chronological  order. 
The  final  rule  permits  mileage  statements  to  be 
retained  in  an  order  appropriate  to  the  business 
recpiircments  of  each  dealer  and  distributor.  A 
majority  of  commenters  objected  to  the  chrono- 
logical order  provision.  A  number  of  other 
methods  of  filing  were  suggested,  such  as  by  ve- 
hicle identification  number  and  alphabetical  order 
by  the  customer's  last  name.  Due  to  the  wide 
variety  of  mctliods  of  filing  presently  used,  the 
NHTSA  believes  that  a  single  mandated  method 
of  filing  would  result  in  unnecessary  cost  and 
duplication.  Therefore,  the  new  section  permits 
dealers  and  di.stributors  to  retain  odometer  mile- 
age statements  in  a  manner  consistent  with  their 
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existinfi  record kec pin fj  procedures.  The  section 
requires  that  however  the  recordkeeping  system 
is  orjianized,  it  must  permit  a  systematic  retrieval 
of  odometer  statements. 

One  commenter  sujigested  that  a  lonprer  lead- 
time  was  necessary  to  accommodate  changes  in 
filing  procedures.  However,  since  recordkeeping 
requirements  need  not  be  changed,  there  should 
be  no  lead  time  problems. 

Several  commenters  objecteil  to  the  scope  of 
the  rule.  There  appeared  to  be  some  confusion 
among  the  commenters  as  to  whether  the  rule 
applied  to  insurance  companies,  manufacturers 
and  financial  institutions.  The  final  nile  applies 
to  all  dealers  and  distributors  of  motor  vehicles. 
A  "dealer"  is  defined  in  section  402  of  the  Act  as 
"any  person  who  has  sold  5  or  more  motor  ve- 
hicles in  the  past  12  months  to  purchasers  who 
in  good  faith  purchase  such  vehicles  for  purposes 
other  than  resale."  A  "distributor"  is  defined  in 
the  same  section  as  "any  person  who  has  sold  5 
or  more  vehicles  in  the  past  12  months  for  re- 
sale." Given  these  definitions,  a  manufacturer 
would  be  a  "distributor."  However,  §  580.5  of 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Eegulations  specifically 
exempt  manufacturers  who  sell  vehicles  to  dealers 
from  the  requirements  of  executing  disclosure 
statements.  Section  583.7  of  this  final  ride  lias 
been  reworded  to  make  it  clear  that  only  those 
"dealers"  and  "distributors"  who  are  required  to 
execute  disclosure  statements  must  retain  them. 
Financial  institutions  and  insurance  companies  do 


not  fall  within  any  of  the  exemptions  set  forth  in 
§  580.5,  so  they  must  execute  and  retain  the  state- 
ments unless  the  transfers  involve  vehicles  that 
are  so  badly  damaged  tliat  they  cannot  be  re- 
turned to  the  road.  In  such  transfers,  the  agency 
has  ruled  that  the  damaged  vehicles  are  no  longer 
"motor  vehicles"  for  purposes  of  the  disclosure 
regulations. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  Part  580,  Odometer 
Disclosure  Requirements,  of  Title  49,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  as  set  forth 
below. 

The  lawyer  principally  responsible  for  this  rule 
is  Kathleen  DeMeter. 

The  rule  does  not  require  any  persons  to  create 
additional  records  or  to  alter  their  business  prac- 
tices apart  from  keeping  records  they  might  once 
have  discarded.  In  view  of  the  expected  benefits 
to  the  Department's  enforcement  program,  it  is 
found  foi-  good  cause  that  the  rule  may  be  issued 
with  an  immediate  effective  date. 

(Sees.  408,  414,  Pub.  L.  92-513,  86  Stat.  947, 
as  amended  Pub.  L.  94-364,  90  Stat.  981  (15 
U.S.C.  1988,  1990(d));  delegation  of  authority 
at  49  CFR  1.50(f).). 

Issued  on  March  7, 1978. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43   F.R.    10921-10922 
March   16,   1978 
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ACTION:    Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  allows  States  to  use  an 
abbreviated  odometer  disclosure  statement  on  all 
motor  vehicle  ownership  documents.  The  existing 
regulation  permitted  the  shortened  form  to  be  used 
merely  on  the  certificate  of  title.  The  purpose  of 
this  expansion  is  to  increase  State  usage  of 
odometer  disclosure  statements. 

DATE:  The  effective  date  is  the  date  of  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Kathleen  DeMeter,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.    20590.    (202-426-1834). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Section  408  of 
the  Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost  Savings 
act  (15  U.S.C.  1988)  requires  each  transferor  of  a 
motor  vehicle  to  provide  to  the  transferee  a 
written  disclosure  of  the  distance  travelled  by  the 
vehicle.  49  CFR  Part  580  prescribes  the  informa- 
tion to  be  included  on  the  disclosure  statement.  On 
August  1,  1977,  NHTSA  amended  the  odometer 
disclosure  statement  (42  FR  38906).  The  amended 
statement  is  clearer  than  the  former  statement 
and  less  likely  to  be  misused,  but  it  is  also  longer. 

NHTSA  has  urged  the  States  to  include  the 
odometer  statement  on  the  title.  Six  States  had 
included  the  original  statement.  In  commenting  on 
the  longer  statement,  several  States  observed  that 
the  title,  with  its  size  limitations,  presented  more 
problems  with  inclusion  of  the  odometer  statement 
than  did  other  documents  relating  to  the  transfer 
and  ownership  of  motor  vehicles.  Because  of  this, 
the  1977  amendment  specifically  allowed  a 
shortened  form  to  be  used  on  certificates  of  title, 
but  not  on  other  ownership  documents. 

On  May  7,  1979,  the  NHTSA  issued  a  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  in  which  it  granted  a  petition 


by  the  American  Association  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Administrators  (AAMVA)  to  amend  the  Federal 
odometer  disclosure  requirements  to  allow  the 
abbreviated  form  to  be  used  on  ownership 
documents  other  than  the  certificate  of  title  (44  FR 
28032).  The  AAMVA  emphasized  that  many  of  the 
State  documents  used  to  evidence  ownership  of 
motor  vehicles  are  too  small  to  accommodate  the 
additional  information  required.  They  argued  that 
States  should  not  have  to  rely  on  separate 
odometer  forms  for  these  transfers  but  should  be 
allowed  to  use  the  shortened  form  on  all  documents 
which  evidence  ownership,  not  only  on  the 
certificate  of  title. 

Seven  States  responded  to  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking.  Comments  were  received  from  the 
motor  vehicle  departments  in  Virginia, 
Washington,  Delaware,  Wisconsin,  New  Jersey, 
Texas,  and  Oregon.  Most  comments  were 
favorable.  The  Virginia  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles 
asked  that  the  short  form  be  acceptable  on  all 
applications  for  title.  The  more  State  documents 
that  contain  mileage  information  the  more  difficult 
it  will  be  for  odometer  rollbacks  to  go  undetected. 
Consequently,  the  NHTSA  encourages  the  use  of 
the  short  form  on  applications  for  title  as  well  as 
certificates  of  title. 

Washington  and  Wisconsin  suggested  respec- 
tively that  the  introductory  paragraph  citing  the 
Federal  law  be  deleted  or  shortened  due  to 
document  size  limitations.  The  August  1,  1977, 
amendment  to  the  disclosure  form  noted  that  a 
reference  to  State  law  may  be  substituted  for  the 
citation  to  the  Federal  law. 

Consistent  with  this  interpretation,  it  is  the 
agency's  opinion  that  the  actual  law  need  not  be 
cited  if  a  warning  statement  appears  such  as  that 
suggested  by  Washington,  "Warning  False 
Statements  Violate  Federal  Law." 
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The  Texas  State  Department  of  Highways  and 
Public  Transportation  offered  the  only  negative 
comments  to  the  proposal.  It  argued  that  a  pur- 
chaser who  finances  a  motor  vehicle  could  not 
execute  a  form  on  the  certificate  of  title  at  the  time 
of  sale  because  the  certificate  is  held  by  a  bank  or 
financial  institution  as  security.  Although  the 
Texas  comment  illustrates  the  difficulties  of  trying 
to  require  the  use  of  titles  for  odometer  disclosure, 
the  amendment  is  permissive  and  would  not 
require  Texas  to  change  its  practices  in  any  way. 

In  accordance  with  Executive  Order  12044,  the 
regulation  has  been  reviewed  for  environmental 
and  economic  impacts.  It  has  been  determined  that 
the  cost  of  implementing  this  regulation  will  be 
minimal.  There  are  no  additional  requirements. 


The  regulation  permits  States  to  provide  certain 
information  on  ownership  documents  but  does  not 
require  them  to  do  so.  There  are  no  environmental 
or  other  economic  impacts,  therefore,  this  regula- 
tion is  not  significant. 
Issued  on  December  20,  1979. 


Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration 


45  F.R.  784 
January  3, 1980 
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PART  580— ODOMETER  DISCLOSURE  REQUIREMENTS 


(Docket  No.  72-31;  Notice  2) 


§  580.1     Scope. 


This  part  prescribes  rules  requiring  the 
transferor  of  a  motor  vehicle  to  make  written 
disclosure  to  the  transferee  concerning  the 
odometer  mileage  and  its  accuracy,  and  requiring 
the  retention  of  odometer  mileage  statements  by 
motor  vehicle  dealers  and  distributors,  as  directed 
by  section  408(a)  and  414(b)  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act,  Pub.  L. 
92-513,  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-364. 

§  580.2     Purpose. 

The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  provide  each 
purchaser  of  a  motor  vehicle  with  odometer  infor- 
mation to  assist  him  in  determining  the  vehicle's 
condition  and  value,  and  to  preserve  records  that 
are  needed  for  the  proper  investigation,  and 
adjudication  or  other  disposition,  of  possible  viola- 
tions of  the  Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost 
Savings  Act. 

§  580.3     Definitions. 

All  terms  defined  in  Sections  2  and  402  of  the 
Act  are  used  in  their  statutory  meaning.  Other 
terms  used  in  this  part  are  defined  as  follows: 

"Transferor"  means  any  person  who  transfers 
his  ownership  in  a  motor  vehicle  by  sale,  gift,  or 
any  means  other  than  by  creation  of  a  security 
interest. 

"Transferee"  means  any  person  to  whom  the 
ownership  in  a  motor  vehicle  is  transferred  by 
purchase,  gift,  or  any  means  other  than  by  creation 
of  a  security  interest. 

§  580.4     Disclosure  of  odometer  information. 

(a)  Before  executing  any  transfer  of  ownership 
document,  each  transferor  of  a  motor  vehicle  shall 


furnish  to  the  transferee  a  written  statement  signed 
by  the  transferor,  containing  the  following 
information: 

(1)  The  odometer  reading  at  the  time  of 
transfer; 

(2)  The  date  of  transfer; 

(3)  The  transferor's  name  and  current  address; 

(4)  The  transferee's  name  and  current  address; 
and 

(5)  The  identity  of  the  vehicle,  including  its 
make,  model,  year,  and  body  type,  and  its  vehicle 
identification  number. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  information  provided 
under  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  the  statement 
shall  refer  to  the  Motor  Vehicle  Information  and 
Cost  Savings  Act  and  shall  state  that  incorrect 
information  may  result  in  civil  liability  and  civil  or 
criminal  penalties. 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  information  provided  under 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section, 

(1)  The  transferor  shall  certify  that  to  the  best 
of  his  knowledge  the  odometer  reading  reflects 
the  actual  miles  or  kilometers  the  vehicle  has 
been  driven;  or 

(2)  If  the  transferor  knows  that  the  odometer 
reading  reflects  the  amount  of  mileage  in  excess 
of  the  designed  mechanical  odometer  limit  of 
99,999  miles /kilometers,  he  shall  include  a  state- 
ment to  that  effect;  or 

(3)  If  the  transferor  knows  that  the  odometer 
reading  differs  from  the  number  of 
mOes/ kilometers  the  vehicle  has  actually  traveled 
and  that  the  difference  is  gi-eater  than  that  caused 
by  odometer  calibration  error,  he  shall  include  a 
statement  that  the  odometer  reading  is  not  the  ac- 
tual mileage,  and  should  not  be  relied  upon. 
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(d)  In  addition  to  the  information  provided 
under  paragraphs  (a),  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section,  the 
transferor  shall  certify  that: 

(1)  The  odometer  was  not  altered,  set  back,  or 
disconnected  while  in  the  transferor's  pos- 
session, and  he  has  no  knowledge  of  anyone  else 
doing  so; 

(2)  The  odometer-  was  altered  for*  repair  or 
replacement  purposes  while  in  the  transferor's 
possession,  and  the  mileage  registered  on  the 
repaired  or  replacement  odometer  was  identical 
to  that  before  such  service;  or 

(3)  The  odometer  was  altered  for  repair-  or 
replacement  pui-poses,  the  odometer  was 
incapable  of  registering  the  same  mileage,  it  was 
reset  to  zero,  and  the  mileage  on  odometer 
before  repair  was miles /kilometers. 

(e)  The  ti-ansferee  shall  acknowledge  receipt  of 
the  disclosure  statement  by  signing  it. 

(f )  (1)  If  the  laws  or  i-egulations  of  the  State  in 
which  the  transfer  occurs  require  the  odometer 
disclosui'e  to  be  made  on  the  certificate  of  title  or 
other  State  documents  which  evidences  ownership, 
the  transferor  may  make  the  disclosure  required 
by  this  section  by  executing  the  State  certificate  of 
title  or  such  other  ownership  document.  In  order-  to 
utilize  the  above  documents  as  substitutes  for  the 
Federal  odometer  disclosure  statement,  they  must 
contain  essentially  the  same  information  requir-ed 
by  paragraphs  (a),  (b),  (c)  and  (e)  of  this  section.  If 
the  information  contained  thereon  varies  in  any 
way  from  that  required  for  the  Federal  form,  the 
State  must  obtain  approval  from  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  before  its 
certificate  of  title  or  other  ownership  document 
can  be  used  as  a  substitute  for  the  Feder-al  form. 
Such  approval  may  be  obtained  by  submitting  a 
copy  of  the  proposed  document  to  the  Office  of  the 
Chief  Counsel,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20590. 

(2)  The  NHTSA  shall  respond  to  the  State's 
request  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  such  request. 

(3)  If  a  document,  other  than  the  certificate  of 
title,  provided  under  the  laws  or  regulations  of 
the  State  in  which  the  transfer  occurs  contains 
all  of  the  statements  required  by  this  section,  the 
transfer-or  may  make  the  disclosure  required  by 
this  section  either  by  executing  the  State 
document  or  by  executing  the  disclosure  form 
specified  in  §  580.6. 


(g)  If  there  is  no  State  document  as  described  in 
par-agraph  (f )  of  this  section,  the  transferor  shall 
make  the  disclosure  required  by  this  section  by 
executing  the  disclosure  form  specified  in  §  580.6. 


§  580.5     Exemptions. 

Notwithstanding  the  requirements  of  §  580.4— 

(a)  A  transferor  of  any  of  the  following  motor 
vehicles  need  not  disclose  the  vehicle's  odometer 
mileage: 

(1)  A  vehicle  having  a  Gross  Vehicle  Weight 
Rating,  as  defined  in  §  570.3  of  this  title,  or 
more  than  16,000  pounds; 

(2)  A  vehicle  that  is  not  self-propelled;  or 

(3)  A  vehicle  that  is  25  years  old  or  older. 

(b)  A  transferor  of  a  new  vehicle  prior  to  its  first 
transfer  for  purposes  other  than  resale  need  not 
disclose  the  vehicle's  odometer  mileage. 


§  580.6     Disclosure  form. 

Odometer  Mileage  Statement 

(Federal  regulations  requir-e  you  to  state  the 
odometer  mileage  upon  tr-ansfer  of  ownership.  An 
inaccm-ate  or  untr-uthful  statement  may  make  you 
liable  for  damages  to  your  transferee,  for  attorney 
fees,  and  for  civil  or  criminal  penalties,  pur-suant  to 
sections  409,  412,  and  413  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act  of  1972  (Pub.  L. 
92-513,  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-364). 

I, state  that  the 

(transferor's  name.  Print) 
odometer  of  the   vehicle   described  below  now 
reads miles/ kilometers. 

D  (1)  I  hereby  certify  that  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  the  odometer  reading  as 
stated  above  reflects  the  actual  mileage  of 
the  vehicle  described  below. 

D  (2)  I  hereby  certify  that  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  the  odometer  reading  as 
stated  above  reflects  the  amount  of 
mileage  in  excess  of  designed  mechanical 
odometer  limit  of  99, 999  miles/ kilometers 
of  the  vehicle  described  below. 
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n  (3)  I  hereby  certify  that  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  the  odometer  reading  as 
stated  above  is  NOT  the  actual  mileage  of 
the  vehicle  described  below,  and  should 
not  be  relied  upon. 


Make 


Model 


Body  type 


Vehicle  identification  number 


Year 


Transferee's  Name  and  Address  (buyer) . 
(Street) 


(City)                   (State)                   (ZIP  Code) 
Receipt  of  copy  Acknowledged 


(Transferee's  signature,  buyer) 


Check  one  box  only. 

D  (1)  I  hereby  certify  that  the  odometer  of  said 

vehicle   was   not   altered,    set  back,   or  §  580.7     Odometer  mileage  statement  retention. 

disconnected  while  in  my  possession,  and  ^    ,    ,     ,          ,.      .,            ^                  ,  .  ,      , 

I  have  no  knowledge  of  anyone  else  doing  .  Each  dealer  or  distributor  of  a  motor  vehicle  who 

gQ  IS  required  by  this  Part  to  execute  an  odometer 

_  ,„,  T  L      L          ^-j-    ^1    i  ii        1        .  disclosure  statement  shall  retain  for  four  years 

D  (2)  I  hereby  certify  that  the  odometer  was  ^^^^    odometer    mileage    statement    which    he 

altered  for  repair  or  replacement  pur-  ^^^^.^^^    ^^  ^j^^jl  ^j^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^              ^ 

poses  while  in  my  possession,  and  that  the  hotostat,  carbon,  or  other  facsimUe  copy  of  each 

mileage  registered  on  the  repaired  or  udometer  mileage  statement  which  he  issues.  He 

rep  acement  odometer  was  identical  to  ^j^^,,  ^^^^  ^^^j^  odometer  mUeage  statement  at 

that  betore  such  service.  j^j^  primary  place  of  business  in  an  order  that  is 

□  (3)  I   hereby  certify  that  the  repaired  or  appropriate  to  this  business  requii-ements  and  that 

replacement  odometer  was  incapable  of  permits  systematic  retrieval.  The  statement  may 

registering  the  same  mUeage,  that  it  was  be    reproduced    (e.g.,    photocopies    or    put    on 

reset  to  zero,  and  that  the  mileage  on  the  microfilm)  as  long  as  no  information  or  identifying 

original  odometer  or  the  odometer  before  ^arks  such  as  signatures  are  lost  in  the  reproduc- 

repair  was miles.  ^[q^ 

Transferor's  Address  (seller) 

(Street) 

(City)  (State)  (ZIP  Code) 

Transferor's  Signature  (seller) 38  F.R.  2978 

Date  of  Statement January  31,  1973 
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Effective:    September    1,    1978 


PREAMBLE  TO  PART  581— BUMPER  STANDARD 

(Docket  No.  74-11;   Notice   12;   Docket  No.  73-19;   Notice  9) 


This  notice  establishes  a  new  bumper  standard, 
limiting  damage  to  vehicle  bumpers  and  other 
vehicle  surfaces  in  low-speed  crashes. 

The  standard,  49  CFR  Part  581,  is  issued 
under  the  authority  of  Title  I  of  the  Motor 
Vehicle  Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act, 
Public  Law  92-513,  15  U.S.C.  1901-1991.  In 
addition  to  specifying  limitations  on  damage  to 
non-safety-related  components  and  vehicle  sur- 
face areas,  it  also  incorporates  the  safety  require- 
ments currently  contained  in  Federal  Motor 
"Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  215,  Exterior  Pro- 
tection. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  Motor  Vehicle  In- 
formation and  Cost  Savings  Act,  the  NHTSA 
has  issued  four  proposals  to  establish  a  front  and 
rear  end  damage  ability  standard  that  fulfills 
the  objectives  espoused  in  the  law.  Title  I 
(Bumper  Standards)  directs  the  NHTSA  to  de- 
velop standards  which  "shall  seek  to  obtain  the 
maximum  feasible  reduction  of  costs  to  the  pub- 
lic and  to  the  consumer.  .  .  ."  Improving  the 
damage  resistance  of  a  vehicle  in  low-speed  im- 
pact situations  will,  in  tlie  opinion  of  Congress, 
save  the  consumer  a  significant  amount  of  money. 

During  the  past  several  years  of  ongoing  rule- 
making in  the  bumper  area,  the  NHTSA  has 
continued  to  conduct  studies  and  examine  input 
from  all  interested  persons.  The  most  recent 
proposal  was  published  March  12  of  this  year 
(40  FR  11598).  After  thoroughly  reviewing  the 
available  data  and  comments  submitted  to  the 
docket,  the  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  the  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  March  notice  would  con- 
stitute a  large  step  towards  accomplishment  of 
the  goals  described  in  Title  I. 

On  January  2,  1975,  the  NHTSA  proposed  a 
reduction  in  the  impact  speeds  specified  in  Stand- 
ard 215  and  proposed  in  Part  581  (40  FR  10). 
The  NHTSA's  proposal  was  based  primarily  on 


the  results  of  two  agency-sponsored  studies  which 
indicated  that  the  cost  and  weight  of  many  cur- 
rent production  bumpers,  in  light  of  inflation  and 
fuel  shortages,  made  the  bumpers  no  longer  cost- 
beneficial.  Information  presented  at  public  hear- 
ings on  the  notice  and  comments  submitted  to 
the  docket  brought  to  light  additional  data  which 
the  NHTSA  carefully  examined.  After  review- 
ing its  previous  studies  in  light  of  this  new  evi- 
dence, the  agency  concluded  that  the  5-mph 
protection  level  (and  the  3-mpli  corner  impact 
level  associated  with  it)  should  not  be  reduced. 
In  its  March  12,  1975,  notice  (40  FR  11598)  the 
NHTSA  fully  explained  this  decision.  Com- 
ments have  been  received  from  Toyo  Kogyo, 
Volkswagen,  Nissan,  Motor  Vehicle  Manufactur- 
ers Association,  Chrysler,  General  Motors,  Toy- 
ota, and  Gulf  &  Western  urging  the  NHTSA  to 
reconsider  its  rejection  of  the  lower  impact  test 
speeds  proposed  in  January. 

For  the  reasons  discussed  in  the  March  Federal 
Register  notice  the  NHTSA  has  determined  that 
the  pendulum  and  barrier  impact  speeds  should 
not  be  reduced  and  should  remain  at  5  mph. 

General  Motors  (GM)  submitted  two  docu- 
ments, dated  January  9,  1976,  and  January'  15, 
1976.  which  analyzed  the  costs  and  benefits  of 
1974  bumper  systems  based  on  field  surveys  con- 
ducted in  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  and  Milford, 
Michigan.  The  conclusion  reached  by  GM  in 
these  studies  was  that  the  1974  model  year 
bumper  systems  were  not  cost-beneficial.  They 
requested,  based  on  the  result  of  this  study,  that 
any  raising  of  the  current  bumper  standard  re- 
quirements be  delayed  until  longer-term  benefit- 
cost  analyses  are  made. 

The  NHTSA  has  examined  this  study  and  has 
concluded  that  the  proposed  Part  581  damage- 
ability  standard,  which  will  upgrade  the  bumper 
requirements,  should  be  implemented  in  accord- 
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ance  with  tlie  time  schedule  set  forth  in  this 
notice.  GM  in  its  study  has  cliosen  to  analyze 
the  cost -effectiveness  of  bumper  systems  desi<ined 
solely  for  safety  component  protection.  The 
costs  considered  by  GM  have  been  those  occa- 
sioned not  only  by  damage  to  safety-related 
components,  but  to  non-safety-related  vehicle 
areas,  as  well.  "While  it  may  be  true  that  a 
bumper  system  that  is  desifrned  primarily  for 
safety  component  protection  will  also  provide 
some  degree  of  protection  against  non-safety- 
related  damage,  it  is  unreasonable  to  evaluate  the 
cost -effectiveness  of  such  a  system  on  its  capabil- 
ity to  perform  outside  its  piimary  design  func- 
tion. A  bumper  system  designed  to  comply  with 
Title  I  would  necessarily  provide  protection  to 
both  safety  and  non-safety-related  components 
and  would  thereby  reduce  the  degree  of  damage 
suffered  by  most  1974  model  vehicles  involved  in 
front  and  rear  impacts.  The  cost-effectiveness 
of  a  Title  I  system,  thus,  cannot  be  realistically 
measured  by  an  examination  of  1974  systems 
which  have  been  designed  to  provide  a  lower 
level  of  damage  protection. 

GM  gathered  data  only  on  its  own  1974  model 
cars  and  concluded  that  the  impact  of  Standard 
213  on  all  vehicles  has  not  been  cost-beneficial. 
Conclusions  based  on  such  limited  data,  however, 
are  not  sufficient  reason  for  suspending  further 
rulemaking  to  improve  the  damage  protection 
capabilities  of  bumpers.  As  explained  in  the 
March  12,  1975,  notice,  considerable  data  have 
been  presented  indicating  that  the  bumper  sys- 
tems on  some  current-model  automobiles  are 
heavier  and  costlier  than  necessary.  This  un- 
necessary weight  not  only  adds  to  the  initial 
costs,  but  also  increases  the  life-time  operating 
costs  of  the  vehicle.  The  use  of  such  bumpers, 
it  has  been  concluded,  has  been  the  result  of  un- 
necessary design  choices  by  motor  vehicle  numu- 
facturers.  Studies  conducted  by  the  XHTSA 
and  Houdaille  Industries,  Inc.,  a  bumper  manu- 
facturer, indicate  that  bumper  systems  utilizing 
curi-ent  technology  and  designed  to  meet  the  Part 
581  damageability  requirements  need  not  weigh 
any  more  than  pre-standard-215  bumper  systems. 
Basing  future  ndemaking  on  the  results  of  a 
cost-benefit  analysis  utilizing  bumper  systems 
that  have  not  been  optimized  would  be  unreason- 
able. 


In  the  March  12,  1975,  notice,  the  NHTSA 
proposed  alternative  effective  dates  for  imple- 
mentation of  the  initial  Part  581  test  require- 
ments. The  applicable  requirements  call  for 
restricted  surface  damage  except  to  components 
that  actually  contact  the  impact  ridge  of  the 
pendulum  test  device  or  that  fasten  such  compo- 
nents to  the  vehicle  chassis  frame.  Commenters 
were  asked  to  address  the  feasibility  of  satisfying 
the  proposed  damage  criteria  by  September  1, 
1976,  September  1,  1977,  or  September  1,  1978. 
Chrysler  said  it  could  meet  the  prescribed  damage 
level  by  September  1,  1976,  but  only  if  certain 
modifications  in  the  test  requirements  were  made. 
Volvo  also  stated  that  it  cotdd  comply  by  Sep- 
tember 1976,  but  warned  of  a  significant  cost 
penalty.  Toyo  Kogyo  and  British  Leyland 
stated  they  could  meet  a  September  1,  1977  effec- 
tive date.  Toyo  Kogyo,  however,  conunented  that 
this  would  occasion  high  development  costs. 
British  Leyland,  on  the  other  hand,  said  that  it 
could  satisfy  an  earlier  effective  date,  but  only  at 
significant  cost.  American  Motors,  Ford,  and 
Toyota  urged  a  September  1,  1978,  effective  date 
saying  that  amount  of  lead  time  was  nece.ssary 
to  obtain  compliance. 

The  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety, 
the  National  Association  of  Independent  Insur- 
ers, and  State  Farm  urged  a  1976  effective  date 
citing  the  need  for  regulation  of  damage  to  ve- 
hicle components  and.  surface  areas  aside  from 
those  directly  related  to  safety.  The  Insurance 
Institute  supported  its  recjuest  foi-  a  1976  effective 
date  by  stating  that  many  existing  cars  are  sub- 
stantially able  to  meet  tiie  initial  Part  581  re- 
quirements. 

In  the  NHTSA's  view,  adoption  of  a  1976  or 
1977  effecti\e  date  would  impose  serious  lead 
time  pi'oblems  on  a  number  of  manufacturers. 
Based  upon  information  submitted  by  the  auto- 
mobile industry,  bringing  vehicles  into  compli- 
ance by  September  1,  1976  or  1977,  if  possible  at 
all,  would  entail  the  expenditure  of  large  sums 
of  money  for  redesign  and  retooling.  A  Sep- 
tember 1,  1978  effective  date  would  assure  satis- 
factory compliance  with  the  Part  581  require- 
ments and  would  avoid  the  high  costs  that  would 
occur  as  a  result  of  an  earlier  effective  date. 

The  NHTSA  has,  therefore,  concluded  that  a 
September    1,    1978,    effective    date    should    be 
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adopted  for  iniplenieiitation  of  tlie  initial  Part 
oSl  daiiiajieability  requireinents.  This  amount 
of  lead  time  appears  necessary  for  all  manufac- 
turers to  come  into  conformity  with  the  provi- 
sions. 

Toyo  Kofryo,  American  ^Motors,  Motor  ^'ehicle 
Manufacturers  Association.  Chrysler,  and  Ford 
nrped  a  delay  in  the  proposed  September  1,  107!) 
effective  date  for  implementation  of  the  "no 
damafje'"  bumper  requiiements.  Toyo  Ko<ryb  re- 
quested a  1983  effective  date,  while  the  other 
manufacturers  suiz'^ested  that  no  upgraded  re- 
quirements be  scheduled  until  field  data  ha\'e 
been  gathered  indicatin<r  the  success  of  the  in- 
tei'im  I'equirements.  The  Xational  Association 
of  Independent  Insurers,  anxious  for  early  im- 
plementation of  tlie  full  ran<.fe  of  bumper  per- 
formance requirements,  supported  adoption  of 
the  proposed  1979  effective  date. 

The  XHTSA  has  examined  all  of  these  com- 
ments and  has  concluded  that  the  September  1. 
1979  effective  date  should  be  adopted.  This 
would  provide  a  lead  time  of  api)roxiniately  4 
years,  which  appears  sufficient  to  brinjr  the  ve- 
hicles into  compliance.  Awaitinp"  the  results  of 
field  data  related  to  the  interim  requirements  is 
not  practicable.  The  information  currently  be- 
fore the  ajrency  indicates  that  the  proposed  1979 
surface  damaf;e  limitation  is  a  substantial  step 
towards  achievino'  the  le\el  of  bumper  efficiency 
described  by  Con<rress  in  the  Cost  Savinjrs  Act. 
AVaitin<r  for  the  accumulation  and  analy.sis  of 
additional  information  would  umiecessarily  and 
unreasonably  delay  the  implementation  of  Part 
581.  a  standard  the  ajiency  is  dii'ected  by  law  to 
promulji:ate. 

The  XHTSA  has  proposed  in  several  past 
notices  the  adoption  of  test  requirements  that 
would  allow  the  manufacture  of  vehicles  with 
soft  exterior  surfaces.  Currently,  the  Standard 
Xo.  215  exterior  protection  standard  prohibits 
contact  with  Planes  .V  aiul  B  of  the  pendulum 
test  device  since  those  areas  represent  parts  of 
the  vehicle  that  house  safety  components  such  as 
lieadlamps.  ]Most  vehicles  constructed  with  soft 
exterior  surfaces  would  not  be  able  to  comply 
with  the  Standard  Xo.  215  re(iuirements  since  by 
their  very  nature  they  would  yield  to  the  impact 
of  the  pendulum.  The  quality  of  soft  face 
bumper  systems  which  is  not  taken  into  account 


by  the  Planes  A  and  R  prohibition  is  that  such 
systems  can  be  constructed  in  a  manner  that  as- 
sures return  of  the  system  to  its  original  contours 
following-  an  impact.  The  XHTSA  proposal 
would  permit  contact  with  the  planes  at  limited 
force  and  pressure  levels.  These  force  and  pres- 
sure limitations  were  intended  to  assure  that  the 
biunper  system  would  yield  in  a  collision  to  a 
degree  that  would  minimize  damage  to  the  other 
vehicle's  components. 

Comments  to  the  proposal  to  allow  contact 
with  J-'lanes  A  and  B  focused  on  that  provision's 
test  conditions  and  its  specification  of  pressure 
limitations.  According  to  conmienters.  the  pre- 
scribed instrumentation  of  Planes  A  and  B  is  not 
piacticable  since  it  would  be  costly  with  allegedly 
unreliable  test  lesults. 

British  Leyland.  Renault,  and  Peugeot  wanted 
the  agency  to  clarify  the  rule  by  specifying  that 
no  instrumentation  is  necessary  on  the  pendulum 
whei-e  there  is  no  contact  during  testing  with 
Planes  A  and  B.  This  fact  should  be  clear  based 
on  prior  interpretations  given  by  the  XHT.SA. 
It  has  been  stated  many  times  in  the  past  that  a 
manufacturer  need  only  exerci.se  due  care  in  as- 
suring that  his  vehicle  would  comply  with  the 
requirement  of  a  standard  when  tested  by  the 
XHTSA  in  the  manner  prescribed.  The  manu- 
facturer need  not  conduct  the  tests  pre.scribed  in 
the  standard  in  order  to  satisfy  this  duty.  De- 
pending upon  the  circumstances  there  may  be 
other  means  by  which  he  can  certify  his  vehicles' 
compliance.  In  tlie  case  at  issue,  the  instrumented 
])enduhun  would  only  sei'\e  to  assure  that  impact 
with  the  planes  would  not  exceed  the  stated 
maxiunun  levels.  If  there  is  no  contact  witli 
these  planes  then  oln-iously  the  instrumentation 
would  serve  no  purpose. 

Vol\o  suggested  that  the  provision  pennitting 
Planes  A  and  B  contact  not  be  added  to  the 
standard  until  a  measuring  device  can  be  better 
defined.  American  Motors,  however,  presented  a 
suggestion  that  it  contended  would  significantly 
simplify  the  test  procedure  without  diminishing 
the  desired  level  of  vehicle  protection.  It  sug- 
gested that  the  200-psi  limitation  be  deleted  and 
that  a  force  limitation  of  2000  pounds  .on  the 
combined  surfaces  of  Planes  A  and  B  above  the 
impact  ridge  aiid  2000  pounds  total  force  on 
Plane   A    below    the    impact    ridge    be   adopted. 
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American  Motors  stated  that  the  200-psi  specifi- 
cation was  unnecessary  in  li<rht  of  tlie  damage 
limitations  contained  in  tlie  standard. 

The  initial  Part  581  damafre  criteria  [proposed 
to  <io  into  effect  September  1.  1976.  or  1D77.  or 
1978  (made  effective  by  tliis  notice  for  September 
1,  1978)]  presented  some  problems  for  Volks- 
wagen. American  Motors,  Cluysler,  Volvo,  and 
Ford  with  respect  to  the  areas  in  which  damajre 
would  be  permissible.  The  proposed  section 
(Si"). 3. 8)  limits  chan<re  to  surface  areas  and  safety 
components,  but  permits  damajre  to  the  bumper 
face  bar.  The  manufacturers  ar<iued  that  dam- 
a<!;e  should  also  be  permitted  to  cosmetic  filler 
panels,  bumper  <ruards.  nerf  strips,  license  plate 
brackets,  stone  shields,  and  otiier  components 
which  are  not  specifically  part  of  the  vehicle 
body.  The  support  for  this  position  is  that  these 
components  appear  to  be  included  in  the  pro- 
posal's description  of  items  that  would  not  be 
subject  to  damajre  limitation  dnrinp  the  interim 
period. 

The  relevant  lanjruajre  of  Sa.S.S  states  that 
vehicles  shall  have  no  damajre  except  to  the 
bumper  face  bar  and  the  components  and  asso- 
ciated fasteners  that  directly  attach  the  bumper 
face  bar  to  the  chassis  frame.  The  bumper  face 
bar  is  defined  as  any  component  of  the  bumper 
system  that  contacts  the  impact  rid^e  of  the 
pendulum  test  device.  Stone  shields  and  cos- 
metic filler  panels  would  not  be  excepted  from 
the  damage  criteria  unless  they  directly  attach 
the  bu)nper  face  bar  to  the  chassis  frame.  ]-5ased 
upon  the  information  currently  before  the  agency, 
it  has  determined  that  neither  st(me  shields  nor 
filler  panels  are  intended  to  serve  such  a  function. 

l-5umper  guards  and  nerf  strips  which  are  lo- 
cated in  a  position  where  they  are  contacted  by 
the  impact  ridge  of  the  test  device  would  be 
considered  as  a  bumper  face  bar  with  the  lateral 
metal  component  (connuonly  known  as  a  bumper) 
considered  as  a  component  that  directly  attaches 
the  bumper  face  bar  to  the  vehicle  chassis  frame. 
This  reasoning  would  also  apply  to  bmnper  sys- 
tems that  have  a  layer  of  plastic,  rubber,  or  some 
other  material  covering  the  underlying  load 
bearing  strticture.  The  coveriiig  material  would 
be  considei'ecl  the  bumper  face  bar  and  the  under- 
lying structure  would  be  considered  a  component 
that  attaches  the  face  bar  to  the  chassis  frame. 


Toyo  Kogyo  commented  that  the  damage  cri- 
teria contained  in  S5.3.8  would  necessitate  the 
addition  of  13  pounds  to  the  bumper  which  would 
change  the  emission  rank  of  some  cars  and 
thereby  increase  their  fuel  consumption  from  4 
to  8  percent.  The  cost  of  counteracting  the  in- 
creased fuel  consumption  would,  according  to 
Toyo  Kogyo,  range  from  $100  to  $200  per  car. 

The  additional  lead  time  allowed  by  the  Sep- 
tember 1,  1978  date  for  implementation  of  the 
initial  damage  criteria  should  enable  Toyo  Kogyo 
to  concentrate  its  efforts  on  minimizing  any  in- 
crease in  the  weight  of  complying  vehicles. 

State  Farm  expressed  concern  over  the  appli- 
cation of  the  Sa.S.S  damage  criteria  to  vehicles 
with  soft  face  systems.  They  asserted  that  al- 
lowing damage  to  the  bmnper  face  bar  and  asso- 
ciated components  would,  in  the  case  of  soft  face 
bumper  systems,  permit  damage  to  the  entire 
front  and  rear  end  of  the  vehicle.  This  could 
occur  since  some  soft-face  construction  utilizes  a 
single  large  component  in  the  front  and  rear 
of  the  vehicle  that  takes  on  the  appearance  of 
the  vehicle  body,  but  by  definition  would  be  the 
luimper  face  bar.  It  was  State  Farm's  sugges- 
tion that  damage  be  permitted  only  to  those 
portions  of  the  bumper  face  bar  that  actually 
come  in  contact  with  the  impact  ridge  of  the 
pendulum  test  device.  This  would  in  their  opin- 
ion avoid  the  possibility  of  widespread  damage 
to  areas  not  actually  contacted. 

The  XHTSA  finds  State  Farm's  concern  un- 
founded. The  2000-pound  total  force  limitation 
to  the  combined  surfaces  of  Planes  A  and  1?  of 
the  pendulum  test  device  will  have  the  effect  of 
l)reventing  any  substantial  damage  to  the  areas 
mentioned  by  State  Farm.  For  this  reason,  the 
XHTSA  denies  State  Farm's  request  to  revise 
the  language  of  S5.3.8. 

Ford  Motor  Company  criticized  the  provision 
prohibiting  breakage  oi-  release  of  fasteners  or 
joints  (Sr).3.9)  as  unreasonable.  It  asserted  that 
efficient  production  recpiires  keeping  to  a  mini- 
mum the  efforts  involved  in  installing  moldings 
and  insignia.  Of  importance,  in  their  opinion, 
is  assuring  that  the  moldings  and  insignia  resist 
"popping"  on  rough  roads  and  during  minor 
parking  lot  impacts.  However,  they  assert  that 
the  performance  level  that  would  be  achieved  by 
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S5.3.9  is  unreasonably  hiftli  since,  in  their  view, 
moldinfjs  wliich  pop  off  can  be  easily  reinstalled 
with  minimal  cost  and  inconvenience  to  the  car 
owner. 

The  NHTSA  disagrees  with  Ford's  argument. 
To  allow  the  type  of  daniafre  described  by  Ford 
would  be  partially  to  defeat  the  effectiveness  of 
the  standard.  Ornaments  that  fall  off  and  trim 
strips  that  pop  off  must  be  repaired  if  the  value 
of  the  vehicle  is  to  be  maintained.  The  time  and 
money  invested  by  an  individual  who  must  ob- 
tain such  a  repair  followinfr  a  relatively  minor 
collision  can  be  avoided  if  the  manufacturer  is 
required  to  comply  with  tlie  performance  level 
of  S5.3.9.  The  NHTSA  disagrees  with  Ford's 
assessment  of  the  time,  cost,  and  effort  involved 
in  obtaininfr  such  repairs.  The  agency  has  there- 
fore determined  that  to  carry  out  the  Congres- 
sional intent  to  reduce  the  cost  of  low-speed 
accidents,  it  must  require  ornaments  and  trim 
strips  to  be  immune  from  damage  under  the  test 
conditions  of  the  standard. 

There  were  nmnerous  comments  on  the  damage- 
ability  requirements  proposed  to  go  into  effect  on 
September  1,  1979.  Many  of  the  manufacturers 
suggested  a  change  in  the  maxinmm  dent  limita- 
tion (S5.3.11)  and  requested  that  a  certain 
amount  of  bumper  set  be  allowed.  In  its  March 
12  notice,  the  XHTSA  proposed  to  limit  damage 
to  the  bumper  face  bar  to  permanent  dents  no 
greater  than  %  inch  from  the  original  contour. 
The  proposed  %-inch  deviation  was  based  on  a 
Louis  Harris  &  Associates  survey  of  public  re- 
actions to  bumper  damage  at  various  depths. 
This  survey  was  commissioned  by  Houdaille 
Industries,  Inc.,  a  manufacturer  of  bumpers. 

International  Nickel  Co.  and  Toyota  requested 
that  the  provision  be  revised  to  allow  a  %-inch 
deviation  from  the  original  bmnper  contour.  In 
light  of  the  results  of  the  Harris  survey,  Avhich 
indicated  that  consumers  did  not  consider  dam- 
age to  be  significant  until  the  dents  reached  a 
depth  of  14  to  1/2  inch,  the  NHTSA  denies  their 
request  and  adopts  the  proposed  %-inch  limita- 
tion. To  allow  deviations  to  a  depth  of  %  inch 
would  be  to  disregard  the  results  of  the  survey 
by  permitting  damage  which  would  be  considered 
significant  by  many  consumers.  This  would 
undercut  achievement  of  the  purpose  of  the  Part 


.581  bumper  standard  to  reduce  consumer  loss  of 
time  and  money. 

Toyo  Kogyo,  American  Motors,  International 
Nickel,  and  Houdaille  urged  that  the  provision 
(S5.3.11)  be  amended  to  permit  a  certain  degree 
of  bumper  set.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  im- 
pact to  a  bumper  during  testing  can  result  in 
two  types  of  contour  change,  dent  and  set. 
Bumper  set  is  an  overall  movement  or  flattening 
of  the  bumper  face  bar  which  when  minor  is 
rarely  detectable  by  the  unaided  human  eye. 
Under  the  currently  proposed  provision  the 
%-inch  deviation  limitation  would  apply  to  both 
setting  and  denting,  with  tlie  total  of  these  two 
types  of  deviations  limited  to  %  inch.  Thus,  the 
permissible  degree  of  dent  deviation  would  ac- 
tually be  less  than  %  inch.  Compliance  with 
such  a  requirement  would,  according  to  comment- 
ers,  result  in  the  production  of  heavier  and  more 
costly  bumper  systems. 

Since  the  NHTSA  has  based  its  3/g-inch  devia- 
tion limitation  on  consumer  reaction  to  a  dent  of 
that  depth,  it  agrees  with  commenters  that  a 
certain  degree  of  bmnper  set  could  be  permitted 
in  addition  to  dent  without  visibly  altering  the 
level  of  allowable  bmnper  damage.  Minor  set  is 
generally  imperceptible.  Thus,  allowing  it  to 
occur  during  impact  tests  would  not  significantly 
reduce  the  level  of  performance  currently  assured 
in  the  proposed  provision.  The  NHTSA  hereby 
amends  Part  581  to  permit  %  inch  of  bumper 
set  in  addition  to  dents  of  %  inch. 

Consumers  Union  asserted  that  the  NHTSA 
should  not  require  near-zero  level  of  damage  on 
all  cars  since  such  a  regulation  would  prevent 
manufacturers  from  offering  as  an  option  cars 
witli  cheap,  lightweight,  expendable  bumpers 
whicli  meet  the  standard's  other  requirements. 
The  NHTSA  finds  no  merit  in  this  suggestion 
and  for  the  following  reasons  denies  the  request. 
First  of  all,  to  make  compliance  with  the  "no 
damage"  provisions  optional  would  be  to  dis- 
regard the  mandate  of  Congress  in  the  Cost 
Savings  Act,  which  instructs  the  agency  to  pro- 
mulgate a  standard  that  will  reduce  consumer 
costs  occasioned  by  bumper  damage.  Second, 
cars  produced  with  lower  performance  bumpers 
would  be  less  expensive  than  those  meeting  the 
Part  581  criteria.  They  might,  therefore,  seem 
more  appealing  to  consumers  who  are  unaware 
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of  tlie  costly  dainajie  tliat  niipht  be  incurred 
durinc  low-speed  collisions.  The  purpose  of 
Title  I  of  the  Cost  Savings  Act  is  to  protect 
consumers  from  such  an  eventuality.  Third, 
mass  production  is  the  factor  tliat  will  keep 
manufacturin<r  costs  at  a  low  level.  If  only 
some  vehicles  are  constructed  with  damage- 
resistant  bumpers,  the  cost  of  those  vehicles  is 
likely  to  be  hifrher  than  necessary  liecause  of 
this  factor. 

Xationwide  INIutual  Insurance  Co.  and  the 
Xational  Association  of  Independent  Insurers 
expressed  concern  tliat  the  %-inch  deviation 
limitation  was  too  lenient.  Xationwide  felt  that 
the  %-incli  deviation  constituted  a  relaxation  of 
the  XHTSA's  previous  position  that  only  a 
dimple  should  be  allowed  to  the  bumper.  The 
XHTSA  lias  concluded,  based  on  the  Harris  sur- 
vey, that  a  dent  %  inch  in  depth  would  be  in- 
consequential to  most  car  owners.  Prescribing 
such  a  deviation  as  the  maximum  allowable  in  a 
5-mph  barrier  or  pendulum  impact  is,  therefore, 
in  keeping  with  the  goal  of  reducing  economic 
loss  occasioned  by  low-speed  collisions. 

The  Xational  Association  of  Independent  In- 
surers suggested  that  the  %-inch  deviation  be 
upgraded  to  require  that  the  dent  extend  over  a 
minimum  area  in  a  dishing  fashion  which  would 
be  less  noticeable.  This  suggestion  is  rejected 
since  the  %-inch  provision  has  been  fully  sup- 
ported as  providing  a  damage  level  that  fulfills 
the  goals  of  Title  I.  In  addition,  prescribing  a 
dishing  eifect  as  a  necessary  element  for  compli- 
ance would  not  take  into  account  the  various 
types  of  impacts  to  which  a  vehicle  is  subject. 

State  Farm  urged  that  the  prohibition  against 
separations  of  surface  materials,  paint,  polymeric 
coatings,  or  other  materials  from  the  surface  to 
which  they  are  bonded  be  extended  to  cover  the 
biunper  face  bar  during  barrier  impact  tests. 
Under  the  current  proposal  these  surface  damage 
limitations  would  apply  only  to  parts  of  the 
vehicle  other  than  tlie  bumper  face  bar.  State 
Farm  asserted  that  tlie  limitation  of  application 
of  the  no-surface-damage  re(iuirements  to  vehicle 
surfaces  other  than  the  bumper  face  bar  was  in- 
tended to  accommodate  the  pendulum  impact. 
They  therefore  see  no  justification  for  applying 
the  same  limitation  during  barrier  impact  testing. 


The  XHTSA  denies  State  Farm's  request. 
While  both  barrier  and  pendulum  impacts  can 
cause  some  chipping  or  flaking  of  chrome  or  soft- 
face  material  (depending  upon  the  type  of  system 
being  tested),  such  damage  is  insignificant.  Ap- 
plication of  a  no-surface-damage  requirement  to 
the  bumper  face  bar  would  probably  result  in 
manufacturers  having  to  upgrade  their  plating 
process  or  use  more  sophisticated  covering  ma- 
terials to  assure  compliance.  This  could  result 
in  significant  cost  increases  with  little,  if  any, 
increase  in  benefits. 

Both  State  Farm  and  British  Leyland  re- 
quested that  S7.1.1  of  Part  581  be  clarified  to 
indicate  that  the  pendulum  impacts  from  16  and 
20  inches  are  intendeil  to  be  inclusive.  Since 
compliance  with  the  pendulum  impact  require- 
ments at  any  height  between  16  and  20  inches 
would  necessitate  meeting  the  damage  criteria  at 
heights  infinitesimally  close  to  16  and  20  inches, 
the  clarification  requested  by  these  commenters 
is  insubstantial.  The  XIITSA,  however,  amends 
S7.1.1  to  include  the  16-  and  20-inch  heights  as 
subject  to  the  damage  criteria,  since  some  persons 
apparently  considered  it  unclear. 

Chrysler  requested  a  modification  of  the  Part 
581  longitudinal  pendulum  impact  test  to  specify 
that  the  recjuired  pendulum  impacts  be  at  least 
12  inches  apart  laterally  and  1  inch  apart  ver- 
ticall}'  from  any  prior  impact.  The  request  is 
denied,  since  sucli  a  modification  would  prohibit 
more  than  one  hit  in  the  same  area  of  the  bumper. 
Under  the  current  Part  581  proposal,  an  impact 
within  12  inches  laterally  must  be  separated  from 
any  prior  impact  by  2  inches,  vertically.  Based 
upon  available  accident  data,  the  XHTSA  has 
concluded  that  a  vehicle  will  be  involved  in  an 
average  of"  approximately  2  to  3  bumper  collisions 
at  speeds  of  5  mph  or  less  in  its  10-year  life. 
On  an  individual  vehicle  basis,  the  distribution 
or  the  area  of  the  bumper  affected  by  these  im- 
pacts cannot  be  predicted.  In  order  to  assure  a 
performance  level  that  corresponds  with  real- 
world  conditions,  the  XHTSA  has  determined 
tiiat  each  bumper  must  be  capable  of  meeting  the 
prescribed  damage  criteria  when  subjected  to 
more  than  one  pendulum  imiiact  in  the  same  area 
of  the  bumper. 

A  substantial  number  of  comments  were  re- 
ceived from  individuals  concerned  that  the  Part 
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581  bumper  standard  mipht  in  some  way  limit 
the  recycling  of  bumpers  in  the  aftermarket.  This 
concern  is  unfounded,  since  the  requirements 
contained  in  Part  581  ensure  that  a  wide  variety 
of  materials  can  continue  to  be  used  in  bumper 
systems.  The  provisions  in  no  way  restrict  the 
use  of  metals  in  bumper  systems. 

Chrysler  argued  tliat  the  pendulum  test  device 
should  be  used  only  as  a  means  of  assuring  uni- 
form bumper  height.  In  its  opinion,  the  pen- 
dulum impact  test  does  not  constitute  an  appro- 
priate means  of  evaluating  bumper  dainageability 
since  tlie  pendulum  is  rigid,  heavy,  and  aggres- 
sive. 

The  NHTSA  does  not  find  Chrysler's  argument 
meritorious.  To  delete  the  pendulum  impact 
test  as  a  means  of  establishing  bumper  damage- 
ability  resistance  would  be  to  lower  considerably 
the  proposed  level  of  performance  currently  con- 
tained in  Part  581.  The  pendulum  impact  re- 
quirements assure  that  a  vehicle  is  capable  of 
involvement  in  various  types  of  low-speed  col- 
lisions without  sustaining  significant  damage. 
They  impose  localized  stresses  at  various  points 
on  the  bumper  face  bar  while  the  barrier  impacts 
only  establish  a  vehicle's  overall  ability  to  with- 
stand impacts  at  specified  energy  levels,  assuring 


the  basic  strength  of  the  front  and  rear  bumper. 
In  order  to  satisfy  its  Congressional  mandate  by 
reducing  the  economic  loss  occasioned  by  low- 
speed  collision  damage,  the  NHTSA  has  con- 
cluded that  the  Part  581  bumper  standard  must 
prescribe  test  requirements  that  measure  a  ve- 
hicle's damageability  characteristics  in  both  bar- 
rier and  pendulum-type  stress  situations. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing.  Title  49,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  is  amended  .... 

1.  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No. 
215,  Exterior  Protection  (49  CFR  571.215).  is  re- 
voked. 

2.  A  new  Part  581,  Bumper  Standard,  is  added 
to  read  as  set  forth  below. 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1978. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  ;  sec.  102,  Pub.  L.  92-513, 
86  Stat.  947  (15  U.S.C.  1912)  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  February  27,  1976. 

James  B.  Gregory, 
Administrator,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration 

41   F.R.  9346 
March  4,  1976 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  PART  581— BUMPER  STANDARD 

(Docket  No.   74-11;   Notice    17;   Docket  No.   73-19;   Notice    14) 


This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for  recon- 
sideration of  the  March  4,  1976,  Federal  Rejrister 
notice  (41  FR  9346)  establishing  a  new  bumper 
standard  that  limits  damage  to  vehicle  bumpers 
and  other  vehicle  surfaces  in  low-speed  crashes. 
Effective  Date:  September  1,  1978. 
Address:  Petitions  should  be  submitted  to: 
Administrator,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  20590. 

For  Further  Information  Contact: 

Tim  Hoyt,  Office  of  Crashworthiness, 
Motor  Vehicle  Programs, 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration, 
Washington,   D.C.   20590    (202^26-2264). 

Supplementaiy  Information : 

The  standard,  49  CFR  Part  581,  issued  under 
the  authority  of  Title  I  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act,  Public  Law 
92-513,  15  U.S.C.  1901-1991,  limits  damage  to 
non-safety  related  components  and  vehicle  sur- 
faces and  incorporates  the  safety-related  damage 
criteria  of  the  current  Standard  No.  215,  Ex- 
tenor  Protection  (49  CFR  Part  571.215).  TTnder 
the  new  standard,  all  vehicles  manufactuied  on 
or  after  September  1,  1978,  must  be  capable  of 
undergoing  prescribed  pendulum  and  barrier 
crash  tests  while  experiencing  damage  only  to 
the  vehicle  bumper  and  those  components  that 
attach  it  to  the  vehicle  frame.  A'^ehicles  manu- 
factured on  or  after  September  1,  1979,  must  be 
capable  of  undergoing  the  same  tests  while  ex- 
periencing no  damage  to  vehicle  exterior  surfaces 
except  on  the  bumper,  where  dents  not  exceeding 
%  inch  and  set  not  exceeding  %  inch  may  occur. 

Petitions  for  reconsideration  were  received 
from  General  Motors  (GM),  Ford,  Chrysler, 
American  Motors  Corporation   (AMC),  Gulf  & 


Western,  Nissan,  and  Leyland  Cars.  The  issues 
raised  by  petitioners  focused  primarily  on  Part 
581's  cost -benefit  basis,  its  leadtime.  and  its  dam- 
age critei'ia. 

GM,  Ford,  Chrysler,  AMC,  Nissan,  and  Gulf  & 
Western  stated  that  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  failed 
to  present  evidence  that  Part  581  would  be  cost 
beneficial.  Ford  stated  that  the  record  support- 
ing Part  581  gives  no  assurance  that  the  public 
will  realize  incremental  savings  once  the  stand- 
ard is  implemented.  Chrysler,  Nissan,  and  Gulf 
&Western  cited  cost  and  weight  increases  which 
they  alleged  would  impose  additional  burdens 
on  car  owners  over  and  above  those  presently 
experienced.  AMC  complained  that  the  pro- 
vision for  escalating  the  bumper  requirements 
after  one  year  would  result  in  costly  and  complex 
bumper  designs,  since  such  a  schedule  would  pro- 
hibit the  optimization  of  bumper  systems. 

Petitioners  requested  that  the  agency  demon- 
strate that  the  requirements  of  Part  581  will 
provide  cost  savings  greater  than  those  currently 
provided  by  Standard  No.  215,  Exterior  Protec- 
tion. It  was  suggested  by  GM,  AMC,  and  Ford 
that  the  agency-  undertake  field  studies  to  gather 
data  to  support  the  Part  581  standard.  Several 
manufacturers  suggested  that  implementation  of 
Part  581  be  postponed  until  such  time  as  a  field 
study  is  completed. 

Petitioners'  arguments  have  been  raised  in  past 
comments  to  Federal  Register  notices  proposing 
a  Part  581  bumper  standard.  The  NHTSA 
found  them  unpersuasive  then  and  hereby  rejects 
them  once  again.  The  NHTSA  and  Houdaille 
Industries  conducted  cost  benefit  studies  on  com- 
pliance with  the  Part  581  bumper  requirements. 
The  studies  indicate  that  bumper  systems  using 
current  technology  and  designed  to  meet  the 
standard's  requirements  will  provide  a  favorable 
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cost -benefit  ratio.  Petitioners  have  not  presented 
evidence  that  effectively  disputes  the  conchisions 
reached  in  tliesc  studies. 

Conductin<i-  field  studies  as  a  means  of  jrather- 
injr  evidence  to  suppoi-t  implementation  of  the 
Part  581  standard  is  unrealistic  and  would  not 
demonstrate  as  accurately  as  the  Houdaille  and 
NHTSA  studies  the  positive  cost-saving  poten- 
tial of  the  standard.  Many  uianufacturers  are 
continuinff  to  comply  with  the  current  Standard 
215  bumper  requirements  by  means  of  inefficient, 
nnoptimized  bumpers.  Data  gathered  on  these 
systems  thus  would  not  indicate  tlie  full  possi- 
bilities of  bumpers  specifically  designed  to  meet 
the  Part  581  requirements  in  an  efficient  manner. 
Once  manufacturers  start  utilizing  the  technol- 
ogy and  materials  available  to  them  the  full 
benefits  of  the  Part  581  bumper  standard  can  be 
realized.  Until  such  time,  iiowever,  manufac- 
turers have  it  within  their  power  to  cause  field 
study  results  to  be  misleading  and  unrepresenta- 
tive of  the  potential  of  Part  581. 

The  NHTSA  has  ample  evidence  in  the  record 
that  manufacturers  are  capable  of  meeting  the 
requirements  of  Part  581.  It  also  has  evidence 
that  compliance  can  be  achieved  in  a  cost-efficient 
manner.  There  has  been  no  evidence  presented 
by  any  of  the  petitioners  that  the  standard  would 
have  a  negative  cost-benefit  impact  if  met  in  the 
ways  outlined  by  Houdaille  and  the  XHTSA 
in  their  studies.  The  agency  therefore  rejects 
the  cost-benefit  objections  raised  by  petitioners. 

AMC  requested  additional  leadtime  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  Part  581.  It  contended  that 
it  needs  36  months'  leadtime  to  comply  with  Part 
581.  It  asked  that  the  initial  effective  date  of 
the  standard  be  delayed  until  September  1,  1979. 

The  NHTSA  finds  AMC's  request  without 
merit.  The  30-month  leadtime  for  the  initial 
requirements  and  the  42-montli  leadtime  for  the 
final  requirements  is  considered  adequate  for 
compliance.  No  other  manufacturers  have  ex- 
pressed concern  over  attaining  the  level  of  per- 
formance prescribed  for  1978,  and  evidence  in 
the  record  indicates  that  most  vehicles  already 
come  close  to  satisfying  the  specified  damage 
criteria.    The  request  of  AMC  is  therefore  denied. 

Genei'al  Motors  objected  in  its  petition  to  the 
pi'escribed  escalation  of  the  bumper  requirements 


for  September  1,  1979,  only  1  year  after  the 
standard's  initial  effective  date.  It  stated  that 
compliance  with  two  sets  of  bumper  reciuirements 
within  such  short  period  of  time  would  result 
in  unrecoverable  costs  relating  to  research,  design, 
development,  and  tooling,  and  would  inhibit  the 
feasibility  of  optimizing  its  bumper  systems. 

Ford  ]Motor  Company  stated  that  it  plans  to 
redesign  its  passenger  cars  for  1981  due  to  the 
I'equireinents  of  the  P^nergy  Policy  and  Conser- 
vation Act  (Pub.  L.  94—163)  and  associated  legis- 
lation. Ford  explained  that  compliance  with 
Part  581  will  entail  some  redesigTi.  It  therefore 
requested  that  the  bumper  standard's  effective 
date  be  delayed  until  September  1,  1980,  so  that 
these  necessary  redesigning  efforts  can  be  accom- 
plished simultaneously. 

The  agency  has  found  both  General  ^lotors' 
and  Ford's  requests  persuasive.  It  has  tlierefore 
issued  a  notice  proposing  to  delay  for  1  year  the 
implementation  of  the  second  phase  of  bumper 
requirements  from  September  1,  1979,  until  Sep- 
teml)er  1.  1980.  This  action  does  not  conform 
exactly  to  Ford's  request.  However,  the  NHTSA 
does  not  know  of  any  vehicles  tliat  would  require 
major  design  changes  until  implementatoin  of 
the  more  stringent  second  phase  requirements. 

Filler  panels  and  stone  shields  were  identified 
in  the  March  4,  1976,  final  rule  as  exterior  ve- 
vehicle  surfaces  that  must  experience  no  damage 
as  a  result  of  the  prescribed  test  impacts.  GM. 
Chrysler,  and  A^NIC  objected  to  this  interpreta- 
tion of  the  level  of  damage  resistibility  filler 
panels  and  stone  shields  must  achieve.  GM  con- 
tended that  these  components  are  part  of  the 
bumper  system  and  provide  the  transition  be- 
tween the  bumper  face  bar  and  body  panels.  It 
stated  that  bumper  stroke  causes  unavoidable 
surface  scratches,  abrasions,  and  displacements, 
which  could  be  eliminated  oidy  by  >ising  expen- 
sive materials  and  mounting  techniques.  Chrysler 
pointed  out  that  filler  panels  are  designed  to  flex 
during  buuiper  im})acts  and  may  not  return  to 
exactly  their  original  contour.  According  to 
AMC,  however,  once  a  deformed  huinper  is  re- 
paired following  an  impact,  the  flexilile  filler 
panel  will  return  to  its  original  contour.  All 
three  manufacturers  requested  that  filler  panels 
be  permitted  to  sustain  some  degree  of  dauiage 
during  testing. 
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The  ajrency  has  roexainined  the  role  of  filler 
panels  and  stone  shields  in  the  biiniper  system 
and  finds  that  althoii<rh  they  do  not  actually  hold 
the  bumper  to  the  vehicle  frame,  they  are  cos- 
metic components  that  are  i)art  of  the  entire  sys- 
tem that  performs  the  task  of  attachinjr  the 
bumper  to  the  frame  of  the  car. 

The  NHTSA  has  concluded  that  })erinittinji' 
damapfe  to  filler  panels  and  stone  shields  will  not 
si<rnificantly  dep'rade  tlie  level  of  performance 
required  for  vehicles  manufactured  after  Sep- 
tember 1.  1978.  The  flexibility  of  the  filler  panel 
and  stone  shield  material  etiables  it  to  withstand 
deforminjr  impacts  without  peruianently  losinjr 
its  shape,  but  as  lon<r  as  the  bumper  and  com- 
ponents attaching;'  it  to  the  vehicle  frame  arc 
permitted  to  su.stain  damajre  as  a  result  of  im- 
pacts, the  filler  panel  and  stone  shield  may  like- 
wise sustain  some  decree  of  damajre.  Since  these 
components  are  less  visible  than  the  bumper  it- 
self, the  small  amount  of  damajre  that  they  will 
incur  will  normally  not  be  as  sifrnificant  as  that 
allowed  to  the  bumper.  Therefore,  filler  panels 
and  stone  shields  on  vehicles  manufactured  from 
September  1.  1978,  to  Au<rust  31.  1979.  will  be 
permitted  to  sustain  damajre  durin<r  the  pre- 
scribed test  impacts.  This,  in  essence,  <rrants 
the  requests  of  petitioners.  The  ajjency  will 
address  in  an  upcomintr  notice  the  application 
of  dama<re  criteria  to  stone  shields  and  filler 
panels  on  vehicles  manufactured  after  September 
1,  1979. 

Ford  and  Chrysler  charged  that  the  Part  581 
damajre  criteria  are  impracticable  and  lackinjr 
in  objectvity.  Specifically,  they  objected  to  the 
criteria  that  allow  no  separations  or  deviations, 
and  require  certain  systems  to  operate  in  a  nor- 
mal manner.  Accordin<>-  to  petitionei's.  these 
criteria  are  not  objective  since  the  requirements 
of  no  separation  and  no  deviations  can  be  inter- 
preted as  meaninjr  that  even  the  most  microscopic 
deviations  and  separations  are  prohibited,  or 
alternatively  that  only  those  deviations  that  are 
readily  apparent  are  prohibited.  With  reofard 
to  the  requirement  that  certain  systems  operate 
in  a  normal  manner,  petitioners  stated  that  the 
meanine:  of  "normal"  is  uncleai-  and  can  be  inter- 
preted differently  by  different  people.  Ford  and 
Chrysler  expressed  concern  that  the  a<;ency  will 


interpret  the  meaninjx  of  these  damage  criteria 
in  a  manner  conflicting  with  their  interpretation. 
To  resolve  the  situation  to  which  it  is  objecting, 
Chrysler  suggested  that  the  requirements  be  re- 
vised to  allow  minimal  and  inconsequential  de- 
viations, while  Ford  suggested  that  the  agency 
withdraw  S5.3.2  and  S5.3.5  and  parts  of  So.S.S, 
.S5.3.8,  Sr).3.10.  and  S.5.3.11  pending  development 
of  objective  criteria  to  enable  manufacturers  to 
pi-edict  accurately  whether  their  vehicles  will 
couiply. 

The  agency  undei"stands  the  petitioners"  con- 
cerns, but  finds  that  a  simple  inteipretation  of 
the  cited  requirements  is  adequate  to  satisfy  their 
objections.  The  damage  ciiteria  allowing  no 
deviations  and  no  separations  are  not  intended 
to  apply  to  microscopic  changes  in  the  vehicle 
following  test  impacts.  The  types  of  deviations 
and  separations  addressed  by  Part  581  are  those 
that  are  perceptible  without  the  use  of  sophisti- 
cated magiiifying  or  measuring  equipment.  "What 
is  required  is  that  the  vehicle  not  reflect  any 
normally  observable  changes  in  the  stated  areas 
following  the  prescribed  test  procedure.  Damage 
that  is  only  identifiable  by  use  of  microscopically- 
oriented  equipment  would  not  be  considered  as 
prohibited  under  Part  581. 

With  regard  to  the  requii'euient  that  a  vehicle's 
lioml.  tnmk.  and  doors  operate  in  the  normal 
manner,  the  standard  is  simply  providing  that 
these  systems  continiie  to  operate  following  the 
test  impacts  in  the  same  manner  as  they  did  be- 
fore the  impacts.  This  requirement  has  been  a 
part  of  Standard  \o.  215,  Exterior  Protection, 
.since  its  implementation  on  September  1.  1972. 
Xo  compliance  controversies  have  ever  arisen  con- 
cerning it. 

Leyland  Cars  and  AMC  reriuested  that  the 
requirements  of  S5.3.11.  allowing  no  more  than 
34-incli  set  and  %-inch  dent  to  tlie  buuipei'  face 
bar,  be  made  applicable  to  the  component  that 
backs  up  the  bumper  face  bar.  Leyland  Cars 
explained  that  some  of  its  bumpers  are  covered 
by  a  rubber  or  plastic  molding  which,  under  Part 
581,  would  be  considered  as  the  bumper  face  bar. 
It  requested  that  the  component  over  which  the 
molding  is  placed  be  permitted  to  sustain  the 
same  degree  of  set  allowed  for  the  biunper  face 
bar.     AMC  asked  that  the  component  underly- 
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ing  the  molding  be  permitted  to  experience  dents 
up  to  %-inch  as  is  the  bumper  face  bar. 

The  NHTSA  finds  petitioners'  concerns  un- 
founded. The  prohibition  against  set  and  dent- 
ing applies  to  veliicle  exterior  surfaces.  From 
the  description  of  the  component  supplied  by 
Foi"d  and  Chrysler  it  appears  that  it  is  com- 
pletely covered  by  the  molding  and  is  not  an 
exterior  surface  area  of  the  vehicle.  Therefore, 
it  may  experience  damage  during  test  impacts. 
The  molding  enveloping,  the  reinforcement  would 
represent  the  exterior  surface  that  is  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  S5.3.11. 

Nissan  and  Gulf  &  Western  objected  to  the  pre- 
scribed limitations  on  set  and  denting  contained 
in  S5.3.11.  Nissan  requested  that  the  damage 
criteria  be  revised  to  allow  i/^-inch  dent  and 
1-inch  set,  instead  of  the  currently  required  %- 
inch  dent  and  %-inch  set.  It  was  Nissan's  con- 
tention that  such  a  revision  would  cause  only  a 
slight  change  in  the  appearance  of  a  damaged 
vehicle,  while  enabling  a  considerable  change  in 
a  vehicle's  cost  and  weight.  Gulf  &  Western 
alleged  that  there  was  no  economic  justification 
for  the  %-inch  dent  and  %-inch  set  requirements 
since  they  are  based  solely  upon  a  public  opinion 
poll.  It  requested  that  the  Part  581  requirements 
not  be  implemented  until  an  economic  justifica- 
tion is  presented. 

The  NHTSA  finds  both  Nissan's  and  Gulf  & 
AVestern's  requests  lacking  in  merit.  A  survey 
conducted  by  Louis  Harris  &  Associates  of  public 
reaction  to  various  degrees  of  bumper  damage 
showed  that  a  significant  number  of  people  con- 
sider i/4-inch  dents  to  be  damage  they  would 
repair.  Based  upon  this  information  and  cost 
and  weight  data  contained  in  the  various  studies 
upon  which  the  agency  relied  in  the  fonnula- 
tion  of  the  standard,  it  has  been  determined  that 
the  amendfnent  requested  by  Nissan  would  ad- 
versely affect  tlie  I'esults  to  be  achieved  by  imple- 
mentation of  the  Part  581  bumper  standard. 
The  results  of  the  Hari'is  survey  have  definite 
economic  significance  in  that  those  individuals 
indicating  that  a  certain  degree  of  damage  was 
significant  enough  that  they  would  have  it  re- 
paired were  providing  the  pollster  with  cost  data. 
Damage  that  is  repaired  will  have  a  financial 
impact  on  the  car  owner.     By  the  same  token. 


damage  that  is  detectable  and  thereby  have  an 
economic  impact  on  the  car  owner.  These  cost 
factors  were  all  considered  in  deciding  on  the 
%-  and  %-inch  damage  limitations.  For  these 
reasons,  the  requests  of  Nissan  and  Gulf  & 
Western  are  denied. 

Chrysler  objected  to  the  procedure  prescribed 
for  measuring  the  depth  of  bmnper  dents 
(S5.3.11(b)),  charging  that  it  is  imreasonable, 
inaccurate,  and  lacks  objectivity.  Chrj'sler  al- 
leged that  the  end  points  of  the  straight  line 
described  in  the  test  procedure  for  connecting 
the  bumper  contours  adjoining  the  contact  area 
are  locations  that  are  subjective  on  bumper  face 
bars  with  compound  curvature.  It  also  charged 
that  the  siJecified  measurement  method  lacks  ob- 
jectivity and  can  be  used  only  for  determining 
the  depth  of  dents  in  flat  surfaces.  Chrysler 
requested  that  the  agency  clarify  the  provision. 

Although  the  objections  raised  by  Chrysler 
illustrate  that  some  configurations  ai'e  more  dif- 
ficult to  measure  than  others,  it  is  the  agency's 
judgement  that  the  method  described  in  S5.3.- 
11(b)  is  valid  and  still  the  most  feasible  means 
of  determining  the  extent  of  damage.  Location 
of  the  end  points  of  the  straight  line  used  to 
measure  the  depth  of  bumper  dents  does  not,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  NHTSA,  pose  a  problem.  In 
order  to  establish  the  exact  location  of  the  end 
points,  the  manufacturer  may  either  paint  or 
chalk  the  pendulum  test  device.  In  this  way, 
the  penduliun  will  leave  a  mark  on  the  precise 
area  of  contact. 

With  regard  to  Chrysler's  objections  concern- 
ing the  measurement  of  dents,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  straight  line  ineastirement  technique  is 
not  necessarily  a  test  procedure.  Rather,  the 
language  specifying  that  a  deviation  from  orig- 
inal contour  not  exceed  %-inch  when  measured 
from  a  straight  line  connecting  the  bumper  con- 
tour adjoining  the  contact  area  should  be  con- 
sidered a  definition  of  a  dent.  Deformations 
outside  the  contact  area  on  the  bumper  surface, 
such  as  recessions  of  a  larger  area  of  the  bumper, 
are  defined  as  set. 

The  agency  realizes  that  the  measurement  of 
dent  and  set  on  some  bumpers  with  complex 
curvature  may  not  be  a  simple  procedure.  In 
such  cases,  the  testers  must  use  measurement  pro- 
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cedures  that  will  enable  them  to  accurately 
measure  the  de<iree  of  dent  the  bumper  has  in- 
curred. In  situations  involvin<r  a  concave  face 
bar,  a  refeience  line  can  be  established  by  plac- 
ing: a  strai<iht  line  across  the  ai'ea  of  contact 
prior  to  impact.  After  completion  of  the  actual 
impact  the  chanjie  in  bumper  coiitour  can  be 
measured  from  the  previously  established  refer- 
ence line.  In  situations  involvinjr  a  convex  face 
bar.  or  more  complex  surfaces,  it  may  be  neces- 
sary for  the  manufacturer  to  remove  the  bumper 
foUowinfT  impact  in  order  to  compare  it  with 
an  unimpacted  bumper,  or  to  make  a  cast  of  the 
preimpact  bunii)er  for  comparison  with  the 
bmuper  for  comparison  with  tlie  liumper  follow- 
ing the  prescribed  testinjr. 

Chrysler  also  requested  that  85.3.11  be 
amended  to  specify  that  bumper  set  be  measured 
relative  to  the  vehicle  frame  in  perpendicular, 
parallel,  and  vertical  directions  with  respect  to 
the  vehicle's  lon<;itudinal  ceuterline.  It  stated 
that  such  a  revision  would  reduce  the  task  of 
measnrinfr  permanent   set  to  a   reasonable  level. 

The  XHTSA  denies  this  request  since  Chrysler 
has  presented  no  information  indicatiusi'  that  the 
currently  j)rescribed  measurement  piocedure  is 
unfeasible.  The  a>!ency  kiiows  of  no  reason  why 
reference  lines  relative  to  the  vehicle  frame  can- 
not be  established  from  which  bumper  set  can  be 
measured.  To  adopt  Chrysler's  su<r^ested  method 
for  measurement  would  unduly  complicate  the 
pi'ocedure  since  determination  of  the  vehicle  lon- 
gitudinal ceiiterline  is  complex. 

G:M  char-red  that  the  XHTSA's  definition  of 
bumper  face  bar  may  include  license  plate  brac- 
kets that  are  attached  to  the  vehicle  bmnper. 
since  these  components  may  contact  the  impact 
ridge  of  the  pendulum  test  device.  If  identified 
as  the  buuij)er  face  bar,  these  license  i)late 
brackets  would  be  required  to  meet  the  level  of 
performance  prescribed  for  bumpers.  Accord- 
in  <r  to  GM.  such  a  result  would  be  extremely 
costly.  License  plate  brackets  capable  of  comply- 
ing: with  the  bumper  damage  criteria  would  be 
expensive  to  produce  as  well  as  to  replace.  This, 
in  GM"s  opinion,  would  have  a  nepative  cost- 
benefit  impact. 

"While  the  XHTSA  ajrrees  that  license  plate 
brackets  should  not  be  required  to  meet  tlie  dam- 


a<re  criteria  of  the  bumper  face,  the  XHTSA 
believes  that  it  is  jrood  desifni  practice  to  locate 
license  plates  in  an  area  other  than  the  bumper 
face.  However,  recognizing  the  limited  space 
available  on  the  front  of  some  cars  for  license 
plate  placement,  the  XHTSA  is  reluctantly  will- 
ing to  g'rant  GM's  petition  on  this  point.  The 
agency  will,  in  the  future,  review  industi-y  i)i'ac- 
tice  on  the  placement  of  license  plates  on  new 
automobiles  in  an  effort  to  determine  if  future 
rulemaking  on  this  matter  would  be  desirable. 

AMC  requested  in  its  petition  that  the 
XHTSA  amend  the  requirements  limiting  the 
total  force  on  planes  A  and  B  to  '2,000  pounds 
(So.S.T)  to  pei-mit  a  force  of  2.000  pounds  on 
plane  A  below  the  impact  ridge  and  a  foicc  of 
2,000  pounds  on  the  combined  surfaces  of  planes 
A  and  B  above  the  impact  ridge.  AMC  based 
its  request  on  the  premise  that  the  curi-ent  re- 
quirement allows  the  full  2,000-pound  force  to 
be  exerted  either  above  or  below  the  impact  ridge 
of  the  test  device.  It  pointed  out  that  the 
XHTSA  stated  in  an  earlier  notice  that  the 
2,000-pound  limit  would  prevent  any  substantial 
damag:e  to  the  vehicle.  Based  upon  this.  AMC 
arg:ued  that  allowing:  2,000  pounds  of  force  both 
above  and  below  the  impact  ridge  would  not  ex- 
pose those  surface  areas  to  any  greater  force  than 
would  be  allowed  under  the  curient  require- 
ments. 

The  XHTSA  disag:rees  with  AMC's  conten- 
tion. The  force  limitation  contained  in  Part  581 
is  intended  to  assure  that  tiie  primai-y  force  of 
the  impact  is  directed  at  the  bumper  face  bar. 
Although  all  2,000  poimds  of  allowable  force 
could  be  directed  to  the  area  cither  above  or  be- 
low the  impact  ridge,  this  total  amount  of  force 
would  not  be  a  significant  damage  factor.  How- 
ever, if  the  areas  covered  by  planes  A  and  B 
were  allowed  to  sustain  a  total  force  of  4.000 
pounds,  the  focus  of  jirimary  foi'ce  on  the 
bumper  face  bar  would  not  be  assured  and  the 
type  of  aggressive  bmnper  system  Part  581  is 
designed  to  prevent  could  be  utilized.  AMC's 
I'equest  is  therefore  denied. 

A^IC  requested  that  Part  581  be  amended  to 
include  a  provision  appearing-  in  the  January  2, 
1975.  proposal  (40  FR  10)  that  stated  a  vehicle 
need  not  meet  further  requirements  after  having 


PAET  581— PRE  13 


Effective:    September    1,    1978 


been  subjected  to  either  tlie  lon<>:itudinal  pen- 
dulum impacts  followed  by  the  barrier  impacts, 
or  the  corner  penelulum  impacts. 

The  agency  has  stated  in  past  notices  that  a 
vehicle  will  be  involved  in  an  averaj^e  of  three 
low-speed  collisions  in  its  10-year  life.  There 
is  no  way  to  predict  which  portion  of  the  bumper 
will  be  ali'ected  in  these  impacts.  Therefore,  it 
was  decided  that  vehicles  should  be  required  to 
meet  the  prescribed  damajie  criteria  when  sub- 
jected to  the  entire  series  of  test  impacts.  To 
provide  otherwise  would  be  to  establish  a  level 
of  performance  lower  than  necesasry  to  protect 
a  vehicle  from  the  full  ran<>e  of  potentially  dam- 
agin<r  impacts  it  is  likely  to  inoir  during  its  on- 
road  life.  It  was  for  this  reason  that  the  provi- 
sion appearing  in  the  January  -2.  197ji,  proposal 
was  not  adopted.  It  is  for  this  same  reason  that 
the  agency  denies  AMC's  request. 

The  text  of  the  Title  I  bumper  standard  has 
in  previous  notices  and  the  March  4,  1976,  final 
rule  been  published  in  the  format  of  a  motor 
vehicle  safety  standard.  Since  the  bumper  stand- 
ard is  actually  an  entire  part  within  Chapter  V 


of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  the  format 
must  be  changed  in  order  that  it  may  be  prop- 
erly codified.  The  content  of  the  standard  will 
remain  the  same.  This  notice,  however,  revises 
the  numbering  system  so  that  it  conforms  to  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  format. 

The  principal  authors  of  this  notice  aie  Guy 
Hunter,  Office  of  Crashworthiness,  and  Karen 
Dyson,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  49  CFR  Part  581, 
is  amended  and  recodified.  .  .  . 

Effective  date:  September  1,  1978. 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  sec.  102,  Pub.  L.  92-513, 
86  Stat.  947  (15  U.S.C.  1912);  delegation  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.50.) 

Issued  on  May  4,  1977. 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 


42  F.R.  24056 
May  12,  1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO   PART  581— BUMPER  STANDARD 
(Docket  No.  73-19;  Notice    19  &   Docket  No.   74-11;   Notice   22) 


This  notice  corrects  an  inadvertent  error  in  the 
notice  that  changed  the  format  of  Part  581, 
Bumper  Standard,  so  that  its  numbering  system 
conformed  to  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
format  (42  FR  24056;  May  12,  1977).  In  that 
notice,  the  new  numbering  was  not  totally  in- 
corporated into  the  body  of  the  regulation. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Mr.  Tim  Hoyt 
Office  of  Crashworthiness 
Motor  Vehicle  Programs 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 

Administration 
Washington,  D.C.     20590 
202-426-2264 

Supplemental  information :  On  May  12,  1977, 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration published  a  Federal  Register  notice  (42 
FR  24056;  FR  Doc.  77-13235)  responding  to 
petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the  March  4, 
1976,  notice  (41  FR  9346)  establishing  a  new 
bumper  standard.  The  May  notice  also  changed 
the  format  of  Part  581.  The  text  of  the  bumper 
standard  was  previously  published  in  the  format 
of  a  motor  vehicle  safety  standard.  Since  the 
standard  is  actually  an  entire  part  within  Chap- 


ter V  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  its 
numbering  system  was  revised  in  order  that  it 
could  be  properly  codified. 

"\Mien  Part  581  was  published  with  its  revised 
format,  only  the  section  headings  were  properly 
renumbered.  The  texts  of  the  various  sections 
were  inadvertently  left  unchanged.  This  notice 
rev'ises  the  section  references  in  the  body  of  the 
regulation  to  conform  to  the  new  format. 

The  principal  author  of  this  notice  is  Karen 
Dyson,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  changes 
should  be  made  to  49  CFR  Part  581,  Bumper 
Standard.  .  .  . 

(Sec.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  sec.  102,  Pub.  L.  92-513, 
86  Stat.  947  (15  U.S.C.  1912)  ;  delegations  of 
authority  at  49  CFR  1.50  and  49  CFR  501.8.) 

Issued  on  July  26,  1977. 

Robert  L.  Carter 
Associate  Administrator 
Motor  Vehicle  Programs 

42  F.R.  38909 
August  1,  1977 
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PREAMBLE  TO  PART  581— BUMPER  STANDARD 
(Docket  No.  73-19;   Notice  24) 


This  notice  responds  to  a  request  from  Ford 
Motor  Company  for  further  interpretation  of 
the  bumper  damageability  requirements  of  Part 
581,  Bionper  Standard,  and  announces  the  photo- 
graphic procedure  NHTSA  will  use  as  an  aid  in 
determinino:  whether  damajje  to  filler  panels  and 
stone  sliields  (shielding  panels)  is  normally  ob- 
servable for  purposes  of  compliance  with  the 
standard.  This  interpretation  assists  manufac- 
turers in  ascertaining  whether  contemplated 
bumper  designs  will  provide  a  level  of  perform- 
ance consistent  with  the  requirements  of  Part  581. 
This  notice  also  corrects  an  inadvertent  error  in 
the  previously  announced  effective  dates  for 
Phase  I  of  the  bumper  requirements. 

Date:  This  interpretation  and  the  correction  to 
Part  581  are  effective  immediately. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Mr.  Eichard  Hipolit,  Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W.,  Washington.  D.C. 
20590   (202-426-9512) 

Supplementary  information:  NHTSA  has 
established,  througli  issuance  of  Part  581, 
Bumper  Standard  (49  CFE  Part  581),  require- 
ments for  the  impact  resistance  of  vehicles  in  low 
speed  collisions.  The  effective  dates  of  Part  581 
are  September  1,  1978,  for  components  other  than 
the  bumper  face  bar  and  certain  associated  fasten- 
ers (Phase  I),  and  September  1,  1979  for  all  ve- 
hicle components  (Phase  II).  On  May  15,  1978, 
the  agency  published  a  notice  (43  FR  20804)  sum- 
marizing its  interpretation  of  various  aspects  of 
the  Part.  581  damage  resistance  requirements  as 
they  relate  to  vehicle  exterior  surfaces.  Ford 
Motor  Company  lias  asked  for  additional  clari- 
fication of  the  requirement  of  paragraphs 
581.5(c)  (10)  and  (11)  of  tiie  standard,  in  a  June 
22,  1978,  request  for  interpretation  that  has  been 
placed  in  the  public  docket. 


APPLICATION  OF  THE  DAMAGE 

CRITERIA  TO  BUMPER  FACE  BARS 

AND  ATTACHED  COMPONENTS 

Tlie  Phase  II  requirements  prohibit  pennanent 
deviations  from  the  original  contours  of  vehicle 
exterior  surfaces  following  pendulum  and  barrier 
impacts.  An  exception  is  made  for  the  "bumper 
face  bar,"  wliose  surface  is  permitted  %-inch 
deviation  from  its  original  contour  and  position 
relative  to  the  veliicle  frame  (set)  and  a  %-inch 
deviation  from  its  original  contour  on  areas  of 
contact  with  the  barrier  face  or  tlie  impact  ridge 
of  the  pendulum  test  device  (dent)  (§581.(c) 
(11)).  Biunper  face  bar  is  defined  in  §581.4 
as  "any  component  of  the  bumper  system  that 
contacts  the  impact  ridge  of  the  penduhim  test 
device."  NHTSA  has  stated  that  this  definition 
includes  components  of  a  multipiece  bumper 
whicli  are  connected  as  part,  of  the  same  load 
bearing  structure  to  a  bumper  system  component 
wliich  is  contacted  either  by  the  pendulum  test 
device  or  the  test  barrier  (43  F.R.  20804;  May  15, 
1978). 

Ford  lias  inquired  as  to  the  applicability  of 
this  definition  of  bumper  face  bar  to  a  variety 
of  components  such  as  ilirectional  signals  and 
shielding  panels,  which  may  be  mounted  to  a  load 
Ijearing  structure  while  themselves  perfoiTning 
no  structural  function.  Components  which  do 
not  perform  a  load  bearing  function  are  not  nec- 
essarily components  of  the  bumper  system  (and 
potentially  bumper  face  bar)  solely  as  the  result 
of  their  incidental  mounting  on  or  near  a  load 
bearing  structure  of  the  bumper  system.  Com- 
ponents must  be  examined  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  to  determine  whether  they  constitute  com- 
ponents of  the  bumper  system. 

The  agency  stated  in  a  previous  notice  that 
shielding  panels  ai-e  considered  a  component  of 
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the  bumper  system  and  thus  will  qualify  as 
bumper  face  bar  if  contacted  in  testing  (43  F.R. 
20804;  May  15,  1978).  The  same  would  be  true 
of  other  cosmetic  components  directly  associated 
with  the  bumper  system's  function  such  as  manu- 
facturing cut-out  patches  and  tape  strips  the 
primary  funtcion  of  which  is  to  hide  protrusions, 
primary  function  of  which  is  to  hide  protrusions, 
fasteners,    or    other    unsightly    aspects    of    the 

Illumination  devices,  e.g.,  fog  lamps  and  di- 
rectional signals,  are  not  associated  with  the 
bumper  system's  function  and  could  not  qualify 
as  components  of  the  bumper  system,  even  if 
contacted  by  the  pendulum  test  device  or  barrier. 

Still  other  components  could  be  considered 
components  of  the  bumper  system,  depending  on 
their  application  in  a  particular  vehicle  design. 
For  example,  a  grille,  which  would  generally  be 
associated  with  the  vehicle  body,  could  perform 
a  protective  function  as  a  component  of  a  bumper 
system  in  a  soft-face  configuration,  and  could 
therefore  qualify  as  a  component  of  the  bumper 
system. 

The  agency  recognizes  that  components 
mounted  to  a  bumper  face  bar,  but  not  them- 
selves considered  face  bar  because  they  are  not 
part  of  the  bumper  system  or  are  not  impacted 
in  testing,  will  necessarily  move  with  the  set  of 
the  bumper  face  bar,  although  they  do  not  qualify 
for  the  permissible  %-inch  set  allowance  of  (c) 
(11)  (i).  However,  the  stricter  damage  limita- 
tions of  paragraph  581.5(c)  (10),  applicable  to 
such  components,  are  actually  limited  to  "nor- 
mally observable  changes  in  the  started  area 
following  the  prescribed  test  procedures"  (42  F.R. 
24058;  May  12,  1977).  "[M]ovement  of  small 
patches  covering  manufacturing  process  cut-outs 
on  the  face  bar"  and  movement  of  shielding 
panels  with  the  set  of  tlie  bumper  are  not  con- 
sidered normally  observable  (43  F.R.  20804 ;  May 
15,  1978).  Similarly,  non-bumper  (e.g.,  fog- 
lamps)  and  other  bumper  system  components 
(e.g.,  tape  strips),  attached  to  or  built  into  a 
bumper  face  bar  but  not  contactable  by  the  test 
device,  would  not  be  considered  to  have  normally 
observable  damage  when  they  simply  move  with 


the  set  of  the  face  bar.  Such  movement  would, 
however,  be  normally  observable  if  the  function 
of  the  mounted  component  were  impaired,  e.g., 
by  misalignment,  in  the  case  of  a  fog  lamp  beam, 
to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  be  adjustable  to 
its  normal  aim. 

The  thin,  polymeric  tape  strips  described  above 
typically  are  adliesively  bonded  to  the  surface 
areas  of  the  bumper  face  bar.  The  impact  of  the 
pendulum  test  device  or  test  barrier  with  the 
bumper  face  bar  may  cause  distortions  on  por- 
tions of  tlie  face  bar  not  directly  impacted  during 
testing  and  cause  localized  separation  on  these 
tape  strips  from  the  face  bar  surface,  in  the  form 
of  wrinkling  or  bubbling. 

The  agency  had  previously  stated  that,  "while 
both  barrier  and  pendulum  impacts  can  cause 
some  cliipping  or  flaking  of  chrome  or  soft-face 
material  (depending  on  the  type  of  system  being 
tested),  such  damage  is  significant"  (41  F.R. 
9346;  March  4,  1976).  This  reasoning  also  gov- 
erns minor  damage  to  tape  strips,  such  as  wrin- 
kling or  bubbling,  so  long  as  the  strips  are 
contactable  and  thus  qualify  as  bumper  face  bar. 
This  interpretation  would  apply  equally  whether 
the  damage  happened  to  fall  at  the  area  of  im- 
pact or  elsewhere  on  the  face  bar. 

Any  component  of  the  bumper  system  which 
can  be  contacted  by  the  impact  ridge  of  the  pen- 
dulum test  device  in  any  pennissible  pendulum 
stroke  is  considered  bumper  face  bar  for  testing 
of  that  bumper  system,  whether  or  not  it  was 
actually  contacted  in  a  particular  test  sequence. 
Further,  the  interpretation  concerning  non-con- 
tactable  but  load  bearing  components  of  multi- 
piece  bumpers  discussed  above,  although  ori- 
ginally announced  in  the  context  of  metal 
bumpers  (43  F.R.  20804;  May  15,  1978),  would 
also  govern  a  multipiece  bumper  assembly 
equipped  with  plastic  or  rubber  bumper  guards 
or  nerf  strips.  Thus,  all  load  bearing  components 
of  the  bumper  assembly,  whether  plastic,  rubber, 
or  metal  would  be  considered  bumper  face  bar 
and  be  entitled  to  a  %-inch  set  if  they  are  con- 
nected as  a  part  of  the  same  load  bearing  struc- 
ture. 


PART  581— PRE  18 


Effective:   September    1),    1978 


MEASUREMEXT  OF  DAMAGE  TO  THE 
BUMPER  FACE  BAR 

Paragraph  581.5(c)  (11)   provides: 

Thirty  minutes  after  completion  of  each 
pendulum  and  barrier  impact  test,  the  bumper 
face  bar  shall  have — 

(i)  Xo  permanent  deviation  greater  than 
%  inch  from  its  original  contour  and  position 
relative  to  the  vehicle  frame;  and 

(ii)  No  permanent  deviation  greater  than 
%  inch  from  its  original  contour  on  areas  of 
contact  with  the  barrier  face  or  the  impact  ridge 
of  the  pendulum  test  device  measured  from  a 
straight  line  connecting  the  bumper  contours 
adjoining  any  such  contact  area. 

Ford  has  inquired  as  to  the  measurement  tech- 
niques the  agency  will  use  in  determining  com- 
pliance with  these  damage  limitations.  NHTSA 
has  previously  recognized  that  "the  measurement 
of  dent  and  set  on  some  bumpers  with  complex 
curvature  may  not  be  a  simple  procedure"  (42 
F.R.  24056;  May  12,  1977).  In  many  cases  there 
may  be  more  than  one  procedure  by  which 
damage  can  be  accurately  measured.  Innovations 
in  measurement  techniques  may  be  needed  as  new 
bumper  designs  are  developed.  Therefore,  while 
the  agency  can  express  the  basic  measurement 
geometry  (which  appears  to  be  Ford's  basic  con- 
cern) that  establish  compliance  with  the  damage 
limits,  it  cannot  specify  a  particular  method  to 
be  used  in  measuring  those  distances  in  all  cases. 

Ford  requested  resolution  of  the  inadvertent 
inconsistency  between  agency  statements  in  the 
May  1978  interpretation  that  "the  two  types  of 
deviation  are  additive  in  an  area  of  contact  with 
the  barrier  face  or  impact  ridge"  but  that  "the 
localized  deviation  permitted  by  paragraph  (ii) 
is  measured  taking  any  contour  in  the  area  of 
impact  and  measuring  its  movement  from  its 
location  prior-to-impact  to  post-impact."  The 
first  statement  accurately  represents  that  the  de- 
viations are  additive  in  the  area  of  contact  with 
the  barrier  or  penduhuii.  The  second  statement 
failed  to  make  the  different  and  intended  point 
that  tlie  contour  of  the  contact  area  is  measured 
from  the  contour  previous  to  contact,  but  only 
after  movement  of  the  surface  position  and  con- 
tour relative  to  the  vehicle  frame  attributable  to 


set  has  been  subtracted.  It  should  be  noted  that 
contour  change  attributable  to  set  must  result 
from  a  generalized  flattening  of  the  bumper  sur- 
face outside  the  area  of  contact.  Othei-wise  the 
concept  of  dent  would  be  indistinguishable  from 
contour  set. 

The  agency  rejects  Ford's  suggestion  to  merely 
measure  the  contour  in  the  contact  area  in  rela- 
tion to  the  surrounding  contour  following  impact. 
The  best  example  of  why  the  original  contour 
must  serve  as  the  baseline  is  the  case  in  which 
the  contact  area  consisted  of  a  %-inch  protru- 
sion from  the  surrounding  area  prior  to  impact 
and  a  %-inch  depression  in  relationship  to  the 
surrounding  contour  following  impact.  The  re- 
sulting dent  would  actually  be  34-inch  deep. 

Ford  further  recommended  that  all  dent  meas- 
urements be  made  in  vertical  sections  of  the 
plane  of  impact  which  produced  the  dent. 
Recognizing  the  need  for  flexibility  in  the  meas- 
urement of  complex  bumper  configurations,  Ford 
has  withdrawn  this  portion  of  its  request  for 
interpretation. 

Ford  has  questioned  the  portion  of  XHTSA's 
previous  interpretation  (43  F.R.  20804;  May  15, 
1978)  which  stated  that  dent  may  be  measured 
"along  any  dimension,  i.e.,  width,  length,  depth," 
from  any  line  connecting  the  adjacent  bumper 
contours.  The  agency  has  decided  that  the  %- 
inch  dent  limitation  of  §  581.5(c)  (11)  (ii)  should 
presently  be  limited  to  depth  measurements  only. 
Development  of  the  Phase  II  face-bar  contour 
requirements  and  studies  which  formed  the  basis 
for  the  %-inch  dent  requirements  during  the 
rulemaking  proceeding  focused  primarily  on 
limitation  of  the  depth  of  deviations.  A  %-inch 
dent  limitation  measured  in  any  direction  might, 
at  this  time,  impose  an  imanticipated  burden  in 
some  cases  and  perhaps  restrict  the  flexibility  of 
manufacturers  in  selecting  bumper  systems  for 
different  model  sizes  which  provide  a  suitable 
balance  among  the  interrelated  considerations  of 
damage  resistance,  weight  reduction,  and  cost. 
Should  future  testing  and  bumper  design  devel- 
opments indicate  that  furtlier  face-bar  dent  limi- 
tations would  be  lieneficial,  such  a  requirement 
will  be  the  subject  of  a  future  rulemaking  notice. 
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Finally,  Ford  has  asked  whether  there  can  be 
more  than  one  contact  area  for  purposes  of  meas- 
uring damage  resulting  from  a  particular  im- 
pact. It  is  clear  that  multiple  areas  of  contact 
between  the  bumper  face  bar  and  the  impact 
ridge  or  test  barrier  may  exist,  thus  creating 
multiple  areas  in  which  dent  may  occur.  Given 
the  complexity  of  some  bumper  designs,  it  wovdd 
be  unrealistic  and  impractical  to  I'equire  that  all 
damage  incurred  in  an  impact  be  combined  for 
nieasurcment  purposes.  Deviations  caused  by 
impact  at  non-contiguous  locations  on  the  bumper 
system  will  be  treated  as  separate  contact  areas, 
and  damage  in  each  of  these  areas  will  be 
measured  separately,  without  reference  to  any 
other  area  of  contact. 

PHOTOGRAPHIC  PROCEDURES  TO  AID 

IN  EVALUATING  DAMAGE  TO 

SHIELDING  PANELS 

NHTSA's  previous  intei-pretation  of  the  Part 
581  requirements  (43  F.R.  20804;  May  15,  1978) 
addressed  the  problem  of  judging  damage  to  ve- 
hicle shielding  panels  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing compliance  with  paragraph  581.5(c)  (10). 
That  provision  addresses  all  exterior  surfaces 
other  than  bumper  face  bar  and  prohibits  per- 
manent deviation  from  original  contours  or 
separation  of  materials  from  the  surface  to  which 
they  are  bonded.  The  interpretation  reiterated 
that  the  agency  does  not  consider  damage  to 
shielding  components  to  be  in  violation  of  the 
standard  if  that  damage  is  not  "normally  ob- 
servable." In  the  case  of  shielding  panels, 
damage  not  visible  in  good  quality,  photographic 
prints  of  the  suspect  area  would  not  be  con- 
sidered by  the  agency  to  be  "normally  observ- 
able." The  notice  indicated  that  the  Office  of 
Vehicle  Safety  Compliance  (OVSC),  formerly 
the  Office  of  Standards  Enforcement,  would 
establish  standard  procedures  by  which  NHTSA 
would  take  its  evaluative  photogi'aphs. 

While  NHTSA  originally  stated  that  8  by  10 
inch  pliotographic  prints  would  be  employed,  the 
agency  has  concluded  that  the  use  of  contact 
prints  of  that  size  may  present  practical  dif- 
ficulties due  to  the  limited  availability  and  un- 
wieldiness  of  large  cameras.     Further  study  of 


existing  photographs  indicates  that  4  by  5  inch 
contact  prints  are  adequate  for  the  agency's 
testing. 

Upon  completion  of  impact  tests  in  accordance 
with  the  test  procedures  of  paragraph  581.7, 
OVSC  photographs  shielding  panel  areas  that 
may  have  experienced  permanent  deviation  or 
separation  of  materials. 

Vieiv  Camera.  OVSC  uses  a  standard  4  by  5 
inch  View  Camera  with  focal  length  of  127  mm, 
a  maximum  aperture  of  f/4.7,  a  coated  lens,  and 
available  shutter  speeds  of  1  second  to  1/400 
second. 

Film.  OVSC  uses  type  52  Pola  Pan  4  by  5 
inch  film  for  Polaroid  prints. 

IllumAnation.  OVSC  takes  the  photographs 
indoors  using  the  following  illumination  proce- 
dures: (11)  illuminating  the  area  to  be  photo- 
graplied  with  crosslighting  using  two  1,000-watt 
photofloods  lamp  for  main  light,  and  one  1,000- 
watt  photoflood  lamp  for  fill-in  light ;  and  (2) 
positioning  the  photoflood  lamps  so  that  the  light 
rays  strike  the  subject  area  at  a  45°  angle  from 
a  distance  of  10  feet  from  the  area  being  photo- 
graphed. 

Camera  position.  OVSC  positions  the  camera 
at  a  distance  of  6  feet  from  the  center  of  the 
suspect  area  and  utilizes  ground  glass  focusing 
to  properly  focus  the  camera  for  that  distance. 
Photographs  are  taken  both  at  90°  and  45°  angles 
relative  to  the  suspect  area. 

Exposure.  OVSC  utilizes  a  General  Electric, 
DeJur  or  Weston  photoelectric  exposure  meter 
to  determine  the  exposxu'e  requirements.  Light 
readings  are  taken  by  measuring  the  intensity 
of  reflected  light  from  a  Kodak  Gray  Card  placed 
upon  the  area  to  be  photographed.  The  meter 
is  placed  near  enough  to  the  subject  (gi"ay  card) 
to  indicate  the  average  reflected  light  (at  least 
within  a  distance  equal  to  the  width  of  the  sub- 
ject being  photographed).  A  light  reading  is 
ol)tained  and  set  opposite  the  film  speed  which 
is  indicated  on  the  meter  so  tiiat  the  f/stop  or 
the  aperture  settings  and  shutter  speeds  coincide. 
The  correct  camera  setting  is  read  directly  from 
the  meter. 
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Phofograj)hic  print.  OVSC  produces  4  by  5 
inch  black  and  white  photographic  contact  prints 
from  the  Polaroid  film. 

Examination  of  contact  print.  OVSC  examines 
the  completed  contact  print  with  the  unaided 
eye  for  compliance  with  581.5(c)  (10). 

CORRECTIOX  OF  PHASE  I 
EFFECTIVE  DATES 

On  May  12,  1977,  NHTSA  published  a  Federal 
Register  notice  (42  F.R.  24056)  responding  to  pe- 
titions for  reconsideration  and  revising  tlie  format 
of  Part  581  as  originally  announced  on  March  4, 
1976  (41  F.R.  9346).  Those  notices  inadvertently 
indicated  that  the  Phase  I  exterior  surface  re- 
quirements, now  contained  in  paragraph  581.5 
(c)(8),  would  apply  to  vehicles  manufactured 
from  September  1,  1978  to  August  1,  1979.  The 
requirements  of  paragraph  581.5(c)(8)   actually 


apply  to  vehicles  manufactured  until  August  31, 
1979,  and  the  regulation  is  therefore  corrected  to 
reflect  the  intended  effective  dates. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the  date 
"August  1,  1979,"  contained  in  49  CFR  §  581.5 
(c)(8),  is  hereby  corrected  to  read  "August  31, 
1979." 

The  program  official  and  lawyer  principally 
responsible  for  this  document  are  Nelson  Gordy 
and  Richard  Hipolit,  respectively. 

(Sees.  103,  119,  Pub.  L.  89-563,  80  Stat.  718 
(15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407) ;  sec.  102,  Pub.  L.  92-513, 
86  Stat.  947  (15  U.S.C.  1912)  ;  delegation  of  au- 
thority at  49  CFR  1.50). 

Joan  Claybrook 
Administrator 

43  F.R.  40229-40232 
September  11,  1978 
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PART  581  — BUMPER  STANDARD 
(Docket  No.  74-11;  Notice  12;  Docket  No.  73-19;  Notice  9) 


§  581.1  Scope.  This  standard  establishes  re- 
quirements for  the  impact  resistance  of  vehicles 
in  low  speed  front  and  rear  collisions. 

§  581.2  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  stand- 
ard is  to  reduce  physical  damage  to  the  front 
and  rear  ends  of  a  passenger  motor  vehicle  from 
low  speed  collisions. 

§  581.3  Application.  This  standard  applies  to 
passenger  motor  vehicles  other  than  multipur- 
pose passenger  vehicles. 

§  581.4  Definitions.  All  terms  defined  in  the 
Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost  Savings 
Act,  P.L.  92-513,  15  U.S.C.  1901-1991,  are  used 
as  defined  therein. 

"Bumper  face  bar"  means  any  component  of 
the  bumper  system  that  contacts  the  impact  ridge 
of  the  pendulum  test  device. 

§  581.5     Requirements. 

(a)  Vehicles  manufactured  on  or  after  Sep- 
tember 1,  1978.  Each  vehicle  manufactured  on 
or  after  September  1,  1978,  shall  meet  the  damage 
criteria  of  §  581.5(c)(1)  through  §  581.5(c)  (9) 
when  impacted  by  a  pendulum-type  test  device 
in  accordance  with  the  procedures  of  §  581.7(b) 
under  the  conditions  of  §  581.6,  at  an  impact 
speed  of  3  mph,  and  when  impacted  by  a  pen- 
dulum-type test  device  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  of  §  581.7(a)  at  5  mph,  followed  by 
impacts  into  a  fixed  collision  barrier  that  is  per- 
pendicular to  the  line  of  travel  of  the  vehicle, 
while  traveling  longitudinally  forward,  then 
longitudinally  rearward,  under  the  conditions  of 
§  581.6,  at  5  mph. 

(b)  Vehicles  manufactured  on  or  after  Sep- 
tember 1,  1979.  Each  vehicle  manufactured  on 
or  after  September  1,  1979,  shall  meet  the  damage 
criteria    of    §  581.5(c)(1)    through    §  581.5(c)  (7), 


and  §  581.5(c)  (9)  through  §  581.5(c)  (11),  when 
tested  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
§  581.5(a). 

(c)  Protective  criteria. 

(1)  Each  lamp  or  reflective  device  except 
license  plate  lamps  shall  be  free  of  cracks  and 
shall  comply  with  applicable  visibility  require- 
ments of  S4.3.1.1  of  Standard  No.  108  (§  571.108 
of  this  part).  The  aim  of  each  headlamp  shall 
be  adjustable  to  within  the  beam  aim  inspection 
limits  specified  in  Table  2  of  SAE  Recommended 
Practice  J599b,  July  1970,  measured  with  a  me- 
chanical aimer  conforming  to  the  requirements 
of  SAE  Standard  J602a,  July  1970. 

(2)  The  vehicle's  hood,  trunk,  and  doors 
shall  operate  in  the  normal  manner. 

(3)  The  vehicle's  fuel  and  cooling  systems 
shall  have  no  leaks  or  constricted  fluid  passages 
and  all  sealing  devices  and  caps  shall  operate  in 
the  normal  manner. 

(4)  The  vehicles'  exhaust  system  shall  have 
no  leaks  or  constrictions. 

(5)  The  vehicle's  propulsion,  suspension, 
steering,  and  braking  systems  shall  remain  in 
adjustment  and  shall  operate  in  the  normal 
manner. 

(6)  A  pressure  vessel  used  to  absorb  impact 
energy  in  an  exterior  protection  system  by  the 
accumulation  of  gas  pressure  or  hydraulic  pres- 
sure shall  not  suffer  loss  of  gas  or  fluid  accom- 
panied by  separation  of  fragments  from  the 
vessel. 

(7)  The  vehicle  shall  not  touch  the  test  de- 
vice, except  on  the  impact  ridge  shown  in  Figures 
1  and  2,  with  a  force  that  exceeds  2000  pounds 
on  the  combined  surfaces  of  Planes  A  and  B  of 
the  test  device. 
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(8)  For  vehicles  manufactured  from  Sep- 
tember 1,  1978  to  August  31,  1979,  the  exterior 
surfaces  shall  have  no  separations  of  surface 
materials,  paint,  polymeric  coatings,  or  other 
covering  materials  from  the  surface  to  which 
they  are  bonded,  and  no  permanent  deviations 
from  their  original  contours  30  minutes  after 
completion  of  each  pendulum  and  barrier  impact, 
except  where  such  damage  occurs  to  the  bumper 
face  bar  and  the  components  and  associated  fast- 
eners that  directly  attach  the  bumper  face  bar  to 
the  chassis  frame. 

(9)  Except  as  provided  in  §  581.5(c)  (8), 
there  shall  be  no  breakage  or  release  of  fasteners 
or  joints. 

(10)  For  vehicles  manufactured  on  or  after 
September  1,  1979,  the  exterior  surfaces,  except 
for  the  bumper  face  bar,  shall  have  no  separa- 


tions of  surface  materials,  paint,  polymeric  coat- 
ings, or  other  materials  from  the  surface  to  which 
they  are  bonded,  and  no  permanent  deviations 
from  their  original  contours  30  minutes  after 
completion  of  each  pendulum  and  barrier  impact. 

(11)  Thirty  minutes  after  completion  of 
each  pendulum  and  barrier  impact  test,  the 
bumper  face  bar  shall  have— 

(i)  No  permanent  deviation  greater  than 
%  inch  from  its  original  contour  and  position 
relative  to  the  vehicle  frame;  and 

(ii)  No  permanent  deviation  greater  than 
%  inch  from  its  original  contour  on  areas  of 
contact  with  the  barrier  face  or  the  impact  ridge 
of  the  pendulum  test  device  measured  from  a 
straight  line  connecting  the  bumper  contours 
adjoining  any  such  contact  area. 

§  581.6  Conditions.  The  vehicle  shall  meet 
the  requirements  of  §  581.5  under  the  following 
conditions: 

(a)  General. 

(1)  The  vehicle  is  at  unloaded  vehicle 
weight. 

(2)  The  front  wheels  are  in  the  straight 
ahead  position. 

(3)  Tires  are  inflated  to  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer's recommended  pressure  for  the  specified 
loading  condition. 

(4)  Brakes  are  disengaged  and  the  trans- 
mission is  in  neutral. 

(5)  Trailer  hitches  are  removed  from  the 
vehicle. 

(b)  Pendulum  test  conditions.  The  following 
conditions  apply  to  the  pendulum  test  procedures 
of  §  581.7(a)  and  §  581.7(b): 

(1)  The  test  device  consists  of  a  block  with 
one  side  contoured  as  specified  in  Figure  1  and 
Figure  2  with  the  impact  ridge  made  of  AlSl 
4130  steel  hardened  to  34  Rockwell  "C."  The 
impact  ridge  and  the  surfaces  in  Planes  A  and  B 
of  the  test  device  are  finished  with  a  surface 
roughness  of  32  as  specified  by  SAE  Recom- 
mended Practice  J449A,  June  1963.  From  the 
point  of  release  of  the  device  until  the  onset  of 
rebound,  the  pendulum  suspension  system  holds 
Plane  A  vertical,  with  the  arc  described  by  any 
point  on  the  impact  line  lying  in  a  vertical  plane 
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(for  §  581.7(a),  longitudinal;  for  §  581.7(b),  at 
an  angle  of  30°  to  a  vertical  longitudinal  plane) 
and  having  a  constant  radius  of  not  less  than 
11  feet. 

(2)  With  Plane  A  vertical,  the  impact  line 
shown  in  Figures  1  and  2  is  horizontal  at  the 
same  height  as  the  test  device's  center  of  per- 
cussion. 

(3)  The  effective  impacting  mass  of  the  test 
device  is  equal  to  the  mass  of  the  tested  vehicle. 

(4)  When  impacted  by  the  test  device,  the 
vehicle  is  at  rest  on  a  level  rigid  concrete  surface. 

(c)  Barrier  Test  Condition.  At  the  onset  of  a 
barrier  impact,  the  vehicle's  engine  is  operating 
at  idling  speed  in  accordance  with  the  manufac- 
turer's specification.  Vehicle  systems  that  are  not 
necessary  to  the  movement  of  the  vehicle  are  not 
operating  during  impact. 

§  581.7    Test  Procedures. 

(a)  Longitudinal  Impact  Test  Procedures. 

(1)  Impact  the  vehicle's  front  surface  and 
its  rear  surface  two  times  each  with  the  impact 
line  at  any  height  from  16  to  20  inches,  inclusive, 
in  accordance  with  the  following  procedure. 

(2)  For  impacts  at  aheight  of  20  inches, 
place  the  test  device  shown  in  Figure  1  so  that 
Plane  A  is  vertical  and  the  impact  line  is  hori- 
zontal at  the  specified  height. 

(3)  For  impacts  at  a  height  between  20 
inches  and  16  inches,  place  the  test  device  shown 
in  Figure  2  so  that  Plane  A  is  vertical  and  the 
impact  line  is  horizontal  at  a  height  within  the 
range. 

(4)  For  each  impact,  position  the  test  de- 
vice so  that  the  impact  line  is  at  least  2  inches 
apart  in  vertical  direction  from  its  position  in 
any  prior  impact,  unless  the  midpoint  of  the 
impact  line  with  respect  to  the  vehicle  is  to  be 
more  than  12  inches  apart  laterally  from  its 
position  in  any  prior  impact. 


(5)  For  each  impact,  align  the  vehicle  so 
that  it  touches,  but  does  not  move,  the  test  de- 
vice, with  the  vehicle's  longitudinal  centerline 
perpendicular  to  the  plane  that  includes  Plane  A 
of  the  test  device  and  with  the  test  device  in- 
board of  the  vehicle  corner  test  positions  speci- 
fied in  §  581.7(b). 

(6)  Move  the  test  device  away  from  the  ve- 
hicle, then  release  it  to  impact  the  vehicle. 

(7)  Perform  the  impacts  at  intervals  of  not 
less  than  30  minutes. 

(b)  Corner  impact  test  procedure. 

(1)  Impact  a  front  corner  and  a  rear  corner 
of  the  vehicle  once  each  with  the  impact  line  at 
a  height  of  20  inches  and  impact  the  other  front 
corner  and  the  other  rear  corner  once  each  with 
the  impact  line  at  any  height  from  16  to  20 
inches,  inclusive,  in  accordance  with  the  follow- 
ing procedure. 

(2)  For  an  impact  at  a  height  of  20  inches, 
place  the  test  device  shown  in  Figure  1  so  that 
Plane  A  is  vertical  and  the  impact  line  is  hori- 
zontal at  the  specified  height. 

(3)  For  an  impact  at  a  height  between  16 
inches  and  20  inches,  place  the  test  device  shown 
in  Figure  2  so  that  Plane  A  is  vertical  and  the 
impact  line  is  horizontal  at  a  height  within  the 
range. 

(4)  Align  the  vehicle  so  that  a  vehicle  cor- 
ner touches,  but  does  not  move,  the  lateral  center 
of  the  test  device  with  Plane  A  of  the  test  device 
forming  an  angle  of  60  degrees  with  a  vertical 
longitudinal  plane. 

(5)  Move  the  test  device  away  from  the  ve- 
hicle, then  release  it  to  impact  the  vehicle. 

(6)  Perform  the  impacts  at  intervals  of  not 
less  than  30  minutes. 


41  F.R.  9346 
March  4,  1976 
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Effective:    February    1,    1975 


PREAMBLE  TO  PART  582— INSURANCE  COST  INFORMATION   REGULATION 

(Docket  74-40;   Notice  2) 


This  notice  establishes  an  insurance  cost  in- 
formation regulation  pureuant  to  the  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Information  and  Cost  Sa\angs  Act  (15 
U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.).  The  regulation  is  based 
upon  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  i)ublished 
November  4,  1974  (39  F.R.  38912)  and  comments 
submitted  in  response  to  the  notice. 

The  regiilation  will  require  automobile  dealers 
to  distribute  to  prospective  purchasers  informa- 
tion which  compares  differences  in  insurance  costs 
for  different  makes  and  models  of  passenger  motor 
vehicles  based  upon  differences  in  their  damage 
susceptibility  and  crashworthiness.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  insurance  cost  information  that  reflects 
damageability  and  crashworthiness,  this  rule  does 
not.  at  the  present  time,  have  an  effect  on  auto- 
mobile dealers.  Damage  susceptibility  and  crash- 
worthiness  studies  currently  being  conducted  by 
the  XHTSA  are  expected  to  influence  the  in- 
surance rate  structure  by  providing  data  which 
will  enable  the  insurance  industry  to  take  these 
factors  into  account.  As  this  occurs,  the  NHTSA 
will  prepare  comparative  indices  for  the  dealers 
to  distribute  to  prospective  purchasers. 

Several  comments  on  the  proposed  ndemaking 
discussed  the  merits  of  the  Motor  Vehicle  In- 
formation and  Cost  Savings  Act  and  are  there- 
fore beyond  the  scope  of  this  rulemaking.  Other 
comments  offered  methods  for  performing  the 
damage  susceptibility  and  crashworthiness  stud- 
ies. These  comments  have  been  forwarded  to  the 
technical  staff  performing  the  studies.  Two  com- 
ments suggested  minor  changes  in  the  text  of  the 
regulation  for  clarity  and  to  make  the  proposed 
regulation  more  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  Act.     These  suggestions  have  been  adopted 


in  the  final  regulation.  Their  effect  is  that  the 
insurance  cost  information  disseminated  by  the 
dealers  would  be  in  the  form  of  comparative 
indices,  based  on  differences  in  damage  suscepti- 
bility and  crashworthiness,  rather  than  simply 
the  insurance  premium  rate  which  is  determined 
by  many  factors. 

One  comment  exi)ressed  the  view  that  pro\dd- 
iug  this  information  to  consumers  within  30  days 
after  its  publication  in  the  FeAleral  Register  was 
an  excessive  burden  upon  the  dealere.  The 
XHTSA  does  not  believe  that  sufficient  justifica- 
tion for  this  position  has  been  made  in  light  of 
tlie  need  to  provide  the  information  to  the  con- 
sumer in  time  for  it  to  be  of  use  to  him  in  pur- 
chasing an  automobile. 

Therefore,  a  new  Part  582,  Insurance  Cost  In- 
formation, is  added  in  Chapter  V,  Title  49,  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations,  to  read  as  set  forth  below. 

Efectlre  date :  Although  the  final  rule  is  effec- 
tive February  1.  1975,  as  specified  in  the  Cost 
Savings  Act.  the  dates  when  automobile  dealers 
will  be  required  to  distribute  insurance  cost  in- 
formation are  dependent  upon  XHTSA  progress 
in  developing  such  information  and  will  be  pub- 
lished at  a  later  date  in  the  Federal  Register. 

(Sec.  201(c),  P.  L.  92-51,3,  86  Stat.  947  (15 
U.S.C.  1941(e));  delegation  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.51). 

Issued  on  January  31,  1975. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  4918 
February  3,  1975 
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PART  582— INSURANCE  COST  INFORMATION   REGULATIONS 


§  582.1  Scope.  This  part  requires  automobile 
dealers  to  make  available  to  prospective  pur- 
chasers information  reflecting  differences  in  in- 
surance costs  for  different  makes  and  models  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles  based  upon  differences 
in  damage  susceptibility  and  crashworthiness, 
pursuant  to  section  201(e)  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Information  and  Cost  Savings  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
1941(e)),  herein  "the  Cost  Savings  Act." 

§  582.2  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  part  is 
to  enable  prospective  purchasers  to  compare  dif- 
ferences in  auto  insurance  costs  for  the  various 
makes  and  models  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 
based  upon  differences  in  damage  susceptibility 
and  crashworthiness,  and  to  realize  any  savings 
in  collision  insurance  resulting  from  differences 
in  damageability,  and  any  savings  in  medical  pay- 
ment insurance  resulting  from  differences  in 
crashworthiness. 

§  582.3     Definitions. 

(a)  Statutory  definitions.  All  terms  used  in 
this  part  which  are  defined  in  section  2  of  the 
Cost  Savings  Act  are  used  as  so  defined. 

(b)  Definitions  used  in  this  part. 

(1)  "Automobile  dealer"  means  any  person 
who  engages  in  the  retail  sale  of  new  or  used 
automobiles  as  a  trade  or  business. 

(2)  "Collision  insurance"  means  insurance 
that  reimburses  the  insured  party  for  physical 
damage  to  his  property  resulting  from  auto- 
mobile accidents. 


(3)  "Insurance  cost"  means  the  insurance 
premium  rate,  as  expressed  in  appropriate  in- 
dices, for  collision  and  medical  payment,  includ- 
ing personal  injury  protection  in  no-fault  states. 

(4)  "Medical  payment  insurance"  means  in- 
surance that  reimburses  the  insured  party  for 
medical  expenses  sustained  by  himself,  his 
family,  and  his  passengers  in  automobile  acci- 
dents. 

§  582.4     Requirements. 

(a)  Each  automobile  dealer  shall  provide  the 
insurance  cost  information  specified  in  §  582.5  for 
examination  by  prospective  purchasers  at  each 
location  where  he  offers  vehicles  for  sale. 

(b)  The  information  shall  be  provided  with- 
out charge  and  in  sufficient  quantity  to  have  it 
available  for  retention  by  prospective  purchasers, 
within  30  days  after  its  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

(c)  The  information  shall  be  in  English  and, 
if  a  significant  portion  of  the  prospective  pur- 
chasers do  not  speak  English,  in  the  non-English 
language  most  widely  spoken  by  prospecive  pur- 
chasers. 

§  582.5     Insurance  cost  information  form. 

The  insurance  cost  information  provided  pur- 
suant to  section  582.4  shall  be  presented  as 
follows:  [Form  to  be  specified]. 

40  F.R.  4918 
February  3,  1975 
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Effective:    July   5,    1975 


PREAMBLE  TO  PART  590— MOTOR  VEHICLE  EMISSIONS  INSPECTION   CRITERIA 

(Docket  No.   72-24;   Notice   2) 


This  notice  issues  a  regulation  to  establish 
emissions  inspection  criteria  for  a  diagnostic  in- 
spection demonstration  projects  funded  pursuant 
to  the  Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost 
Savings  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1901,  et  seq.).  The 
regulation  is  based  upon  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemalving  published  June  11,  1974  (39  F.R. 
20501)  and  upon  comments  submitted  in  response 
to  the  notice,  and  is  issued  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency. 

Under  Title  15  U.S.C,  Section  1962(a),  a 
State  may  obtain  a  grant  from  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and 
operating  a  diagnostic  inspection  demonstration 
project.  The  purpose  of  the  grant  program  is 
to  explore  the  feasibility  of  using  diagnostic  test 
devices  to  conduct  diagnostic  safety  and  emission 
inspection  of  motor  vehicles.  The  demonstration 
projects  are  also  designed  to  help  the  Federal 
and  State  governments  determine  the  best  means 
of  structuring  safety  and  emissions  inspection 
programs.  Pursuant  to  the  requirements  of 
section  1962(b),  this  rule  establishes  emissions 
inspection  criteria  to  be  met  by  projects  funded 
under  this  program.  The  criteria  established 
govern  the  manner  of  operation  of  five  Feder- 
ally-funded State  diagnostic  inspection  demon- 
stration projects  to  be  conducted  in  Alabama, 
Arizona,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  Tennessee,  and  do  not,  in  themselves,  impose 
requirements  on  any  other  State  or  upon  any 
individual. 

The  subject  most  commonly  discussed  in  the 
comments  was  whether  a  loaded  test  mode  or  a 
high  speed  no  load  test  mode  would  be  more 
effective  than  the  basic  idle-only  mode  inspection 
procedure  in  detecting  vehicles  with  very  high 
emission  levels  and  in  diagnosing  problems. 
Because  this  program  calls  for  demonstration 
projects   and   is   in   the   nature  of  a   feasibility 


study,  the  NHTSA  considers  that  the  most  ap- 
propriate course  is  to  compare  the  alternative 
pi-ocedures  and,  in  this  way,  generate  data  which 
may  ultimately  resolve  the  question.  Accord- 
ingly, the  States  will  be  allowed  to  choose  be- 
tween loaded-mode  and  no-load  inspection  pro- 
cedures. For  similar  reasons  no-load  inspection 
procedures  will  include  both  low  and  high  speed 
measurements  until  such  time  as  the  data  col- 
lected indicates  that  unloaded  high-speed  meas- 
urements are  unwarranted. 

Since  one  of  the  major  purposes  of  the  pro- 
gram is  to  determine  whether  this  type  of  in- 
spection is  both  feasible  and  cost  beneficial,  the 
criteria  do  not  specify  that  the  emission  levels 
be  the  lowest  attainable,  but  represent  a  fair  bal- 
ance between  low  rejection  rates  which  would 
result  in  limited  program  effectiveness  and  high 
rejection  rates  which  would  result  in  adverse 
public  reaction.  In  the  event  that  the  actual 
rejection  rate  varies  significantly  from  our  esti- 
mate of  approximately  30  percent,  the  emissions 
criteria  will  be  modified  to  bring  the  rate  to  the 
desired  level.  Because  the  emission  criteria  are 
less  stringent  than  those  permitted  under  the 
Federal  Emission  Certification  Test  criteria,  it 
is  not  anticipated  that  conflicting  requirements 
on  engine  design  will  result  from  their  applica- 
tion in  this  program. 

Two  comments  were  addressed  to  the  point 
that  the  mechanical  dynamometer  suggested  for 
use  in  the  loaded  mode  inspection  may  not  simu- 
late normal  road  loading  as  well  as  an  electric 
dynamometer.  The  purpose  of  the  dynamometer 
is  to  provide  an  adequate  load  to  the  engine  to 
allow  detection  of  carburetor  main  and  power 
circuit  malfunctions  and  ignition  misfiring  un- 
der load.  Because  this  function  does  not  require 
trae  road  load  duplication  XHTSA  does  not 
consider  that  the  more  expensive  electric  dyna- 
mometer should  be  required. 
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General  Motors  Corporation  su{!;g:ested  that 
oxides  of  nitro<;en  (XOx)  measurement  be  in- 
cluded in  the  emission  inspection  criteria.  The 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  recommended 
waiting  until  such  time  as  NOx  controlled  ve- 
hicles account  for  a  more  significant  part  of  the 
vehicle  population  in  order  to  make  such  a  pro- 
gram meaningful.  NO,  measuring  instruments 
suitable  for  this  type  of  inspection  have  not 
been  developed  to  a  point  where  low  cost,  i;e- 
liable  instruments  are  readily  available.  Fur- 
thermore, tuning  a  car  without  NOx  controls 
tends  to  increase  the  NOx  emissions  slightly 
while  reducing  the  hydrocarbon  and  carbon 
monoxide  emissions.  Therefore,  NHTSA  agrees 
with  the  EPA  that  until  newer  vehicles  with 
NOx  control  devices  begin  to  account  for  a  more 
substantial  part  of  the  overall  vehicle  popula- 
tion, the  level  of  reduction  of  emissions  of  oxides 
of  nitrogen  that  might  be  obtained  is  not  large 
enough  to  warrant  the  inclusion  of  NOx  inspec- 
tion at  this  time. 

While  the  criteria  developed  in  this  rulemak- 
ing would  be  appropriate  for  emissions  inspec- 
tion of  light  duty  trucks  and  other  light  duty 
vehicles,  NHTSA  has  decided  not  to  include 
these  vehicles  in  the  data  pool  for  the  demon- 
stration projects.  The  rule  requires  that  the 
idle  speed  of  the  vehicle  at  the  time  of  inspection 
must  not  be  more  than  100  rpm  greater  than 
that  recommended  by  the  manufacturer.  The 
purpose   of   this   requirement  is  to  ensure  that 


high  idle  speeds  are  not  masking  excessive  idle 
carbon  monoxide  levels.  At  the  suggestion  of 
the  American  Motors  Corporation  the  units  of 
measure  for  proposed  emission  levels  are  more 
specifically  identified  than  in  the  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking.  Tlie  unit  of  measurement  of 
carbon  monoxide  concentration  is  Mole  percent, 
while  that  for  hydrocarbon  concentration  is  ppm 
as  hexane. 

Therefore,  a  new  Part  590,  Motor  Vehicle 
Emission  Inspections,  is  added  in  Chapter  V, 
Title  49,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  .  .  . 

E-ffective  date:  This  part  becomes  effective 
July  5,  1975.  The  notice  of  proposed  rulemak- 
ing had  proposed  an  effective  date  30  days  after 
issuance  of  the  final  rule.  Because  the  five  States 
that  have  received  grants  have  all  developed 
their  emission  inspection  in  accordance  with  the 
proposed  criteria,  they  will  not  be  adversely  af- 
fected by  an  immediate  effective  date.  Good 
cause  is  accordingly  found  for  an  immediate 
effective  date. 

(Section  302(b)(1),  Pub.  L.  92-513,  86  Stat 
947,  15  U.S.C.  1901;  delegation  of  authority  at 
49  CFR  1.51.) 

Issued  on  June  5,  1975. 

James  B.  Gregory 
Administrator 

40  F.R.  24904 
June  11, 1975 
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Sec. 

590.1  Scope. 

590.2  Purpose. 

590.3  Applicability. 

590.4  Definitions. 

590.5  Requirements. 

590.6  No-load  inspection. 

590.7  Loaded-mode  inspection. 

590.8  Inspection  conditions. 

§  590.1     Scope. 

This  part  specifies  standards  and  procedures 
for  motor  vehicle  emission  inspections  by  State 
or  State-supervised  diagnostic  inspection  demon- 
stration projects  funded  under  Title  III  of  the 
Motor  Vehicle  Information  and  Cost  Savings 
Act  (15  U.S.C.  1901,  et  seq.). 

§  590.     Purpose. 

The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  support  the 
development  of  effective  regulation  of  automo- 
bile exhaust  emissions  and  thereby  improve  air 
quality,  by  establishing  appropriate  uniform 
procedures  for  diagnostic  emission  inspection 
demonstration  projects. 

§  590.3     Applicability. 

This  part  does  not  impose  requirements  on 
any  person.  It  is  intended  to  be  utilized  by 
State  diagnostic  inspection  demonstration  pro- 
jects operating  under  Title  III  of  the  Cost  Sav- 
ings Act  for  diagnostic  emission  inspections  of 
passenger  cars  powered  by  spark-ignition  en- 
gines. 

§  590.4     Definitions. 

All  terms  used  in  this  part  that  are  defined  in 
49  CFR  Part  571,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Stand- 
ards, are  used  as  defined  in  that  Part. 


§  590.5     Requirements. 

A  diagnostic  inspection  demonstration  project 
shall  test  vehicles  in  accordance  with  either  the 
no-load  inspection  criteria  specified  in  section 
590.6,  or  the  loaded-mode  inspection  criteria 
specified  in  section  590.7. 

§  590.6     No-load  inspection. 

(a)  Criteria.  The  vehicle  must  meet  the  fol- 
lowing criteria  when  tested  by  the  no-load  in- 
spection method. 

(1)  The  vehicle's  idle  speed,  measured  with 
the  transmission  in  the  position  recommended 
by  the  manufacturer  for  adjusting  the  idle 
speed,  shall  not  be  more  than  100  rpm  higher 
than  the  idle  speed  recommended  by  the  manu- 
facturer. 

(2)  Concentrations  of  emission  samples 
taken  from  each  exhaust  outlet  shall  not  ex- 
ceed the  following  levels: 

(i)  For  model  years  1967  and  earlier: 
hydrocarbons  (HC)  1200  ppm  as  hexane, 
and  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  9.0  mole  per- 
cent. 

(ii)  For  model  years  1968  through  1973: 
HC  600  ppm  as  hexans,  and  CO  7.0  mole 
percent. 

(b)  Method.  No-load  inspection  is  conducted 
by  measuring  two  emission  samples  from  each 
exhaust  outlet.  The  first  emission  sample  is  col- 
lected with  the  vehicle's  transmission  in  neutral 
and  the  engine  operating  at  2250  rpm.  The 
second  sample  is  collected  with  the  vehicle's 
transmission  in  the  position  recommended  by 
the  manufacturer  for  adjusting  the  idle  speed, 
and  the  engine  idling. 

§  590.7     Loaded-mode  inspection. 

(a)  Criteria.  When  the  loaded-mode  inspec- 
tion is  conducted,  concentrations  of  the  emission 
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samples  taken  from  each  exhaust  outlet  for  each 
of  the  three  phases  of  the  driving  cycle  in  Table 
I,  conducted  in  the  sequence  indicated,  shall  not 
exceed  the  levels  given  in  Table  II.    For  the 


purpose  of  determining  the  weight  classification 
of  a  motor  vehicle  for  the  loaded-mode  inspec- 
tion, 300  pounds  are  added  to  the  vehicle's  un- 
laden curb  weight. 


Table  I 


Driving  cycle  (speed-load  combination) 
Curb  weight  plus  300        

lbs  1st  phase  high  cruise                                   2d  phase  low  cruiser  3d  phase  idle 

3,801  lbs  and  up 48  to  50  mi/h  at  27  to  30  hp 32  to  35  mi/h  at  10  to  12  hp At  idle. 

2,801  to  3,800  lbs 44  to  46  mi/h  at  21  to  24  hp 29  to  32  mi/h  at  8  to  10  hp Do. 

2,000  to  2,800  lbs 36  to  38  mi/h  at  13  to  1 5  hp 22  to  25  mi/h  at  4  to  6  hp Do. 


High  cruise 


Table  II 
Low  cruise 


Idle 


1967  and  earlier  model  years 

HC  900  ppm 

as  hexane 
CO  4.5  mole 

percent 

1968  through  1973 

HC  450  ppm 

as  hexane 
CO  3.75  mole 

percent 


HC  900  ppm 
as  hexane 

CO  5.5  mole 
percent 


HC  450  ppm 
as  hexane 

CO  4.25  mole 
percent 


HC  1,200  ppm 
as  hexane 

CO  9.0  mole 
percent 


HC  600  ppm 
as  hexane 

CO  7.0  mole 
percent 


(b)  Method.  Loaded-mode  inspection  for  the 
first  two  phases  of  the  driving  cycle  described 
in  Table  I  is  conducted  by  measuring  the  levels 
of  emission  concentrations  from  each  exhaust 
outlet  of  a  motor  vehicle  operated  on  a  chassis 
dynamometer,  with  the  vehicle's  transmission  in 
the  setting  recommended  by  the  vehicle  manu- 
facturer for  the  speed-load  combination  being 
tested.  For  the  idle  phase,  vehicles  with  auto- 
matic transmissions  are  tested  in  drive,  and  ve- 
hicles with  standard  transmissions  are  tested  in 
neutral. 

§  590.8     Inspection  conditions. 

(a)  The  vehicle  engine  is  at  its  normal  oper- 
ating temperature,  as  specified  by  the  vehicle 
manufacturer. 

(b)  An  engine  speed  indicator  with  a  grad- 
uated scale  from  zero  to  at  least  2500  rpm  is 
used  for  the  unloaded  inspection  procedure. 


(c)  The    equipment    used    for    analyzing    the 
emission  concentration  levels— 

(1)  Has  a  warm-up  period  not  to  exceed  30 
minutes; 

(2)  Is  able  to  withstand  sustained  periods 
of  continuous  use; 

(3)  Has  a  direct  and  continuous  meter 
readout  that  allows  readings  for  concentration 
levels  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  from  0-10 
mole  percent,  and  of  hydrocarbon  (HC  from 
0-2000  ppm  as  hexane;  and  if  used  for  the 
loaded-mode  inspection,  has  at  least  one  addi- 
tional expanded  direct  and  continuous  readout 
for  concentration  levels  of  carbon  monoxide 
and  of  hydrocarbon,  such  as  from  0-5  mole 
percent  and  from  0-1000  ppm  as  hexane  re- 
spectively; 

(4)  Has  an  accuracy  of  better  than  ±5% 
of  the  full  scale  reading  for  each  concentration 
range; 

(5)  Permits  a  reading  for  each  emission 
concentration   level,    within    10   seconds   after 
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(6)  Has  a  calibration  system  using  a  stand-  40  p  r   24904 

ard  gas,  or  an  equivalent  mechanical  or  elec-  ,.,„J  ...    ,  "Z 
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PREAMBLE  TO  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY  REGULATION   RELATING  TO  IMPOR- 
TATION OF  MOTOR  VEHICLES  AND  ITEMS  OF  MOTOR  VEHICLE  EQUIPMENT 


On  April  10,  1968,  Public  Law  90-283  was 
enacted  to  amend  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  1391- 
1409)  by  adding  a  new  section  123.  This  section 
provides  a  procedure  whereby  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  is  authorized,  upon  petition  by  a 
manufacturer  of  500  or  less  vehicles  annually,  to 
temporarily  exempt  such  vehicles  from  certain 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards.  The 
procedures  for  temporary  exemption  of  such  ve- 
hicles adopted  by  the  Department,  as  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  September  26,  1968 
(33  F.R.  14457),  require  each  exempted  vehicle 
to  bear  a  label  or  tag  permanently  affixed  con- 
taining certain  information  including  a  statement 
listing  the  safety  standards  for  which  an  exemp- 
tion has  been  obtained.  Since  vehicles  so 
exempted  will  no  longer  bear  the  "valid  certifi- 
cation as  required  by  section  114  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966 
(15  U.S.C.  1403)"'  which  is  required  by  19  CFR 
12.80(b)(1)  if  a  motor  vehicle  offered  for  im- 
portation is  not  to  be  refused  entry,  it  is  deemed 
desirable  to  amend  19  CFR  12.80(b)  to  allow 
entry  of  exempted  vehicles  bearing  the  exemp- 
tion labels  or  tags  required  under  the  regulations 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation  (23  CFR 
217.13). 

In  addition,  the  Automobile  Manufacturer's 
Association,  Inc.,  on  behalf  of  itself  and  its 
member  companies,  has  made  a  showing  of  the 
necessity  of  importing  and  using  for  purposes  of 
test  or  experiment  for  a  limited  time  on  the 
public  roads,  of  a  limited  number  of  nonconform- 
ing motor  vehicles  manufactured  outside  the 
United  States.  The  Association  has  requested 
an  amendment  of  19  CFR  12.80(b)  (2)  (vii) 
which  currently,  among  other  things,  allows  the 
importation  of  such  vehicles  for  such  purposes 
only  upon  a  declaration  by .  the  importer  that 
these  vehicles  will  not  be  licensed  for  use  on  the 
public  roads. 


In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  §  12.80(b) 
is  amended  as  follows : 

Subparagraph  (b)  (1)  is  amended  by  changing 
the  period  following  the  words  ''so  labelled  or 
tagged",  to  a  comma  and  (b)  (2)  (vii)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

§  12.80  Federal  Motor  vehicle  safety  standards. 

***** 

(b)   *     *     * 

(1)  *  *  *  or  (iii)  (for  vehicles  only  which 
have  been  exempted  by  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation from  meeting  certain  safety  stand- 
ards) it  bears  a  label  or  tag  permanently 
affixed  to  such  vehicle  which  meets  the  require- 
ments set  forth  in  the  regulations  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation,  23  CFR  217.13. 

(2)  *     *     * 

(vii)  The  importer  or  consignee  is  im- 
porting such  vehicle  or  equipment  item 
solely  for  the  purposes  of  show,  test,  experi- 
>nent,  competition,  repairs  or  alterations  and 
that  such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  will  not 
be  sold  or  licensed  for  use  on  the  public 
roads:  Provided,  That  vehicles  imported 
solely  for  purposes  of  test  or  experiment 
may  be  licensed  for  use  on  the  public  roads 
for  a  period  not  to  exceed  one  year,  where 
such  use  is  an  integral  part  of  tests  or  ex- 
periments for  which  such  vehicle  i.s  being 
imported,  upon  condition  that  the  importer 
attach  to  the  declaration  description  of  the 
tests  or  experiments  for  which  the  vehicle 
is  being  imported,  the  period  of  time  during 
which  it  is  estimated  that  it  will  be  necessary 
to  test  the  vehicle  on  the  public  roads,  and 
the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  vehicle 
after  completion  of  the  tests  or  experiments. 
***** 

(Sec.  108,  80  Stat.  722,  15  U.S.C.  1397) 
Since  the  first   amendment   is  necessitated  to 
conform    to    regulations   of   the   Department   of 
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Effactiva;   D*»mb«r  14,    1968 

Transportation  presently  in  eflfect  and  the  second  Approved :  November  29,  1968.  a 

will    afTect    a    very    limited    number  of   persons  Joseph  M.  Bowman,  ■ 

with  a  legitimate  interest  in  road  testing  non-  Assistant  Secretary 

conforming  vehicles,  notice  and  public  procedure  of  the  Treasury. 

thereon    is    not    considered    necessary    and   good  Approved:  December  9,  1968. 

cause  is  found  for  dispensing  with  the  delayed  Lowell  K.  Bridwell, 

effective    date    provision    of    5    U.S.C .  553(d).  Federal  Highway  Administrator. 

Therefore,    the    amendments    shall    be    effective  33  F  R    1 8577 

upon  publication  in  the  F.ederdl  Register.  December  14    1968 

[SEAL] 

Lester  D.  Johnson 

Commissioner  of  Customs 


M.V.  IMPORT— PRE  2 


Effective:   June    10,    1971 


PREAMBLE  TO  AMENDMENT  TO  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY  REGULATION  RELATING 
TO  IMPORTATION  OF  MOTOR  VEHICLES  AND  ITEMS  OF  MOTOR  VEHICLE  EQUIPMENT 

(T.D.  71-122) 


A  notice  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  February  18,  1971  (36  F.R.  3121),  that  it 
was  proposed  to  amend  §  12.80  of  the  Customs 
Regulations  (19  CFR  12.80)  to  make  the  follow- 
ing substantive  changes: 

1.  To  provide  that  motor  vehicles  and  motor 
vehicle  equipment  brought  into  conformity  un- 
der bond,  shall  not  be  sold  or  offered  for  sale 
until  the  bond  is  released ; 

2.  To  make  clear  that  the  term  motor  vehicle 
as  used  in  §  12.80  refers  to  a  motor  vehicle  as 
defined  in  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Act  of  1966 ; 

3.  To  require  a  declaration  of  conformance 
accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  vehicle's 
original  manufacturer  as  evidence  of  original 
compliance ; 

4.  To  require  that  declarations  filed  under 
paragraph  (c)  of  §  12.80  be  signed  by  the  im- 
porter or  consignee ;  and 

5.  To  add  a  bond  requirement  for  the  produc- 
tion of  a  declaration  of  original  compliance  and 
a  declaration  of  conformity  after  manufacture. 


Interested  persons  were  given  an  opportunity 
to  submit  relevant  data,  views,  or  arguments. 
No  comments  were  received.  The  amendments 
as  proposed,  with  minor  editorial  changes,  are 
hereby  adopted  as  set  forth  below  to  become 
effective  30  days  after  the  date  of  publication  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

Robert  V.  ^Mclntyre, 

Acting  Commissioner  of  Customs. 

APPROVED:  April  22,  1971. 

Eugene  T.  Rossides, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

APPROVED:  May  3,  1971. 

Douglas  W.  Toms, 

Acting  Administrator,  National 

Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 


tion. 


36   F.R.   8667 
May  11,  197/ 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY  REGULATION  RELATING  TO  IMPORTATION  OF  MO- 
TOR VEHICLES  AND  ITEMS  OF  MOTOR  VEHICLE  EQUIPMENT 


Notice  of  a  proposal  to  add  §  12.80  to  Part  12  of 
the  Customs  Regulations  to  prescribe  regulations 
providing  for  the  admission  or  refusal  of  motor 
vehicles  or  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  which 
are  offered  for  importation  into  the  United  States 
and  which  are  subject  to  Federal  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards  promulgated  by  the  Department 
of  Transportation  in  49  CFR  Part  571,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966,  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  for  November  30,  1967  (32  F.R. 
16432).  Interested  persons  were  given  an  oppor- 
tunity to  submit  relevant  data,  views,  or 
arguments  in  writing  regarding  the  proposed 
regulations.  All  comments  received  have  been 
carefully  considered. 

In  response  to  those  comments,  in  addition  to 
several  minor  changes,  the  first  paragraph  of 
§  12.80(b)  has  been  amended  to  provide  for  the  en- 
try, without  written  declaration,  of  motor  vehicles 
and  items  of  motor  vehicle  equipment  intended  for 
export  and  so  labeled.  A  new  provision  is  also  add- 
ed (§  12.80(b)  (2)  (iv))  to  provide  for  the  entry,  upon 
written  declaration,  of  new  vehicles  intended  for 
resale  which  do  not  fully  conform  to  the  safety 
standards  because  of  the  absence  of  readily  at- 
tachable equipment  items: 

Provided,  That  the  importer  or  consignee  under- 
takes to  attach  the  missing  items  before  such 
vehicles  are  offered  to  the  general  public  for  sale. 
Finally,  the  importation  of  nonconforming  vehicles 
for  competition  purposes  will  be  permitted  under 
§  12.80(b)  (2)  (vii)  if  the  vehicle  will  not  be  licensed 
for  use  on  the  public  roads. 

Part  12  is  accordingly  amended  to  add  a  new 
centerhead  and  section  as  follows: 

Motor  Vehicles  and  Motor  Vehicle  Equipment 
Manufactured  on  or  after  January  1,  1968 


§  12.80     Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standards. 

(1)  Standards  prescribed  by  the  Department 
of  Transportation.  Motor  vehicles  and  motor 
vehicle  equipment  manufactured  on  or  after 
January  1,  1968,  offered  for  sale,  or  introduction 
or  delivery  for  introduction  in  interstate  com- 
merce, or  importation  into  the  United  States 
are  subject  to  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standards  (hereafter  referred  to  in  this  section 
as  "safety  standards")  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Transportation  under  sections  103  and 
119  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  of  1966.  (15  U.S.C.  1392,  1407)  as 
set  forth  in  regulations  in  49  CFR  Part  571. 
A  motor  vehicle  hereafter  referred  to  in  this 
section  as  "vehicle"  or  item  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment  (hereafter  referred  to  in  this  section 
as  "equipment  item"),  manufactured  on  or  after 
January  1,  1968,  is  not  permitted  entry  into  the 
United  States  unless  (with  certain  exceptions 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section)  it  is 
in  conformity  with  applicable  safety  standards 
in  effect  at  the  time  the  vehicle  or  equipment  item 
was  manufactured, 
(b)  Requirements  for  entry  and  release. 

(1)  Any  vehicle  or  equipment  item  offered 
for  importation  into  the  customs  territory  of 
the  United  States  shall  not  be  refused  entry 
under  this  seciton  if  (i)  it  bears  a  certification 
label  affixed  by  its  original  manufacturer  in 
accordance  with  section  114  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966 
(15  U.S.C.  1403)  and  regulations  issued  there- 
under by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  (49 
CFR  Part  567)  (in  the  case  of  a  vehicle,  in  the 
form  of  a  label  or  tag  permanently  affixed  to 
such  vehicle  or  in  the  case  of  an  equipment 
item,  in  the  form  of  a  label  or  tag  on  such 
item  or  on  the  outside  of  a  container  in  which 
such  item  is  delivered),  or  (ii)  it  is  intended 
solely  for  export,   such   vehicle  or  equipment 
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item  and  the  outside  of  its  container,  if  any, 
to  be  so  labeled  and  tagged,  or  (iii)  (for  ve- 
hicles only  which  have  been  exempted  by  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  from  meeting  cer- 
tain safety  standards)  it  bears  a  label  or  tag 
permanently  affixed  to  such  vehicle  which 
meets  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  regu- 
lations of  the  Department  of  Transportation, 
49  CFR  555.13. 

(2)  Any  such  vehicle  or  equipment  item 
not  bearing  such  certification  or  export  label 
shall  be  refused  entry  unless  there  is  filed  with 
the  entry,  in  duplicate,  a  declaration  signed 
by  the  importer  or  consignee  which  states 
that: 

(i)  Such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  was 
manufactured  on  a  date  when  there  were  no 
applicable  safety  standards  in  force,  a  verbal 
declaration  being  acceptable  at  the  option  of 
the  district  director  of  customs  for  vehicles 
entering  at  the  Canadian  and  Mexican  bor- 
ders; or 

(ii)  Such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  was 
not  manufactured  in  conformity  with  ap- 
plicable safety  standards  but  has  since  been 
brought  into  conformity,  such  declaration  to 
be  accompanied  by  the  statement  of  the 
manufacturer,  contractor,  or  other  person 
who  has  brought  such  vehicle  or  equipment 
item  into  conformity  which  describes  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  work  performed;  or 

(iii)  Such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  does 
not  conform  with  applicable  safety  stand- 
ards, but  that  the  importer  or  consignee  will 
bring  such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  into 
conformity  with  such  safety  standards,  and 
that  such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  will  not 
be  sold  or  offered  for  sale  until  the  bond  (re- 
quired by  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section) 
shall  have  been  released;  or 

(iv)  Such  vehicle  is  a  new  vehicle  being 
imported  for  purposes  of  resale  which  does 
not  presently  conform  to  all  applicable  safety 
standards  because  readily  attachable  equip- 
ment items  are  not  attached,  but  that  there 
is  affixed  to  its  windshield  a  label  stating  the 
safety  standard  with  which  and  the  manner 
in  which  such  vehicle  does  not  conform  and 


that  the  vehicle  will  be  brought  into  con- 
formity by  attachment  of  such  equipment 
items  before  it  will  be  offered  for  sale  to  the 
first  purchaser  for  purposes  other  than  re- 
sale; or 

(v)  The  importer  or  consignee  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  United  States,  importing 
such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  primarily 
for  personal  use  or  for  the  purpose  of  making 
repairs  or  alterations  to  the  vehicle  or  equip- 
ment item,  for  a  period  not  exceeding  1  year 
from  the  date  of  entry,  and  that  he  will  not 
resell  it  in  the  United  States  during  that 
time:  PROVIDED,  That  persons  regularly 
entering  the  United  States  by  a  motor  vehicle 
at  the  Canadian  and  Mexican  borders  may 
apply  to  the  district  director  of  customs  for 
an  appropriate  means  of  identification  to  be 
affixed  to  such  vehicle  which  will  serve  in 
place  of  the  declaration  required  by  this 
paragraph;  or 

(vi)  The  importer  or  consignee  is  a  mem- 
ber of  the  armed  forces  of  a  foreign  country 
on  assignment  in  the  United  States,  or  is  a 
member  of  the  Secretariat  of  a  public  inter- 
national organization  so  designated  pursuant 
to  59  Stat.  669  on  assignment  in  the  United 
States,  or  is  a  member  of  the  personnel  of  a 
foreign  government  on  assignment  in  the 
United  States  who  comes  within  the  class  of 
persons  for  whom  free  entry  of  motor  ve- 
hicles has  been  authorized  by  the  Department 
of  State  and  that  he  is  importing  such  ve- 
hicle or  equipment  item  for  purposes  other 
than  resale;  or 

(vii)  The  importer  or  consignee  is  im- 
porting such  vehicle  or  equipment  item 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  show,  test,  experi- 
ment, competition,  repairs  or  alterations  and 
that  such  vehicle  or  equipment  item  will  not 
be  sold  or  licensed  for  use  on  the  public 
roads:  PROVIDED:  That  vehicles  imported 
solely  for  purposes  of  test  or  experiment 
may  be  licensed  for  use  on  the  public  roads 
for  a  period  not  to  exceed  one  year,  where 
such  use  is  an  integral  part  of  tests  or  ex- 
periments for  which  such  vehicle  is  being 
imported,  upon  condition  that  the  importer 
attach  to  the  declaration  a  description  of 
the  tests  or  experiments  for  which  the  ve- 
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hide  is  being  imported,  the  period  of  time 
during  which  it  is  estimated  that  it  will  be 
necessary  to  test  the  vehicle  on  the  public 
roads,  and  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the 
vehicle  after  completion  of  the  tests  or  ex- 
periments. 

(viii)  Such  vehicle  which  is  not  manufac- 
tured primarily  for  use  on  the  public  roads 
is  not  a  "motor  vehicle"  as  defined  in  section 
102  of  the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Ve- 
hicle Safety  Act  of  1966  (15  U.S.C.  1391); 
or 

(ix)  Such  vehicle  was  manufactured  in 
conformity  with  applicable  safety  stand- 
ards, such  declaration  to  be  accompanied  by 
a  statement  of  the  vehicle's  original  manu- 
facturer as  evidence  of  original  compliance. 

(3)  Any  declaration  given  under  this  sec- 
tion (except  an  oral  declaration  accepted  at  the 
option  of  the  district  director  of  customs  un- 
der subparagraph  (2)  (i)  of  this  paragraph) 
shall  state  the  name  and  United  States  address 
of  the  importer  or  consignee,  the  date  and 
the  entry  number,  a  description  of  any  equip- 
ment item,  the  make  and  model,  engine  serial, 
and  body  serial  numbers  of  any  vehicle  or 
other  identification  numbers,  and  the  city  and 
State  in  which  it  is  to  be  registered  and  prin- 
cipally located  if  known,  and  shall  be  signed 
by  the  importer  or  consignee.  The  district 
director  of  customs  shall  immediately  forward 
the  original  of  such  declaration  to  the  Na- 
tional Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation. 

(c)  Release  under  bond.  If  a  declaration 
filed  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  states  that  the  entry  is  being  made  under 
circumstances  described  in  paragraph  (b)  (2) 
(iii),  or  under  circumstances  described  in  para- 
graph (b)  (2)  (ii)  or  (ix)  of  this  section  where 
the  importer  at  time  of  entry  does  not  submit  a 
statement  in  support  of  his  declaration  of  con- 
formity the  entry  shall  be  accepted  only  if  the 
importer  gives  a  bond  on  Customs  Forms  7551, 
7553,  or  7595  for  the  production  of  either  a 
statement  by  the  importer  or  consignee  that  the 
vehicle  or  equipment  item  described  in  the  dec- 
laration filed  by  the  importer  has  been  brought 
into    conformity    with    applicable    safety    stand- 


ards and  identifying  the  manufacturer,  contrac- 
tor, or  other  person  who  has  brought  such  ve- 
hicle or  equipment  item  into  conformity  with 
such  standards  and  describing  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  work  performed  or  a  statement  of 
the  vehicle  manufacturer  certifying  original  con- 
formity. The  bond  shall  be  in  the  amount  re- 
quired under  §  25.4(a)  of  this  chapter.  Within 
90  days  after  such  entry,  or  such  additional 
period  as  the  district  director  of  customs  may 
allow  for  good  cause  shown,  the  importer  or  con- 
signee shall  deliver  to  both  the  district  director 
of  customs,  and  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  a  copy  of  the  statement 
described  in  this  paragraph.  If  such  statement 
is  not  delivered  to  the  district  director  of  cus- 
toms for  the  port  of  entry  of  such  vehicle  or 
equipment  item  within  90  days  of  the  date  of 
entry  or  such  additional  period  as  may  have 
been  allowed  by  the  district  director  of  customs 
for  good  cause  shown,  the  importer  or  consignee 
shall  deliver  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  dis- 
trict director  of  customs  those  vehicles  or  equip- 
ment items,  which  were  released  in  accordance 
with  this  paragraph.  In  the  event  that  any  such 
vehicle  or  equipment  item  is  not  redelivered 
within  5  days  following  the  date  specified  in  the 
preceding  sentence,  liquidated  damages  shall  be 
assessed  in  the  full  amount  of  a  bond  given  on 
Form  7551.  When  the  transaction  has  been 
charged  against  a  bond  given  on  Form  7553,  or 
7595,  liquidated  damages  shall  be  assessed  in  the 
amount  that  would  have  been  demanded  under 
the  preceding  sentence  if  the  merchandise  had 
been  released  under  a  bond  given  on  Form  7551. 

(d)  Merchandise  refused  entry.  If  a  vehicle 
or  equipment  item  is  denied  entry  under  the  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section,  the 
district  director  of  customs  shall  refuse  to  release 
the  merchandise  for  entry  into  the  United  States 
and  shall  issue  a  notice  of  such  refusal  to  the 
importer  or  consignee. 

(e)  Disposition  of  merchandise  refused  entry 
into  the  United  States;  redelivered  merchandise. 
Vehicles  or  equipment  items  which  are  denied 
entry  under  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  or 
which  are  redelivered  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (c)  of  this  section  and  which  are  not  ex- 
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ported  under  customs  supervision  within  90  days 
from  the  date  of  notice  of  refusal  of  admission 
or  date  of  redelivery  shall  be  disposed  of  under 
customs  laws  and  regulations;  Provided,  however, 
That  any  such  disposition  shall  not  result  in  an 
introduction  into  the  United  States  of  a  vehicle 
or  equipment  item  in  violation  of  the  National 
Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Act  of  1966. 

(Sec.  623,  46  Stat.  759,  as  amended,  sec.  108, 
80  Stat.  722;  19  U.S.C.  1623;  15  U.S.C.  1397) 

Since  motor  vehicles  and  items  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment  subject  to  the  standards  prescribed  in 
49  CFR  Part  571,  may  shortly  be  in  transit  to 
United  States  ports  of  entry,  it  is  important  that 
these  regulations  be  put  into  effect  at  the  earliest 
possible  date.    It  is  therefore  found  that  the  ad- 


vance publication  requirement  under  5  U.S.C. 
553  is  impracticable  and  good  cause  is  found  for 
adopting  these  regulations  effective  upon  publi- 
cation in  the  Federal  Register. 

(SEAL) 

Lester  D.  Johnson 
Commissioner  of  Customs 
APPROVED:January  2,  1968. 

Matthew  J.  Marks, 
Acting  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury 
APPROVED:January  5,  1968. 

Alan  S.  Boyd 

Secretary  of  Transportation 

33  F.R.  360 
January  10,  1968 
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